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The substantive Sabat denoting ‘pit, netherworld’, is attested twenty-one times in
biblical Hebrew.1 The verbal idioms with which ¥zhat is employed may be conveniently
summarized as follows: yarad (borid) laSsabat ‘to descend (cause to descend) to the pit/
netherworld’;2 garab la$¥abat ‘to draw near to the pit/netherworld’;3 ‘Zbar basSabat ‘to
pass through the pit/netherworld’;* mut lafiabat ‘(to go down) dying into the nether-
world’;> ra’ab Sabat ‘to experience the netherworld’;0 karab Sahat ‘to dig a pit’.7 The
twin meanings ‘pit/netherworld’ are also apparent from terms employed in synonymous
parallelism with Sabat: $€°6 ‘netherworld’;® ‘apar ‘dust’;? rimmab ‘worms’;10 bor ‘pir’;11

1 Isa. 38:17; 51:14; Ezek. 28:8; Jonah. 2:7; Ps. 7:16; 9:16; 16:10; 30:10; 35:7; 49:10; 55:24;
94:13; 103:4; Prov. 26:27; 28:10; Job 17:14; 33:18, 22, 24, 28, 30. For Sabat in Ezek. 19:4, 8;

Ps. 107:20 and Lam, 4:20, see the discussion below. For Sabat in Job 9:31, see the appendix.

2 Ezek. 28:8; Ps. 30:10; 55:24; Job 33:24 = Akk. ana erseti/qabri/ arvalli waradu/ Surudu; Ugar.
yrd lars; Aram. nbt ('ht) fwht’ (by gbwrt’); Syr. nht (’ht) Ibbl’; Arab. warada/ awrada ila al-hittati
Cf. Heb. yarad (1) 5’61 (e.g., Isa. 14:15; Ezek. 31:15); yarad (1€)bor (e.g., Ps. 30:4; Prov. 1:12);
yarad (1€ )ymawet (Prov. 5:5; 7:27); yarad (1€)'¢res (e.g., Ezek. 32:18, 24); yarad 1€ apar (Ps. 22:30);
yarad ditmab (Ps. 115:17).

3 Job 33:22 = Aram. grb ISwht’; Syr. grb Ipbl’; Arab. garuba min al-biitati. Cf. Heb. naga‘ liS’61
(Ps. 88:4); naga’ ‘ad Sa‘dré mawgt (Ps. 107:18; note naga’//qarab in Isa. 5:8).

4 Job 33:28 = Akk. erseta/suttata etequ/suituqu; Aram. ‘br b¥whbt’; Syr. ‘br bbbl’; Arab. marra
(‘abara) fi-l-hutati. Cf. Heb. ‘abar b¢Selab, for which see below, n. 12,

5 Isa. 51:14 = Akk. ina Suttati/erseti matu; Aram. mwt bswht’; Syr. mwt Ibbl’; Arab. mata fi-l-hiitati,
Cf. Heb. mitt “im geber (2 Sam. 19:38); miit b€ apar (Job 14:8).

6 Ps. 16:10; 49:10 = AKk. aralld amaru; Aram. bzb ?s:zvbt’; Syr. bzb bbl’; Arab. va’a al-butata/qabra.
Cf. Heb. 7a’ab mawgt (Ps. 89:49); ra'ab $a3ré salmawet (Job 38:17).

7 Ps, 94:13; Prov. 26:27 = Akk. Suttata perdi; Aram. bpr (kr’) gwms’; Syr. bpr gwms’; Arab bafara
butatan/bufratan, Cf. Heb. bapar/karab bor (Exod. 21:33 = Akk. bura \};eﬁ’)); patab bor (Exod. 21:33
= Akk. burta petﬁ); bapar glimds (Eccl. 10:8 [an Aramaism] ; karab Subab (e.g., Jer. 18:20, 22).

8 Ps. 16:10; cf.5¢°6l//bor (Isa. 14:15; 38:18; Ezek. 31:16; Ps. 30:4; Prov. 1:12). Note the
sequence of mawet//Sabat//s€'61 in Ben Sira 51:2-3 (ed. Segal [Jerusalem, 1953}, 352) and that of
Sabat//s¢°61 - '‘dbaddon in Qumran (Licht, The Thanksgiving Scroll [Jerusalem, 1957], 84:19-20).

9 Ps. 30:10; cf. Ye'0l//‘apar (Job 17:16); ‘gres//‘apar (Isa. 29:4; Ps. 22:30) and ‘@par//tamiin
‘dust’//‘unknown grave’ (Job 40:13).

10 Job 17:14; cf. ‘apar//rimmab (Job 7:5; 21:26) and $¢'8l//rimmab (Job 24:19-20; see Tur-Sinai,
The Book of Job []Jerusalem, 1957], 368-69).
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Selab ‘death’;12 m€mirim ‘death’.13

In light of these observations one is immediately reminded of the Akkadian terms @aitu(m)
and 3uttatu(m) both denoting ‘pit, netherworld’. The two substantives are equated in
lexical lists, 14 as well as in the commentaries on Ludlul15 and Surpu. 16 Most illuminating
is the equation of paStu(m) with ersetu(m) ‘netherworld’ in the commentary on Theodicy,17
which calls to mind the parallelism of Hebrew 3¢ °6l//sahat. Indeed, the extent to which
the Akkadian pair bastu(m)-Suttatu(m) corresponds to the Hebrew terms Sabat and suhab
(sthah )18 is most remarkable, as may be seen from the following idiomatic equivalents:

11 Ps. 7:16; note also Prov, 28:17-18, where MT b€ ’ghat should in all probability be emended to
besabar (Peshitta begiimsa’; cf. verse 10 napal bishiit); cf. eres//bor (Ezek. 26:20; 31:14, 16; 32:18, 24)
and bor//qeber (Isa. 14:19; Ps. 88:5-6).

12 Job 33:18. The rendering of Sglab here as ‘death, destruction’ seems quite certain. Note Peshitta
’bdn’ and cf. verse 28 Bbor bassabat. Also to be compared is the parallelism in Job 36:12 besglab ya‘bborii//
yigw€'id biblt da‘at. Thus, Tur-Sinai’s interpretation (Job, 468-70) is basically correct, but his Akkadian
etymology for S¢lab, as well as for ¥'6] (The Language and the Book [Jerusalem, 1955], 3:171 [in Hebrew] ),
must be rejected for more than one reason. It suffices to call attention to the fact that Akk. ¥eltu never
denotes a ‘sword’ as such, but rather means ‘sharp cutting edge, blade’. Indeed, the Akk. idiom patru/
namsgaru Selu ‘sword provided with a sharp edge’ (e.g., BWL, 146:52; Shalm. Monolith 1:19) is to be
equated with Heb. bereb n€tusab (= 1€t0%ab; 1sa. 21:15; cf. Ps. 7:13), but the semantic equivalent of
selu is obviously 1€4735ah, not hereb!

Equally difficult is the etymology proposed by Dhorme (JPOS 3 {19231, 46-47; Job [Paris, 1926],
452-53), recently adopted by Pope (Job, Anchor Bible 15 [Garden City, N.Y., 1965], 215, 218) and Gordis
(The Book of God and Man [Chicago, 19651, 289), whereby our S¢lap is to be etymologically equated with the
late and rare Akkadian vocable Silifitu, allegedly denoting ‘canal’. (See the references in Cardascia,

Murasz, 131, and cf., e.g., BE 9, 45:8-9, where ¥ilihtu clearly denotes ‘outlet of a canal’.) Here it will suffice

to note that the latter vocable has nothing whatever to do with (the crossing of) the river of the netherworld,
which is indicated exclusively by Hubur in Akkadian, never by silibtu! Note particularly the idiom (n7r)

Hubur eb&ru ‘1o cross the river of the netherworld’//urub muti alaku ‘to go the way of death’ (BWL, 70:17
[Theodicy]), the antonym of which is ina I;Iubur Sadadu ‘to pull out from the river of the netherworld’ "

(BWL, 58:7 [Ludiul IV]). The emendation of Duhm b¥’lb = bi¥ 0lab (Hiob [Marti's KHC, 1897] , 159),
adopted by many scholars (e.g., Holscher, Hiob [HAT, 1952], 80) is gratuitous, particulary in light of Job 36:12,

13 Job 33:22. The rendering of m€mitim as ‘death’, adopted by many scholars (see the commentaries),
is fully corroborated by the versions (cf. Targum Swht//mytwt’; Peshitta bbl’//mwt’; Saadia balik//imata).
No emendation seems to recommend itself with the sole exception of revocalizing our vocable as mémotim
(Jer. 16:4; Ezek. 28:8) = Arab. mamatu ‘death, place of death’.

14 See CAD H, 143a, lexical section. Other lexical equivalents of \l;a}tu(m)—}uztatu(m) are: napallu(m)
(AHw., 712), napbalu(m) (ibid., 714a), laptu(m) ibid., 528b) and mapdu (ibid., 582b, where read: ma-ah-du
= gu—ut—[ta-tu] nH.

15 Ludlul 1:93 ana qab damigtiya petassu b bastum *“The pit is open for him who intercedes for me”;
commentary } bastum = Sut[tatum] (BWL, 34).

16 Surpu 1V:43-44 ina basti sullt ina p7 kara$é eteru *“To bnng up from the pit, to save from the
brink of annihilation”; commentary pasti = Yuttatu (E. Reiner, Surpu, 26; 50:20).

17 Theodicy: 62 gellar nesi pu¥u petdssu pastum *'(For) the crime which the lion committed, the
pit is open for him;” commentary haSru = ersetim (B. Landsberger, Z4 43 [1936], 52-53; BWL, 74).

18 The substantive $2hab/3thab ‘pit’ is attested six times: Jer. 18:20, 22; Ps. 57:7; 119:85; Prov.

22:14; 23:27. This vocable is, in all probability, also hidden in Ps. 35:8c, where $ibab should be read for
MT %6°ah. The latter would seem to be the result of contamination by $6°a@b in the first part of the verse
(8a). Note that the reading S#hab underlies both the rendering of the Syr. (gwms’) and that of
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(1) Akk.Suttata beril ‘to dig a pit''? = Heb. karah Sabat/Sibah;*0

(2) AKk. ina basti Sulfi (//ina p1 kara3é eteru) ‘to bring up from the pit’ (//‘to save from
the brink of annihilation’)2! = Heb. g €lah missabat ‘to bring up from the pit’;22 besip
minni Sabat ‘to bring back from the pit’;23 ga'al/padab mi¥Sabat ‘to redeem/save from the
pit’;2% pasak missabat ‘to hold back from the pit’;2

(3) AkK. ana ¥uttati nadi) ‘to cast into the pit'26 = Heb. hislik/natan "¢l bdr ‘to cast into
the pit’;27

(4) AKk. ana erseti 28/{?11'01111*29/t'rkalli(a)3O/qabri31 waradu/Surudu ‘to descend/cause to

Saadia, who renders the second ¥6°ah by Arab. buta. The latter is employed by Saadia to translate Heb.
Sibab in Ps. 57:7; 119:85; Prov. 22:14; 23:27 and $abat in Ps. 7:16; 9:16; 94:13; Prov. 26:27.

To be excluded here is ¥pab in Jer. 2:6, where the sequence of rabab we3ihah is difficult and other-
wise unattested. Despite the fact that our verse is by no means ideal terrain for emendations, one cannot
help feeling that context and parallelism hardly call for a substantive ‘pit’ (a feeling shared by some of
the versions; cf. Targum mysr whrwb; Peshitta brbt’ wshyt’). Rather, what comes to mind is the poetic
substantive $0"ab (m€56°ah) denoting ‘devastation, waste, ruin’, which is more suited to the context of
‘Arabab ‘wilderness’, Thus in Job 30:3 §6'Gb is employed with giyyab ‘parched land’, and in 38:26-27
with ‘gres 16° 15 ‘uninhabited land’ and midbar ‘wilderness’. To be compared here is Jer. 51:43, where
Sammah ‘desolation, waste’ appears parallel to ‘gres siyyab wa'drabab, the colon itself parallel to one
employing terms for ‘uninhabited land’. For similar sequences of terms in Heb., cf. Jer. 17:6; 50:12; and
in Akk., cf., e.g., TCL 3:193; Borger, Esar})., 56:53-56; Streck, Asbh., 72:106-110; ibid., 204:3-12.
Further, the proposed confusion of 50°ab-§#bab in Jer. 2:6 may be directly compared to the reverse
situation obtaining in Ps. 35:8, discussed above.

19 Gilg. VI:51-52.

20 For the idiom with Sabat, see above, n. 7. For karab ¥ipab, cf. Jer. 18:20, 22; Ps. 57:7; 119:85.

21 Surpu 1V:43-44 (see above, n. 16). Cf. Ludlul IV:4-6 {b&l]T uballitanni {ina hast] i ekimanni [ina
kara$] é et [ter] anni (for eterannil) “My lord (Marduk) restored me to life, he took me away from the pit,
he saved me from annihilation”; for restoration and similar context, note Ludlul IV:35-36 (BWL, 58).

22 Jonah 2:7 = Aram. ’sq mhbl’; Syr. ’sq mn bbl’; Arab. as‘ada min al-butati.

23 Job 33:30 = Akk. tu erseti/gabri/arallifirkalla taru/turry (e.g., Ludlul IV:78; Ebeling, Handerbe-
bung, 24:22); Aram. 'tb mn Swht’ (bbl’); Syr. bpk mn bbl’; Arab. radda min al-butati.

24 Ps. 103:4; Job 33:28 = Akk. pa’i§ karaSi padii ‘to save from the brink of annihilation’ (4f0 19
[1960], 53:163); Aram. prwg mn Swht’; Syr. prwq mn pbl’; Arab. fakka/fadd min al-bitati.

25 Job 33:18 = Akka. ina qabyi bullutu; ina kara¥é etéru (Ludlul 1V:35-36; Gilg. XI1:173); Aram.
mn'/psy mn Swht’ (bbl’); Syr. bsk mn bbl’; Arab. anja min al-biitati.

26 Langdon, Etana, 26:5-7 sabassu ina kappisu nukkis kappisu abrisu u nuballisu bugqunSuma idi¥u
ana Suttati “Seize him (the eagle) by his wings; cut off his wings, his pinions and his feathers; pluck him
and cast him into the pit”; cf. ibid., 30:22-23; 31:8; KAR, 46:24 = ZA 30 (1915-16), 189:22. Note
also ina pi1 karasi nadil, e.g., OECT 6, 44-45:17-21; AfO 19 (1960), 59:153.

27 For natan ‘¢l bor, see Jer. 38:7 = Aram. yhb lgwb’; Syr. rmy lgwb’; Arab. ja‘ala frl-jubbi. Cf.
Akk. ana palti ( = pa¥ti)/burti kunnu ‘to place into the pit’ (AfO 18[1957-58], 349:10 = AKA, 110:10
[restored] ; RAcc. 146:457). For bisltk I€bbr/pahat, see, e.g., Gen. 37:20; Jer. 38:6; 2 Sam. 18:17 =
Aram. rm’ lgwb’; Syr, rmy Igwb’; Arab. taraba frljubbi; cf. Akk. ing burti nadil ‘to cast into the pit’
(ZA 30 [1915-16], 189:26).

28 CT 15, 46 r. 5 (Descent of IStar): IStar ana erseti urid ul 118 “‘I5tar descended to the netherworld
and has not come up”; cf. LKA, 154 r. 12-13; CT 15, 46:63 andr. 6; EA 264:15-17; CT 16, 22:281;
ibid., 43:53; KAR, 227 iii:20.

29 Ebeling, Handerbebung, 24:22; cf. ZA 43 (1936), 15:28.

30 Ludlul 11:46-47 (BWL, 40).

31 Ludlul IV:78 (BWL, 60); cf. Craig, AAT, 90b:20; UVB 15, 36:13.
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descend to the netherworld’ = Heb. yarad (borid) lassabat ‘to descend (make descend) to
the pit/netherworld’;32

(5) Akk. paSuqtu haltu ( = hastu) ‘narrow pit’33 = Heb. b¢’er sarab (//5iibib ‘4muqqab)
‘narrow pit (//deep pitfall)’.34

The equation of Sabat-siihab and Akk. hastu-suttatu is especially evident from their
respective figurative usage. Thus the metaphor in Prov. 23:27 “For an alien woman (!)33
is a deep pitfall (supah), a foreign one a narrow pit (b€’¢r)”’ may be directly compared to
the Akkadian sinnistu burtu burtu suttatu biritu “a woman is a pitfall,3® a pitfall, a pit,

a ditch.”37

While the semantic equation of Sapat-sithab and Akk. baStu-Suttatu appears to be
complete in every detail, one is on less firm ground in positing any etymological equation
between them.3® Indeed, the etymology of Sabat remains as problematic as ever, and
recent research in this area has at best been inconclusive.3? What can be said, however, is
that there is no basis for the commonly advanced derivation of subat-sihah from a root
Swh, allegedly meaning ‘to sink down’.#0 As opposed to regarding these two substantives

32 For references and distribution, see above, n. 2.

33 Tn.-Epic 111:35-36.

34 Prov. 23:27 = Aram, byr’ ‘qt’ (//gwms’ ‘myqt’); Syr. br’ 'lyst’ (//gwms’ ‘myq’);

Arab. bi'’r dayyiga (//buta ‘amiga).

35 Recent commentaries (e.g., Scott, Proverbs [ Anchor Bible 18], 141, “‘harlot/ /strange woman’’) and
translations (e.g., NEB, 776, ‘‘prostitute//loose woman’’) notwithstanding, the correct reading is surely
zarab (// nokriyyah), and not z6nahb (// nokriyyah), which is an obvious scribal error. This assumption is
fully corroborated by both the parallel text in Prov. 22:14 and the unequivocal rendering allotrios of the
LXX. Note that while the pair 26nab//nokriyyab is, with the exception of our verse, unattested, the pair
zarab//nokriyyah is attested three times in the Book of Proverbs (2:16; 5:20; 7:5) and the parallelism of
2ar//nokrt is encountered no less than ten times in the Hebrew Bible (Isa. 28:21; 61:5; Obad. 11; Ps.
69:9; 81:10; Prov. 5:10; 20:16 = 27:13; 27:2; Job 19:15; Lam. 5:2). Also to be compared here is the
similar description of the ‘woman from abroad’ (="153ah zarah!) in the Instruction of Ani iii:13f. (ANET3,

420a).
36 Observe that Akk. burtu, like its Hebrew counterpart b€’ér (e.g., Ps. 55:24; 69:16), denotes not

only ‘well, cistern’, but also ‘pit, hole’; cf., eg.., AfO 14 (1944), 307, r. 6-7 (burta mullfl ‘to fill a pit’);
Ebeling, TuL, 83:5 (read burta tepette *you dig a hole™).

37 Dialogue of Pessimism: 51 (BWL, 146; cf. E. A. Speiser, JCS 8 [1954], 99b = Oriental and Biblical
Studies [Phila., 1967], 348).

38 For the plausible etymological equation of Akk. hastu = Heb. Sabat, see von Soden, AHw., 334b.

It should be noted that the Ugar. vocable sht (Ug. V [1968], 571:65) is obscure, and would seem to
have no bearing on our problem.

39 See the various etymologies for Heb. $abat proposed and discussed in M. Pope, JBL 83 (1964),
269-78.

40 See the lexica; cf., e.g., Koehler, Lexicon, 954b. Koehler’s attempt to maintain the etymology
from Swh is especially problematic since he, at the same time, seems to relate Heb. Sabat to Akk. Suttu
(ibid., 963b). The latter vocable, however, is itself poorly attested in Akkadian, being found only in a
lexical text (Malku-Sarru V1:206 bastu = suttum). Following Tallgvist (StOr V/4 (1934}, 3), evidence for
Suttu ‘pit’ in a connected text is sought in RA 13 (1916), 170, ii:3; ibid., 171, iii:5-6 ( = Ebeling, TuL,
21 ii:3; ibid., iii:5-6). The latter passages, however, actually employ the vocable sutty ‘dream’, and
have nothing to do with Heb. Sabat-Akk. suttatu ‘pit’.
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as primary nouns, such an etymology derives them from this hypothetical verbal root
Swh on the analogy of the derivation of the substantive rahat from rwh.41

The most serious objection to the derivation from Swb ‘to sink down’ is the fact that
the very existence of this root in biblical Hebrew is open to considerable doubt. In each of
the seven alleged attestations of the verb in question, the verbal form may be parsed from
roots other than swh. The first case of an alleged attestation of Swh is said to be found in
the form tistohdh (i) in Ps. 42:6, 7, 12; 43:5. However, already the medieval philologists
derived this form from the root $b» ‘to be low, prostrate’.#2  One might further reject the
etymology from swh by deriving the form from syb ‘to muse, to complain’, a suggestion
which is especially favored by biblical poetic usage. The appearance of ti§t6h¥bi in synony-
mous parallelism with the verb bamab ‘to groan, to moan’ in Ps. 42:6, 12; 43:5 isin no
way different from the parallelism of the roots syh//bmb in Ps. 55:18; 77:4, and possibly
55:3 (reading ‘¢h¢mayah).*3 It stands to reason, then, that ti26hihi is to be derived
neither from $wh nor shh, but rather from s/yb ‘to muse, to complain’.

The supposed attestation of the root Swh in Ps. 44:26 is similarly open to alternative
derivation. Thus the form $2bab should in all probability be revocalized §a>bbﬁb and derived
from the root 5hh. 4 Once again, the suggestion is prompted by poetic usage. While the
pair $hh//dbq is, outside of our verse, unattested, its existence would seem to be implied
by the sequences of shb-ng‘in Isa. 25:12; 26:5 and dbg-ng‘ in 2 Chr. 3:12. Such an under-
standing would call for rendering MT Sahah ( = §5fglpdb) in Ps. 44:26 as ‘is bowed down’, %>
parallel to dbg employed in the sense of ‘prostrate to the ground'. Thus our idiom Szbah
le‘apar (//dabagq li’args) is in no way different from ddbag le‘apar in Ps. 119:25.

Equally doubtful is the alleged attestation of Swh in Lam. 3:20. It has been often
suggested that the consonantal text be vocalized after the g6r&: tasé%h and derived from

41 See, e.g., Koehler, Lexicon, 963b. As a matter of fact, this derivation goes back to the medieval
Hebrew philologists. See Ibn Janah, Kitab al-usil, 708-9 ( = Sepher Haschoraschim, 502); cf. Ibn Ezra
on Ps. 7:16; 35:7. Note, however, that, unlike the moderns, they express very serious misgivings
concerning this derivation; cf. Ibn Ezra on Ps. 94:13 and see particularly Qimhi, Lexicon (Berlin, 1847),
375a, 382b.

42 Cf., e.g., Alfasi, Kitab Jami’ Al-Alfaz (1945), 2:660; Qimbi, Lexicon, 379b.

43 Note further the parallelism of §yb//bgh (Ps. 77:13; 143:5; cf. the sequence of Akk. damamu-
Sasti/nagagu ‘to moan’-‘to cry out, to complain’, OECT 6, 36:10-12) alongside that of hmb//bgh (lsa.
59:11; cf. Akk. damamu-qu(b)be Sugrupu ‘to moan’-‘to groan’, Ludlul 1:107-108 = BWL, 36). Also
relevant here is the parallelism of the nouns $%h//dnabab ‘complaint’//‘groan’ in Job 23:2; cf. Akk.
dimmatu—tﬁn?@u, e.g., CH 27:54-55. Observe that the semantic development of $yb 'to speak, to muse’ >
‘to complain, to lament’ calls to mind the similar development in the Akk. verbs gabil, nabi ‘to call, to
name’, coming to denote (in the D stem) ‘to complain, to lament’.

44. See Alfast, Kitab, 2:660.

45 The image of being bent over or stooped in submission or humiliation is frequently encountered
in the Hebrew Bible (note, e.g., Isa. 2:9, 11, 17; 5:15, where svb}; is in parallelism with $p! ‘to be low’;
cf. 25:12; 26:5). Also relevant here are Isa. 51:23 (read s6hbhi for MT 5¢pf, as confirmed by 1Q Isa?) and
Ps. 38:7, where Sabbott//qoded (1) billakifis to be read (cf. Ps. 35:14 goded (1) Sabbort). For gbdéd/
gfdodannit halak (e.g., Mal. 3:14; Ps. 42:10; 43:2), cf. Akk. gaddis/qaddanis/qaddadanis’ alaku ‘to walk
bowed down’ (AHw., 891b) and see Tur Sinai, Job, 100-1.
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$hh. 46 Even more plausible, however, is the vocalization after the k¢tib: tas?h, and a
derivation from the root syb ‘to muse, to complain’. The latter gains in probability when
it is observed that the use of h&hili following the proposed pair syb(!)//bmb in Ps. 42:6,
12; 43:5 would in turn suggest the sequence tas™h (/)-’6bil in Lam. 3:20, 21.

Finally, alleged Swh is sought in the traditionally problematic Prov. 2:18,%7 ki §abab
‘el mawet beytab//w€’el vépa’im ma‘gflotgyha. This derivation is beset with difficulties.
The most obvious rests in the verbal form sabah itself, for which one would have expected
Sab, in agreement with masculine bayit.*8 Adherence to an etymology from 5wh prompred

46 See the commentaries and cf. Qimhi, Lexicon, 379b.

47 The first stich of this verse has been a thorny problem to ancient and modern scholars alike. The
perplexity is especially evident in the versions. Thus LXX offers etheto gar para to thanato tou oikou
autes “‘She set (etheto = Satab for MT $abab) her house near death.” This rendering is problematic on
several counts, as rightly observed by many scholars (cf., e.g., Toy, Proverbs, ICC [1899], 48; Ehrlich,
Randglossen [1913], 6:18; contrast Frankenberg, Die Spriiche, in Nowack’s HKAT [1898], 28; Miiller-
Kautzsch, Proverbs, SBOT [1901], 2, 35).

Even more remote from the MT is the Peshitta ¢t skpt’ dbyth, a rendering which presupposes a Hebrew
text $ak€hah ‘élammdt beytah “‘She forgets (probably a contamination by ak€hahb in verse 17) the
thresholds (cf. Ezek. 40:16) of her house.” It may be briefly observed that context and parallelism alone
(note the pair métim//répa’fin in Ps. 88:11) make this word division highly improbable (contrast Wildeboer,
Die Spriiche, in Marti’s KHC [1897], 7). The Targum db‘mgq’ dmwt’ byth “whose house is in the depth
of death’ is merely a free paraphrase of the MT, while Saadia’s bfdt 'ly "lmwt byth’ ‘she lowered her house
to death” is an earnest but futile attempt at harmonizing the feminine verb $ahah with the masculine
substantive bayit (cf. also F. Delitzsch, Proverbs of Solomon [English trans.: Edinburgh, 1874],

1:82-3.

48 See the commentaries, e.g., Delitzsch, Proverbs, 82; Toy, Proverbs, 51; Frankenberg, Die Spriiche,
28.

It was precisely this problem that prompted many scholars to derive our form not from Swh, but, by
change of accent, from theroot ¥hh, allegedly denoting ‘to bow down' (cf., e.g., Umbreit, Spriiche
Salomo’s [Heidelberg, 18261, 19; Wildeboer, Die Spriiche, 7; Kuhn, Beitrige [BWANT 57, Stuttgart,
1931], 10; Fritsch, Proverbs [IB 1V, 1955], 796.) These scholars were preceded in this attempt by
Qimhi (Lexicon, 380a), quoting the commentary of his father Joseph.

This derivation of MT $abab in Prov. 2:18, however, carries very little conviction, since the very
existence of the root 5bk in biblical Hebrew is problematic. As to the alleged attestation of this root in
Isa. 51:23, the form ¥¢h7 has already been more properly related to the root 3bh (see above, n. 45, and
cf. Alfass, Kitab, 2:660).

The same derivation would also seem called for in Prov. 12:25, where the form yaShgnnab has also
been previously considered evidence for the alleged root $hb. In the latter verse, the revocalized form
ye€Sibbennab ‘brings low’ ( = yaSpilgnnab; for $pi//ihb, see above, n. 45) would stand in antithetical
parallelism to y€sammE€pgnnab ‘gladdens, exalts’. Such a pair would seem to recommend itself in light
of the antithetical parallelism of $pl//rwm (e.g., 1 Sam. 2:7; Ps, 75:8; 138:6; cf. Eccl. 10:6) on the one
hand, and the synonymous parallelism of §mb//rwm (e.g., Ps. 89:43; cf. Lam. 2:17) on the other (see
also Tur Sinai, Proverbs {Tel Aviv, 1947], 34-35 [in Hebrew] ). Observe that the semantic nexus between
‘to rejoice’ and ‘to be exalted’ is also evident from verses such as 1 Sam. 2:1 (‘Is-rwm-§mb); Ps. 89:17
(gyl//rwm), which may be viewed alongside Akk. badi//saqii ‘to rejoice’//'to be exalted’ (e.g., EA 144:
15-16).

The remaining forms alleged to be derived from a root $hh are bistabiwgh, miStabiweh and the like
(cf., e.g., Koehler, Lexicon, 959, but see Supplement, 189a). However, as we have learned from the
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widespread acceptance of the emendation of masculine b&ytab to feminine n¢tibarab. 49
The etymology, however, can hardly be maintained on the bhasis of such an emendation.
The MT of our verse preserves the parallelism of bayit ‘house’ //ma‘gal ‘road’, which not
only corresponds to the biblical pair bayit//derek, 50 but finds its exact counterpart in
Akkadian poetry. Thus in the celebrated composition “The Descent of Itar to the Nether-
world” 31 the journey of the goddess is described as follows:32 iSkunma marat Stn uzu[nsa)
ana biti eté Subat Ir[kalla] ana biti 3a evibfisu 1d as[i] ana bareani Sa alaktasa 1 tarfat)

“The daughter of Sin did indeed direct [her] attention to the dark house,?3 the abode

Ugaritic forms tSthwy, ySthwy (e.g., IIIAB, B:14-15, 30-31; IIAB, 4-5:25-26; ibid.,8:26-29; VIAB,
3:24-25), the biblical forms are St formations from the root bhwh (= Ugaritic bwy) ‘to be prostrate’
(see Albright, JPOS 12 [1932], 197, n. 41; idem, in Rowley, The Old Testament and Modern Study
[Oxford, 1952}, 33).

It may be further suggested here, though not without hesitation, that the very same root may be
hidden in the Talmudic idiom "hwy gydh (TB Megillab 22b; Taanith 252). While it is true that parallel
episodes in the TP (e.g., Sukkab 5:3; Berakhoth 1:3) have the idiom br'b kry‘h (see Kobut, Aruch
[N.Y., 1955], 4:340a), one cannot help feeling that the rendering of 'hwy qydb as ‘showed the way of
gidab’ (Jastrow, Dictionary, 2:1355a) leaves much to be desired. Indeed, one wonders whether it is not
within the realm of possibility to render the Talmudic statement lwy "bwy gydb gmyb drby w’ytl’ as
follows: “PN prostrated himself ( = Heb. kara‘ k€74“ib or qad qiddab, not hgr'dh k€7'ab/ qiddab!) before
Rabbi and thus became lame.”

49 See the commentaries. Cf., e.g., Steuemnagel, Die Spriiche, Die Hl. Schrift d. AT, (Tibingen, 1923),
281; Oesterley, Proverbs (London, 1929), 17 (netibatab); Kuhn, Beitrige, 10 (n€tibah). Further, see
the note in BH3 and cf. Koehler, Lexicon, 122a, 641b. Other emendations such as b7'Gtab for beytah
(Tur Sinai, Proverbs, 71) have attracted hardly any adherents.

50 Prov. 5:8; 7:19; cf. 7:27; note also Deut, 6:7; 11:19; Hos. 9:8.

51 In view of the fact that this myth has been known for many years (cf. already the masterly
edition of the Nineveh recension by Jensen in his Ass.-Bab. Mythen und Epen, KB 6/1 [1900], 80-91—
text and translation; ibid., 394-405—commentary), one would expect its relationship to Prov. 2:18 to
be universally recognized. Surprisingly enough, this is not the case at all. Thus, Gemser (Spriiche,
2nd. ed., 24) considers the emendation of beytab to n€tibab *‘plausible,” but finds Prov. 7:27 and 9:18 (!)
as militating against it. However, he appears to be totally unaware of the Akkadian evidence. Moreover,
though Oesterley (Proverbs, 17) refers to the Descent of \star, and even quotes an English translation of
our particular passage, he fails to apply the latter to our verse and goes on to advocate the emendation
of beytab to nétibatab.

52 CT 15, 45:3-6. Both the Nineveh and Assur recensions are now conveniently given side by side
in Borger, Lesestiicke, 2:86.

53 As far as can be ascertained, the Hebrew idiom closest to our bitu e,n? (= bit ekleti in Gilg. VII,
iv:33), would seem to be ‘grgs hoSgk wesalmawet in Job 10:21-22 (where render, following Ginsberg,
Eretz Israel 5 [1958], 64*, ‘‘Before 1 depart whence I shall not return, to the land of darkness and
gloom; aland whose glimmering is like gloom, darkness without any order, and even when it glimmers
[there] it is like darkness”’). For darkness as a characteristic of the netherworld, cf. particularly CT
15, 45:7-9 (Descent of Istar) = Gilg. VII, iv:36-39 and LKA, 62 r. 15-17 (MA version of the Descent of
IStar; transliteration and translation in Orientalia 18 [1949], 36). In light of this tradition, it is hardly
surprising to note that, according to the Babylonian lexicographers (see Landsberger, MSL 111 [1955],
138:101-2; cf. CAD G, 43b, sub ganzir), ekletu/etutu ‘darkness, gloom' may come to denote the nether-
world itself. So, too, in Hebrew, posgk and salmawet are not only B words of ¥¢'6] and méawet, respec-
tively (Job 17:13; 38:17; cf. Ps. 88:7, 13), but h5sgk and mabsak alone come to denote ‘netherworld’
(cf. 1 Sam, 2:9; Ps. 143:3; Job 18:18; Lam. 3:6).
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of Ir[kalla] , 5% to the house33 from which those who enter it do not exit, to the road
whose course does not turn back.”

The parallelism of Akk. bitu ‘house'//parranu ‘road’ is clearly the exact equivalent of
our bayit//ma ‘gal,>% and any interpretation of the form §@hah that calls for the elimination
of that poetic pair is to be rejected. More in line with the context and style of our passage3?
is a derivation from $hh and the reading Sobe?h ‘gl mawet beytab “her house sinks down
to M6t.” 38 This reading involves the assumption of a b - b interchange, a phenomenon

54 The euphemism irkallu/a (Sum. ERL.GAL ‘the great city’) ‘netherworld’ calls to mind the some-
what similar kigallu (Sum. KI.GAL ‘the great place’), which is likewise a poetic term for the nether-
world (cf., e.g., frat erseti in Ludlul [1:52 = irat kigalli in VAB 4, 72:31, and note the parallelism of
kigallu//ersetu, ibid., 94:32-33). For similar WS euphemisms, cf. Phoen. Milk-gart ‘king of the city’

(i.e., of the netherworld) and Ugar. gt ‘the city’ (the realm of Mot; see Albright, AJSL 53 [1936], 11;
idem, ARI [Baltimore, 1956], 81; 196, n. 29),

In light of this usage of irkalla, the employment of this term as the name of a goddess (cf., e.g., the phrase
Subat irkalla ‘the abode of Irkalla’ in the Descent of IStar) is somewhat puzzling. One solution is to
view the divine name as an ellipsis of Sarrat irkalli ‘queen of the netherworld’ (for which, see Ebeling,
Parfumrez., pl. 49:6, 15 = Orientalia 17 [1948], 418). This usage is in full agreement with the DN
Ereskigal, which likewise denotes ‘queen/lady of the netherworld’ (Sum. NIN/GASAN.KI.GAL, in all
probability to be read Ere$.ki.gal, as is indicated by the writing e-re-eS-ki-i-ga-a-al in EA 357:2).
Significant here is the fact that EreSkigal is specifically referred to as Sarrat aralli (Ebeling, TuL, 7:18 =
ZA 43 [1936], 17:58) and Sarrat ersctum (Gilg. V1], iv:50), both denoting ‘queen of the netherworld’.

55 For similar “houses” or “palaces” in cultures other than those of the ancient near east, see
Gaster, Myth, Legend, and Custom in the Old Testament (N.Y. and Evanston, 1969), 801-2.

56 The conception of the netherworld as a place associated with the road leading to it in the
Descent of I$tar and in Prov. 2:18 would seem to reflect something of a tradition. Note that the
expression parran Ia tdri ‘road of no return’ appears alongside the more common term erset G tari
‘land of no return’ in, e.g., STT 73:35-38 (see E. Reiner, JNES 19 [1960], 32). Also to be compared
here is the euphemistic idiom urha/Barrina alaku ‘to go on the road’ ( = uruh milti aldku ‘to go the
way of death’ in Theodicy: 16; cf. Winckler, Sar., 118:118). Particularly relevant here is the Akk.
sabtu urba illaku harrana “‘they have taken ‘the path’, they are travelling ‘the road’ " (Ebeling, TuL,

21, ii:1 = Scheil, RA 13 [1916], 169).

Here may also belong the difficult passage in Cagni, Erva 11, C:20, ¥a urub mé€ illiku harrtn turba’i
[utarru¥u] “‘He who went forth on a path of water (ellipsis for mé balati (KB 6/1,98:26 = EA 356:62]
or mé nubSi/begalli le.g., LIH 95, 19, CH 2:39-40]?) [will be returned] on a road of dust.” The
poetic image of life-giving water represents a life of prosperity, which culminates in entry to the
netherworld ( = “a road of dust”). Cf. Erra 11, C:19 and note the idioms eperr mati ‘dust of death’

(AMT 52, 1:11 = Ebeling, Tul, 27) = Heb. ‘apar mawet (Ps. 22:16) and kiSit eperu ‘seizure by the nether-
world’ (lit. ‘dust’; Labat, TDP, 216:2, 3, 4) = Heb. ‘gpar ‘netherworld’ (lit., ‘dust’; Ps. 30:10; Job 17:16).
Observe that the netherworld may be designated, alongside bit ekleti, as bit epri ‘the house of ‘dust’
(Gilg. VI, iv:45).

57 Cf. especially Prov. 5:5 and 7:27, where the verb yarad is employed.

58 Contrast the contextually and stylistically incompatible rendering of Prov. 2: 18-19 proposed by
M. Dahood in his study Ugaritic-Hebrew Philology (Rome, 1965), 19: ““For immortality (reading
‘al-mawet) is brought low in her house, since her paths lead to the Shades. None who come to her will
return or reach the ways of life eternal.” Dahood’s interpretation in general and his quest for ‘immortality’
in particular are completely refuted by the parallel passages in our collection, such as Prov. 5:5 and 7:27.
Context and parallelism make it abundantly clear that bayit (//ma“gal) is the subject in our passage, not
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easily accounted for on orthographic grounds, and recognized by the Masora itself in at
least four cases.®® Accordingly, not a single attestation remains in support of the time-
honored derivation of Sabar-Sithab from a supposed root Ywh.

While a purely etymological approach to Heb. Sabat is thus beset with difficulties, the
study of idiomatic correspondences and the establishment of an interdialectal distribution
based on actual usage unequivocally confirm the rendering ‘pit, netherworld’. A thorough
scrutiny of all cases of ¥abat in the Hebrew Bible, however, leads to the conclusion that
biblical Hebrew knows a Sabat 11 ‘net’, completely distinct from and independent of the
substantive ‘pit, netherworld’.

That this conclusion was apparently reached already by the medieval Hebrew philo-
logists is most remarkable, all the more so in light of the complete silence on these
homonyms/homographs in standard modern lexica. Thus Ibn Ezra, in his commentary
on Ps. 7:16 (cf. on 9:16), seems to distinguish clearly between the substantive Sabat ‘pit’
and the one employed in Ezek. 19:4, 8. Further, both Ibn Janzh%? and Qimhi%! recognize
a Sabat 1, which the latter even equates with geber ‘grave’, and a abat 11 ‘net, trap’, which
they equate with r¢¢t ‘net’, malkddet ‘trap’ and ma$hit ‘snare’,

A particularly compelling pair of passages clearly preserving Sakat 1l may be found in
Ezek. 19:4, 8. The verses in question both employ the phrase b¢3abtam nitpas, which all

‘immortality’, which is not even part of the MT. Further, by combining '¢/ and mawet into ‘almiwet,
Dahood ignores the parallelism of mawet//répa’in (cf. Isa. 26:14; Ps. 88:11), a pair recognized in our
verse by a majority of versions. It is true that the Peshitta combines '/ and mwt, but this combination
was construed as ‘zlammot ‘thresholds’, as is clearly indicated by the Syr. skpt’ ( = Akk. askuppatu),

and can hardly be adduced in support of ‘immortality’. Equally difficult is the lack of congruity between
the fem, verbal form $zbah and the proposed masc. noun ‘almawet. Finally, Dahood’s assertion that

his interpretation yields the parallelism of ‘al-mawgt (verse 18)//bayyim (verse 19) is unfounded. Even
following his own word division, the expected parallel to ‘al-mFwgt would be #pa’tm, and this is, indeed,
the best commentary on his reading and interpretation!

59 2 Sam. 13:37; Prov. 20:21; Cant. 1:17; Dan. 9:24. The phenomenon is well known and hardly
calls for detailed documentation. For a good case in point, see Ginsberg, /BL 69 (1950), 54-55 (reading
Sober sedeq//dores mispat in Isa. 16:5), and cf. the writer’s remarks in JCS 15 (1961), 24b, and JBL 84
1965), 275, n. 3. Here it will suffice to call attention to the following three cases from the first collection
of Proverbs, which biblical scholarship is still not fully cognizant of: (1) Prov. 1:21, where the correct
reading is obviously homiyydt ‘walls’; cf. the versions and note the identical sequence of Sa‘ar-bomab-

‘@ in Jer, 1:15; note Ugar. pmt (sing. = bamitu, IK:74-75) and bmyt (probably pl. = bamiyyata, RS
2:28), Ugarit Canaanite pamitu (PRU 111, 138a:4), Amarna Canaanite bumitu (EA 141:44) and Phoen.
bmyt (pl. = homiyyét, Azit. 1:13-14; (2) Prov. 5:11, where the original reading is in all probability
wenibhamta 'you shall regret’; cf. not only the rendering of LXX and the Peshitta but also Saadia’s
watandamu ‘you shall regret’; cf, Saadia on Exod. 13:17 and Ps. 110:4 (Heb. ’innaheém = Arabic nadima);
(3) Prov. 9:1, where following the versions the reading hisstbab ‘she set up’ (//ban€tab) is adopted by
many scholars (see the commentaries and note yissed//bissib [Josh. 6:26; 1 Kgs. 16:34] alongside
banab//yasad [Isa. 44:28; Amos 9:6; Zech. 8:9]). For an interesting case in post-biblicalHebrew, see

J. J. Finkelstein, JBL 75 (1956), 331. Note also Ibn Ezra’s commentary on Job 8:14, where read bgbel
basSgmes (not bebel hassemgs!) = Arab. habl a¥-3amsi ‘gossamer’ (lit, ‘sun’s thread’).

60 Kitab al-usil, 709, 716 ( = Sepher Haschoraschim, 502, 508).

61 Lexicon, 375, 382b,
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modern critics render ““he was captured in their pit,” or the like. It cannot,be overly
stressed, however, that the presence in verse 8 of the parallel pair Sabat//rgset leaves no
doubt that our Sabat is a poetic synonym of rgSgt%2 and, accordingly, must be rendered
‘ Indeed, the synonymous parallelism of sabat//rgSet in our verse is in no way different
in meaning from that of rgSet//mEsidih,®3 rgsgt//bérgm, %% and reser//s€bakab. 65

It has often been maintained®0 that given the parallelism of Sabat ‘pit’//rgSet ‘net’ in
Ps. 9:16%7 and 35:7,98 the pair ‘pit’//‘net’ alleged for Ezek. 19:8 constitutes no problem.
What has been overlooked here, however, is that unlike the Psalm passages, both verses
4 and 8 of Ezek. 19 employ the verb tc?paf‘to catch, capture’.%? It must be stressed that

while the latter is nowhere employed in connection with Szbat ‘pit’, it is indeed attested
70

net’.

with m€sudab ‘net’ in contexts identical to our own.
The supposed parallelism of ‘pit’//‘net’ in Ezek. 19:8 has also been defended by
reference to a passage in the Gilgames Epic.”! It may be observed, however, that there the
paired terms buru~-nuballu, allegedly denoting ‘pit-net’, at best constitute an isolated case.
For, as far as can be ascertained, metaphors involving a pit and a net are not employed
jointly in Akkadian literature. Thus, pastu-Suttatu, the regular words for ‘pit’, are never
attested in parallelism or in sequence with S€tu-saparu (saparru), the most common terms
for ‘net’. Moreover, the rendering of our nuballu as ‘net’ by no less an authority than
von Soden?2 may certainly be considered an intelligent guess, but would nevertheless
seem to find neither lexical?3 nor contextual’# corroboration.

62 For the substantive 7¢3¢t ‘net’, cf. Ugar. rz¢. The latter appears in 1IAB, 2:32-33, which may be
confidently restored gb rtt bdk//[rtt] rbt ‘| ydm ‘‘Take a net in your hand//a large [net] upon (your):
hands.” For this restoration, cf. especially 1K:66-67 ( = 159~60, abbreviated), where im+//imr dbh
stylistically corresponds to our proposed ret//[rtt] rbt.

63 Ezek. 12:13; 17:20.

64 Ezek, 32:3.

65 Job 18:8.

66 See Cooke, Ezekiel, ICC (1936), 207; cf. Fohrer, Ezechiel, HAT 13 (1955), 105.

67 Note, however, that Ibn Ezra equates Sabat in Ps. 9:16 with the sabat of our Ezekiel verses. The
equation is expressed there in a characteristically brief comment comprising only three words, but is
elaborated in his commentary to 7:16.

68 Reading k7 pinnam tamenil ¥ vistam//binnam bap®ri Sabat 1énapXi; see the commentaries, but
note also that Saadia’s rendering reflects Heb. k7 binnam taménit I{'reSet < ber¢Sa‘> pap®rid Sabat 1enapst.
69 Note that the verb in Ps. 9:16 describing one caught in a Sabat ‘pit’ is faba‘ ‘to sink down’, not
tapas ‘to catch, capture’. It should be borne in mind that taba‘ here is due to the acrostic. Ps. 7:16 employs

the more natural napal,

70 Ezek.12:13; 17:20.

71 Gilg. I, iii:9-.10, 36-37. Cf., e.g., Cooke, Ezekiel, 207; Foherer, Ezechiel, 105, n. 1.

72 Das Gilg. Epos (Stuttgart, 1958), 22, 23.

73 It should be noted that nuballu is wanting from the detailed list of terms for ‘net’ enumerated
in gb., Tab. VL,

74 It is true that the well-known passage from the annals of Tigl. 1, 3a nuballisu. . .eli matiSu Suparruri
(AKA, 94, vii:57-58), used to be translated ‘‘whose net, . .over his land was spread” (King, AKA, 94;
cf. Jensen, KB 6/1, 416, who wavers between ‘net’ and ‘snare’). The passage, however, must now be
rendered “whose wings. . .are spread over his land (protectively)’’; see Heidel, AS 13 (1940), 30f,,
note the equivalent Heb. idiom paras k€napayim as a metaphor of protection in Deut. 32:11; Ezek.
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While the synonymous parallelism of sabat//rgset in Ezek. 19:8 serves as a sure
indication of the meaning ‘net’, one is on less secure ground in utilizing the parallelism
Sabat//babbim in 19:4, The vocable babbim here and in verse 9 is problematic, and its
exact meaning remains uncertain. However, the widely accepted rendering of our babhim
as ‘hooks’ 79 can hardly be correct. Our misgivings concerning this interpretation are
shared by some of the versions. Thus the Targum renders babbabbim by b€5ili¢lan ‘in
chains’, a rendering followed by Qimhi. 76 Similarly, the LXX and Peshitta eschew the
interpretation ‘hooks’ by rendering our pabbim by ‘en kemo and bablama’, respectively,
both denoting ‘in a halter’, or the like.

Indeed, context and idiomatic usage would seem to point in the direction of constru-
ing babhim as some binding or restraining device. Thus the idiom hebi’ babbabbim in
Ezek. 19:4 may be viewed alongside hebi” bamm®sodot ( = bamm®sidot!)77 ‘to transport
in toils’, in verse 9, while an idiom ‘to transport with hooks’ is unattested. So too, the
idiom lakad bapohim ( = babbhabbim) in 2 Chr. 33:11 is incomprehensible when construed
as ‘to capture with hooks’,”8 but yields a satisfactory meaning when viewed as denoting
physical restraint.”® Thus the Targum80 renders [akad babGbim by ‘dhad bE€kiromanigya’
‘to capture in manacles’, correctly treating it as being parallel to ‘@sar bann€bustayim
(Targum ‘asar b€565lawan) ‘to restrain in fetters’. 81

It will be observed that the two actions of seizure (lakad) and transport (beb1’) in
babbim would seem in no way different from the same actions performed in n¢bustayim,
as is suggested by Jer. 39:7 wayya'asrebi bannfpustayim 1ab1’ ‘6t babelak (cf. 2 Chr. 36:6

16:8; and Ruth 3:9. For the primary meaning of nubailu ‘(eagle’s) wing', see now von Soden, AHw.,
799b. For nuballu denoting ‘plumage’, cf. the sequence of kappu-abru-nuballu in the Etana Epic (see
above, n. 26) = Heb. kanap-'ébgr-ndsab in Ezek. 17:3. Note that the latter sequence lends ample support
to our rendering of the former as ‘wings-pinions-feathers’ (contrast Langdon, Etana, 26, 30, and Speisex
ANET3, 116b, 117a).

75 See the commentaries; cf., e.g., Cooke, Ezekiel, 206, 207; Fohrer, Ezechiel, 103; Zimmerli,
Ezechiel (BK 13), 417, Eichrodt, Ezekiel (English trans.:1970), 249,

76 See his commentary to 19:4; cf. Lexicon, 93a. Also to be noted are the observations of Ibn
Janah, Kitab al-usiil, 205 ( = Sepber Haschoraschim, 139).

77 See the commentaries, but contrast Ehrlich, Randglossen, 5:72. Note the interesting suggestion
by Rost (OLZ 7 [1904], 393-94) to restore m€siiddt in Ezek. 19:4 from verse 9, thereby obtaining the
reading wayb?uhi bimsudot babhabbim.

78 The Peshitta attempted to overcome this difficulty by construing bapobtm as bbywhy
( = bebayyayw! ). Similarly, a recent translation (NEB, 514) resorts to inventing the highly questionable
meaning ‘spiked weapons’ for pobim.

79 Note the verb lakad employed with such terms as pab ‘trap’ (Isa. 24:18 = Jer. 48:44; Amos 3:5);
hebel ‘cord’ (Job 36:8); rg?qz ‘net’ (Ps. 9:16; 35:8) and cf. lapa§ bimsiidab (Ezek. 12:13; 17:20) and the
parallelism of ldkad//tapa$ in Jer. 48:41; 51:41. Significant also for the use of lakad with entrapment
devices (cf. malkodgt ‘trap’ in Job 18:10!) is its occurrence in parallelism with the verb yagas (Prov.
6:2; cf. the sequences in [sa. 8:15; 28:13; Jer. 50:24).

80 Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic (Leiden, 1968), 4 A:64; cf, Le Déaut-Robert, Targum des
Chronigues (Rome, 1971), 1:169.

81 Cf. the Targum to {Jal_:i;?m in Ezek. 19:4 babhabbim = be€5ilselin, and note also the Targum to
2 Chr. 36:6.
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[€h5liko) “‘He bound him in fetters in order to transport him to Babylon.”82 This suggestion
gains in probability when it is noted that the interchange of the verbs ‘@sar and lakad in

this particular context is fully supported by the parallelism of ‘@sar bazzigqim//lakad
bapdbalim in Job 36:8.

Another approach to determining the exact meaning of babbim is afforded by its
appearance in Ezek. 19:9, seemingly as a gloss to the term siigar. 83 The latter, a hapax in
Hebrew, is generally recognized to be a loan from Akkadian Sigaru(m). This vocable is now
known to denote ‘collar’ or ‘neck-stock’, that is, a ladder-like wooden contrivance employed
for the transportation of prisoners of war and animals.84 Significant here is the usage of
Akk. Sigaru(m) with the verbs wabalu/war#i ‘to bring, to lead’,85 which immediately calls
to mind the Heb. idiom heb?” babbabbim in verse 4. So too, the Akk. substantive erinnu, 86
a synonym of Sigaru(m), 87 is at times paired with biritu ‘fetters’,88 just as pahhim and
nChistayim appear jointly in 2 Chr. 33:11.

The correspondence between Heb. habbim-sugar and Akk. terms such as erinnu and
Sigaru(m)®? finds confirmation elsewhere. Thus the Targum to Ezek. 19:9, against the
other versions, renders stigar by gdlarin ‘collar’. Similarly, medieval biblical scholarship,
whose observations are generally overlooked by modern scholars, has much to contribute
here. Thus, Ibn Janah,?0 following a Gaonic tradition, equates our séigar with Arabic sajur

82 For context, cf., e.g., 2 Kgs. 25:7; Jer. 52:11; 2 Chr. 36:6.

83 Cf. the Syriac translation of sigar by namarta’, a clear loan from Akk. nabaru, nabartu (Zimmern,
Fremduw., 15, with incorrect etymology), which should, in all probability, be rendered ‘trap’ rather than
‘cage’ (for the Akk. terms, see Landsberger, Fauna, 81, n. 3).

84 Note that Akk. Sigaru(m) has erroneously been taken by Assyriologists to denote ‘cage’ (cf., e.g.,
Streck, Ash., 2: 67, n. 8), which has in turn misled biblical scholarship with regard to stigar (cf., e.g., Koehler,
Lexicon, 651a) It is the merit of Landsberger (Fauna 8if. ) to have called attention to lexical equations
such as GIS.AZ. GU GIS.AZ.LA = Sigaru Sa kisadi; szgaru sa kalbi ‘a Sigaru for the neck; a Sigaru for a dog’
(MSL VI1:70) and the idiom Sigara Sakanu ‘to put a sigaru (on someone)' (Streck, ASb., 66, viii:11). On the
basis of this usage he convincingly demonstrated that the meaning ‘cage’ for ¥igaru(m) had to be
abandoned in favor of ‘a collar (put on the neck of prisoners and animals)’. E. I. Gordon (Sumer 12
[1956], 80-84; Sumerian Proverbs, 223£.) has further refined Landsberger’s observation by adding that
a fr'garu was made of wood (GI§ SI.GAR) and that it was closely related to the door lock (S.GAR =
Sigarum ‘lock’) and should therefore be rendered ‘neck-stock’.

85 Cf., e.g., YOS 9, 35:119-22 (Samsuiluna) in Sigarim [GIS.SL.GAR) #3¥¥iima napiStasu uSirib
“He brought him (Iluni, king of ESnunna) in a neck-stock and had him executed by cutting his throat.”

86 Note that the sunbstantive erinnu was also erroneously raken to denote ‘cage’ (¢f. Luckenbill,

OIP 2, 88).

87 For erinnu ‘neck-stock’, see CAD E, 295b; AHw., 241b.

88 Cf., e.g., OIP 2, 87-88:34-36 Suzubu. . .baltussu ikSuda qatasun erinnu biritu iddisima adi mabriya
ubluni$su ina abulli gabal Gli Sa Niniia arkussu itti asi (var. dabues) “They captured RN. . .alive, put on
him a neck-stock and fetters, and brought him to me; I tied him up at the city gate of the inner city of
Nineveh with a bear (var.: like a bear).”

89 The two terms might also denote some kind of a trap (see CAD E, 295b), as suggested by their
logograms (e.g., GIS.AZ.BAL = nabaru, Sigaru, erinnu) and their inclusion in lists of words denoting
traps (MSL VI:70f.; note particularly the terms nabbalu. nabalkattu, and kamaru).

90 Kitab al-ugul, 474 (= Sepher Haschoraschim, 333).
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‘dog collar’ 91

It would seem abundantly clear, then, that in Ezek. 19:4, 8-9, the parallelism of sabat
and the terms reSer ‘net’ and babbim ‘restraints’, as well as the association with stgar ‘collar,
neck-stock’, rule out the rendering ‘pit’. To this one might add that the case for a Sabat
I1 ‘net’ in these verses is fully corroborated by the versions. While the evidence from LXX
is problematic,?2 it is an undisputed fact that the Targum renders 5abat in Ezek. 19:4, 8
by s¢rigta’,?3 which is the very term by which the Targum translates Heb. m€sidab, %4
bérem,?5 and §€bakah.?0 It will be recalled that these three terms are all poetic synonyms
of rgSgt ‘net’. Similarly, the Syriac renders our Sabat by mégidta’ 97 the regular term by
which the Peshitta‘renders Heb. reset. 98

The preservation of Sapat 11 ‘net’ in Ezekiel 19 should by no means be viewed as a totally
isolated case. Following the lead of the medievals, one should also include here the term
3€p7eoe, usually rendered ‘pit’, in Ps. 107:20 and Lam. 4:20.% In the latter verse the idiom

91 From Syriac sugara; cf. Fraenkel, Fremdw., 114f.

92 The rendering of the LXX for b¢Saptam in Ezek. 19:4, en te diapbtbora auton ‘in their destruction’
would seem to have little bearing on the problem of Sabat I ‘pit’/Sapat 11 ‘net’. While it is not excluded
that this rendering is due to “confusion of different meanings in similar Hebr. words™ (Cooke, Ezekiel,
211; cf. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 418), it is far from certain that the rendering can be labeled “wrong”
(contrast Cooke, Ezekiel, 211).

Rather, the “confusion” of $abat ‘pit’ with Sabar ‘to corrupt, destroy’ seems to reflect a pervasive
exegetical tradition. Thus, it will be noted that both the Targum and Peshitta frequently render sabat
‘pit, netherworld’ by pabala’ ‘destruction’ (cf. Targum to Isa. 51:14; Ezek. 28:8; Jonah 2:7; Peshitta to
Isa. 38:17; 51:14; Ezek. 28:8; Jonah 2:7; Ps. 16:10; 30:10;49:10; 103:4; Job 17:14; 33:18, 22, 24, 28, 30).
Similarly, Saadia renders sabat by baldk ‘destruction’ {cf. Saadia on Isa. 38:17; 51:14; Ps. 16:10; 30:10;
49:10; 55:24; Job 17:14,; 33:18, 22, 24, 28, 30) and by fasad ‘corruption’ (Saadia on Ps. 103:4). A
similar “confusion’ can be discerned in Ibn Janah (see Kitab al-ugul, 716; contrast Sepher Haschoraschim,
508), where, in view of the reference to ma\s’bft in Jer. 5:26, one would have expected neither mablaka
‘perilous spot’ nor mafsada ‘cause of corruption’, but rather migyada ‘snare, trap’ (note Sepber
Haschoraschim, 508, where the Arab. vocables mablaka and mafsada are indeed “rendered” by malkodgt!).

93 Sperber, The Bible in Arvamaic (Leiden, 1962), 3:304.

94 Note particularly the Targum to Ezek. 12:13 and 17:20, where the pair rgsgt//m€sidab is rendered
by mésidta’//serigta’; cf. also the Targum to Job 19:6 and Eccl. 7:26. ,

95 Note the Targum to Ezek. 32:3, where rgSgt//bérgm is rendered by mesidtd’//serigta’.

96 Note particularly Job 18:8, where the Targum renders the pair rgSet//$€bakab by megidta’//serigta’.

97 The Peshitta renders Sabat in Ezek. 19:4 by m®sidta’, but in 19:8, after rendering rgsgt by mésidea’,
it translates b€¥ajtam only by the pronoun bb ‘in it’. Unless the translator was at a loss for synonyms, this
would seem to indicate that he considered r¢Sgt and Sapat as absolutely synonymous. Similarly, in Ezek, 12:13
and 17:20 the Peshitta employs m€sidta’ alone for both Heb. rgsgt and m€siidab.

98 Note that the substantive rgsgt is attested twenty-one times in the Hebrew Bible. In all but one
case rgSgt is uniformly rendered by the Peshitta as m€yidta’ (cf. Exod. 27:5, where rglgt = Syr. grgl).

Also rendered m€sidta’ by the Peshitta are Heb. malkodet (Job 18:10), bérgm (Ezek. 26:5, 14; 32:3;
47:10; Hab. 1:15, 16, 17), §¢bakab (Jer. 52:22, 23) and makmor (Ps. 141:10).

99 For the rendering ‘pits’ in these verses, see the commentaries; cf., e.g., Briggs, Psalms 11, ICC
(1907), 361, 363; Gunkel, Die Psalmen, in Nowack’s HKAT (1926), 469, 472; Buttenwieser, The Psalms
(Chicago, 1938), 306, 316; Kissane, Psalms (Dublin, 1953), 496, 499; Lohr, Die Klagelieder, Die HI.
Schrift d. AT (Tibingen, 1923), 420; Kraus, Klagelieder, BK 20 (1968), 72. Contrast the misgivings
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lakad bispitor ‘to capture in toils (!)’ may be directly equated with tapas b®sabat in Ezek.
19:4, 8, as observed already by lbn Ezra.100 Both of these expressions may in turn be
equated with tapas bimsidab in Ezek. 12:13 and 17:20. It should be borne in mind that
these equations are fully corroborated by the parallelism of lakad//tapas elsewhere 101

Similarly, our idiom lakad bispitdt is in no way different from the expression lakad bergset
in Ps. 9:16, 35:8, and should also be viewed alongside lakad b®pab102 and lakad bChebel 103
Indeed, while lzkad is most suited to express seizure in the toils of a net or in a spring-trap,104
it is less appropriate when speaking of a pit.105 Thus, in Isa. 24:18 = Jer. 48:44, for example,
falling into a pit (napal ‘gl pabar) is clearly distinguished from being seized in a trap (ldkad
b€pab). So too, in Ps. 35:8 the verb employed with rgsgt is lakad, while the verb associated
with §@bab (MT §6°ab) 106 is napal. Accordingly, one can only applaud Gaster’s recent
translation of Lam. 4:20 “The breath of our nostrils, the Lord’s annointed is taken in their

er.”’107

The form 3¢pitds in Ps. 107:20 is in no way different from its counterpart in Lam. 4:20.
Proposed emendations of the form notwithstanding, 108 the idiomatic usage in the Psalm
passage leaves little doubt that $¢b1tor denotes ‘net’, rather than ‘pit’. More specifically, the
verb millet ‘to rescue, deliver’ is never employed with the substantive ‘pit’. It must be
admitted, however, that while millet is never used with Sahat ‘pit’, it is attested once
(Ps. 89:49) alongside $¢°61.

Against this isolated case, the root mit is indeed attested with such terms as maséd

over such a rendering evinced by Ibn Janih (Kitab al-ugil, 716 [ = Sepber Haschoraschim, 508] ) and
Qimhi (Lexicon, 382b).

100 See his commentary to our verse: ‘‘bishftdtam is to be equated with besabtam nitpas.””

101 Jer. 48:41; 50:24; 51:41.

102 Isa. 24:18 = Jer. 48:44; Amos 3:5.

103 Job 36:8.

104 See also above, n. 79. For the close relationship between nets and traps, note the parallelism of
pab//rgset (Hos. 5:1; Ps. 140:6) and m€s8dab//pap (Eccl. 9:12) alongside the frequent pairing of Akk.
$étu ‘net’ with terms denoting ‘trap’, such as puparu, giSparru and the like; cf., e.g., Maqili 11:162-64,
173-75, kima pubari ana sabapiya kima kapi ana abatiya kima Seti ana katamiya ““To clamp down on me
like a bird trap, to ruin me like a trap (not ‘like a cliff’!; contrast AHw., 4453 and CAD K, 192a), to
cover me like a net”’; Langdon, Etana, 19-20:38-39 Setu aSamas ibdlrkal giparri mamuSamas
zbbalakkttukama 1barruka “The net of Samas will catch you, the traps (by which was sworn) the oath of
Samas will clamp down on you and catch you”’; ibid., 22-23:10-11; Magld 111:161-64.

105 Observe that Jer. 18:22 hardly constitutes an exception, since there the verb lakad refers to the
action of Jeremiah’s enemies, rather than to any activity with respect to the pit (S%bah).

106 For the reading, see above, n. 18. The verb napal is also attested with terms for ‘pit’ in, e.g., Ps.
57:7; Prov. 26:27; cf. 28:18, for which see above, n. 11, Note also that in Ps. 9:16 the verb taba‘ ‘to
sink down’ is employed with Sabat 1 ‘pit’, while ldkad is reserved for use with rgset.

107 Myth, Legend, and Custom, 826-27.

108 Cf., e.g., the widely accepted Kahan emendation of miss€pitotam to misabat payyatam; see
Kittel, Die Psalmen, in Sellin’s KAT 13 (1929), 350; cf. Gunkel, Die Psalmen, 472. Note also such
emendations as misSipétam (Graetz, Psalmen 11 [Breslau, 1883], 578) and miSsapat tammim! (Schmidt,
Die Psalmen, HAT 15 [1934], 197). Observe that the reading wiymall€tem missehitotam (cf. LXX,
Peshitta and Saadia) bas no bearing on the reading of s€hitét.



JANES 5 (1973) Held: Pits and Pitfalls in Akkadian and Biblical Hebrew 187

bergm ‘net’ in Eccl. 7:26 and with pab ‘trap’ in Ps. 124:7. This usage is in no way different
from the idiom bigstl mippab ‘to rescue from a trap’ in Ps. 91:3, as is evident from the
parallelism of bissil//millét in 2 Sam. 19:10 and of biggil//bimlit in Isa. 31:5. Of equal
significance is the fact that milt occurs in synonymous parallelism with n#s10? and synony-
mously in sequence with barap, 110 both of which denote ‘to flee’ and neither of which

is ever attested alongside words for ‘pit’.111 Indeed, such verbs would seem totally incongru-
ous with the image of a pit, from which one may be rescued,!12 but from which one can hardly
flee.

While the etymology of sabat 1 ‘pit, netherworld’ was seen to be highly problematic, one
is on safer ground in dealing with the homonym denoting ‘net’. Thus Sapat I is to be equated
both semantically and etymologically with Akk. $etu ‘net’.113 Noting that in Ezek. 19:8
sabat 11 is a poetic synonym of rgSet, it is of interest to note that the Hebrew idiom paras
rgSet 114 ‘to spread a net’ corresponds exactly to Akk. $éta nadii 113 Suparrury. 116 Even
more to the point, tapas bésabat (Ezek. 19:4, 8) and l@kad bishitt (Lam. 4:20), as well as
the synonymous lakad b%rgsgt (Ps. 9:16; 35:8) and tapas bimgidab (Ezek. 12:13; 17:20)
are to be equated with Akk. ina Seti asiisu117/ba’aru118 ‘1o catch/capture in a ner’. 119

Finally, it will be noted that the etymological relationship between Akk. Setu and Heb.
sabat 11 —3€hit (pl. $¢hitdt) presents no phonological problem. Indeed, the etymological
equation of the Hebrew vocable $¢pitot with Aramaic 5éita /sita’ ‘net’,120 an apparent loan
from Akk. Setu, was self-evident to Qimhi. The following penetrating remarks by this out-
standing medieval philologist leave little to which modern scholars might add:121

wiymallér m1ssehitotam (Ps. 107:20), nilkad bishitdtam (Lam, 4:20): the singular is $€pitab
and the feminine plural }'efﬁtﬁt, (the forms) denoting ‘their net’ (rs5tam) and ‘their trap’
(malkudtam). The same (vocable) is attested in the Talmud (TB Baba Kamma 117a):

‘two men had a dispute over a net (57z3”)." This word (sita’) denotes ‘net’ (rgS¢t) and is

to be equated with Sabta’, by elision of the }, a frequent phenomenon with gurturals,
which are elided in many instances.122

109 Jer, 46:6; 48:6, 19; 51:6; Amos 2:14; 9:1; cf. Gen. 19:20; 1 Sam. 19:10; 30:17; 1 Kgs.
20:20; Isa. 20:6.

110 1 Sam. 19:12, 18; 22:20; 2 Sam. 19:10,

111 Note that Prov. 28:17 constitutes no exception in that the verse speaks of moving toward a pit
rather than fleeing from one.

112 For expressions denoting rescue from a pit, see above, n. 21-24,

113 For $2tu(m) ‘net’ and its synonyms and parallels, see Landsberger, MSL VI (1958), 66f.

114 Ezek.12:13; 17:20; 19:8; 32:3; Hos. 5:1; 7:12; Ps. 140:6; Prov. 29:5; Lam. 1:13.

115 Cf., e.g., Maqlﬁ VII:84-87; BWL, 221:1-5; SBH, 130: 20-23; KAR, 375, ii:14-16.

116 Cf., e.g., IVR 26, no. 2:23; Erra Illc:33. Note also §eta tardsu (BWL, 130:87) and sapar(r)a
suparruru (En. el, 1V:95),

117 SBH, 130:20-23 m@ tadlubma nini tabar. . $étu taddima essurati tasus "*You (Enlil) roiled the
water and netted fish. . .you spread the net and caught birds”; cf. KAR, 375, ii:14-16.

118 Langdon, Etana, 19-20:38-39 (see above, n. 104); cf. 14:15-16.

119 Note also ina Seti ebélu (see CAD E, 8a).

120 TB Baba Kamma 117a; cf. Rashi: ‘“‘a net for fish or animals.”

121 Lexicon, 382b. See also his commentary on Isa, 19:10 (Finkelstein, Kimbi on Isa. [N.Y., 1926], 112).

122 Cf. Kohut, Aruch, 8:181, and contrast Levy, Worterbuch, 4:529a.
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Appendix: Sabat in Job 9: 31,

In light of a recent attempt to identify the substantive $abat ‘filth’ (cf. LXX) in Job
9:31 with sabat | ‘pit, netherworld’, the following remarks seek to re-examine the Hebrew
and, more particularly, the Ugaritic evidence adduced to substantiate that identification.
M. Pope, both in his commentary on Job (Anchor Bible 15 [1965], 72-74) and in a separate
article (“The word Sabat in Job 9:31,”” JBL 83 [1964], 269-78) reasons that since the
netherworld is characterized as a place of liquid filth, the substantive Sabat ‘netherworld’ can
itself denote ‘liquid filth’ in Job 9:31. It must be candidly stated, however, that the philo-
logical basis for describing the netherworld as a place of liquid filth is itself open to serious
doubts:

(1) Pope’s biblical evidence for the “watery character of the netherworld” (Job, 73) derives
from Job 33:22. The latter verse, however, yields the evidence only after Pope emends MT
lam®mitim to 1éme mawgt-md, which he renders “to the waters of Death” (Job, 219). For
an interpretation of the term m®maiim that follows the MT word division, see above n. 13.
(2) The Ugaritic epithet for the netherworld bt pptt (I11AB, 8:7-8; 1*AB, 5:14-15) can
hardly be etymologically related to the Arabic root 4bt, allegedly denoting ‘to be filthy’.
The notion of ‘filth’ is expressed in Arabic by wasap, najas, and gadar, while the primary
meaning of pabuta seems to be ‘to be wicked, evil, malicious’ or the like.

(3) Pope’s rendering of the name of Mot's city hmry (IIAB, 8:11-12; I*AB, 2:15) as
‘Slushy’ (Job, 73) is likewise problematic. It is based solely on the time-honored bur highly
improbable assumption that the hapax mabamorét (Ps. 140:11) is etymologically related to
to Arabic hamara ‘to pour (rain, water)’ and must, therefore, be rendered ‘pits filled with
rain’ (Widengren, VT 4 [1954], 98-99); ‘miry depths’ (Driver, CML, 159, n. 16); “(watery)
pits’ (Pope, Job, 73); or the like. This etymology, already considered by Ibn Janah (Kitab
al-ugul, 178 | = Sepber Haschovaschim, 121]), but evidently not accepted by his medieval
colleagues (cf., e.g., Ibn Ezra and Qimhi), has very little to recommend it. A perusal of
mahdmorot, particularly in its post-biblical usage (see Qimhi’s commentary on the Psalms
[Jerusalem, 1967], 305), makes it quite clear that it denotes ‘pit’ or ‘grave’, with no relation-
ship whatever to rain and water.

It is likewise untenable to render the Ugaritic hapax mbmrt (1*AB, 1:6-8) as ‘(moist)
throat’. The latter isa B word in synonymous parallelism with #p$ (possibly meaning ‘tomb’;
see Ginsberg, The Ugarit Texts [Jerusalem, 1936], 41 [in Hebrew] ) and in all probablity
denotes ‘pit’ or ‘grave’, as noted by many scholars (cf., e.g., Cassuto, Tarbiz 12 [1941],173;
idem, IEJ 12 [1962], 81; Ginsberg, ANET3, 138b).

(4) Also highly questionable is Pope’s assertion that ““The item which clinches the loathsome
character of Mot’s abode is the term (%% ars) rendered ‘infernal filth’ > (Job, 73). Ar the
outset, it should be observed that such a term is in fact nonexistent. A glance at the two
Ugaritic passages involved (IIAB, 8:12-14 = I*AB, 2:15-16) makes it abundantly clear that
the alleged attestation of the term hb ars is the result of an erroneous clause division. Thus,
from the standpoint of poetic style and usage the only clause division possible is as follows:
mk—ksu tbth//bb—ars nblth (not pb ars—nblth\) “‘mk—the throne that he sits on //ph—the
land of his inheritance.” Note that the following passage from the Anath Texts (VAB, F:14-
16), involving the identical construct chain arg nblith, is self-explanatory: kptr—ksu tbth//
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bkpt—ars nbith (not bkpt ars—nbith!) “Kaphtor—the throne that he sits on//Hikpat—the land
of his inheritance.”

Pope’s rendering of the Ugaritic vocable ph as ‘filth’ (Job, 73), following a suggestion by
Albright (BASOR 50 [1933], 18, n. 55; JPOS, 14 [1934], 132, n. 166), is open to serious
doubts. While it is true that the word is obscure and its meaning a matter of dispute, the fact
remains that Albright’s etymology, equating Ugaritic ph with Akk. babbu ‘spittle’, failed to
gain universal acceptance (cf., e.g., Cassuto, Tarbiz 12, 175; Gordon, UT, 3: no. 949;
Aistleitner, Worterbuch, no. 1015). This is hardly surprising in view of the fact that Akk.
babbu is primarily a medical term denoting ‘spittle (as result of a coughing fit)’, frequently
encountered in sequences with gubbu ‘cough’, sualu ‘phlegm’ and ru'tu saliva’. Moreover,
Akk. babbu is never attested in any simile or metaphor relating to the netherworld, nor does
it ever denote ‘filth’ as such. The notion of ‘filth’ is expressed in Akk. by litu, lu’i, and
rusu (AHw., 565, 997a), never by babbu.

Pope’s rendering of the problematic pair mk//bb as ‘ruin’ and ‘filth’ (Job, 73) is tenuous.

However, once we are able to throw off the shackles of etymology and realize that we are
confronted with a clear case of synonymous parallelism, there is no escape from the conclusion
that since ksu tbth is parallel to ars nbith, then b must be parallel to mk. In other words, 1t
stands to reason that the difficult bb has nothing to do with ‘filth’ but must somehow be
close in meaning to mk (mkk). As to the latter root, attested only in Baal ( = 3p/ in SS:32),
it can be rendered, with a fair degree of certainty, ‘to be low, to be depressed, to sink down’
(see already Ginsberg, The Ugarit Texts, 42). This rendering is fully corroborated by the
sequence ‘2-lymk-litngsn ( = n¥)-lydlp (cf. ‘zz//rwm in Ps. 89:14 and mkk//dlp in Eccl. 10:
18; note Targum on Isa. 2:9,17; 5:15; Ezek. 17:14, 24; 29:14, 15, where Heb. $p! =
Aramaic bI5) “Firm-not bowed-not weakened-not collapsed” (IIIAB, A:17-18), the antonym
of which is yprsh-yql (= ypl; cf., e.g., 11IAB, A:23 with [*AB, 6:8-9 and 11K, 6:57-58 with
1I1AB, B:9)-tngsn-ydlp ‘Falls down-sinks down-weakened-collapsed’ (IIIAB, A:25-26). This
sequence is very reminiscent of the Hebrew one, spi-ql/-$hh, attested in Eccl. 12:4 (see
Ginsberg, Syria 33 [1956], 99-101; idem, Kohbeleth [Tel Aviv-Jerusalem, 19611, 130).
Indeed, a perusal of mkk in Hebrew and Aramaic reveals that the latter is a2 synonym of
$pl (cf. Peshitta to Isa. 2:9, 17; 5:15; 10:33; 25:12 [mkk//5pl] and Targum to Lev. 13:20,
21,26; 14:37; 2 Sam. 6:22; Isa. 57:15; Ezek. 17:6; Ps. 136:23; 138:6; 147:6;
Prov. 29:23; Job 40:11; Eccl. 10:6, 18 [spl = mkk] ), and that both verbs share the mutual
antonym rwm (cf. Job 24:24; 1 Sam. 2:7; Ps. 75:8; 138:6; Eccl. 10:6; note also S§S:32).
Our rendering of the pair mk//bb as ‘low//depressed’ presupposes that the latter is a synonym
of, and in no way different in meaning from, such pairs as $pli//shbh (Isa. 2:9, 11, 17; 5:15;
25:12; 26:5; 29:4; Job 22:29; Eccl. 12:4), spl//qdd (Job 5:11 [read qod®dim!; see Tur
Sinai, Job, 100-101; note, however, that he overlooks the fact that the Peshitta indeed has
here 5pl'//mkyk’t]) and $pl//yrd (Isa. 2:12 [read wéyarad! courtesy of H. L. Ginsberg]; 32:19;
Jer. 13:18). Thus, a rendering of the Ugaritic passage into biblical Hebrew yields the follow-
ing translation: mak kissg’ $ibto//Saplab (Sabbab) eres nahdlatd. Note that in our Ugaritic
passage the grammatical subjects ksu and arg are feminine, while both mk and pb are
masculine in form, This is hardly a problem, since both mk and sih are stative verbs and
therefore need not agree in gender (and number) when they precede their subjects (cf. Driver,
JBL 73 [1954], 130; D. Marcus, JANES 1, no. 2 [1969], 56).

The interdialectal distribution for the pair mk//bp is as follows: Akkadian Sapalu//qadadu
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(CT 18, 48, iv:26-27); Hebrew 3$pl//shb; Aramaic-Syriac spl//mkk (m'k); Arabic batta
(inhatta)//bafada (inbafada).

The notion of Mot’s abode being low and depressed is hardly surprising. Suffice it to call
attention to the fact that one of the most common epithets of the netherworld (ersetu) in
Akkadian is Saplatu, lit., ‘the lower regions’ (antonym: eldtu). Thus, in the celebrated Hymn
to Samas the god is said to be ré’u saplati nagidu eliti “Shepherd of the netherworld, herdsman
of the upper world” (Lambert, BWL, 128:33; cf. CH 27:38 tna ersetim “‘in the netherworld”
= tna saplatiin VAS I, 54:17).

The interpretation of hb as ‘base’ rather than ‘spittle’ also conforms to its usage in 1ID 6:
34-35 al tsrgn ybtitm dm Igzr Srgk bhm. Pope’s assertion that phm in this passage “‘shows
that it is to be connected with Akkadian pabhbu” (Job, 73-74) is far from convincing. For it
is incomprehensible that Aghat would term Anath’s advances as ‘spittle’. Small wonder
therefore that no less an authority than Ginsberg had serious misgivings about such an inter-
pretation (see BASOR 98 [1945], 20-21, with n. 51). However, our assertion that b is in
all probability a synonym of mk ‘to be low’ (see above) sheds new light on this passage as
well. Thus, Aghat’s statement should be rendered as follows: ‘‘Lie not to me, O maiden!

For to a hero your lies are base” (cf., with Cassuto, Arabic saraja, but note also [with meta-
thesis] Akkadian tasgirtu = Hebrew sgqger ‘lie’; cf., e.g., Winckler, Sar., 16:75~76 amat tasgirti
tapilti//sarrati “words of deceit [and] slander//lies””). Needless to say, words denoting ‘to be
low, depressed’ come also to connote ‘to be base, debased (in the moral sphere)’. This is true
not only of §pl (note particularly q/l//¥p! ‘to be disgraced//to be debased’ in 2 Sam. 6:22;
antonym kbd [cf. EA 245:38-39]; and the sequence of nibzim-¥¢palim ‘despicable-lowly’ in
Mal. 2:9) but also of such vocables as Hebrew-Aramaic nht, Arabic batta, and others.



