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THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE HEBREW
WAYYIQTOL (‘WAW CONSECUTIVE’)
VERBAL FORM IN LIGHT OF GREEK AND
LATIN TRANSCRIPTIONS OF
HEBREW

Benjamin Kantor

1.0. INTRODUCTION

Hebrew is counted among the few languages of the world that
have a specific ‘sequential’ past tense verbal form. What is par-
ticularly unique about the morphology of this Hebrew verbal
form, however, is that it appears to be constructed from the con-
junction waw (- /v-/ ‘and.CONJ’) and a verb in the prefix conjuga-
tion (henceforth referred to as the ‘yigtol’ form), which is else-
where used for non-past semantics (e.g., future, jussive). What is
more, the conjunction waw is normally connected to this ‘sequen-
tial’ verbal form by means of gemination, a feature occurring in
no other context following the conjunction waw. This verbal form
has come to be known as either the ‘waw consecutive’, or, as a
more neutral term mirroring the morphological shape of the

verb, the wayyiqtol form (Table 1):
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Table 1
waw yiqtol waw + yiqtol wayyiqtol
- apy migmiy| ahon
/v-/ /ji-ytov/ /v-ji-ytov/ /vaj-ji-ytov/
[va-] [ji-ytho:ov] [vi-ji-xtho:ov] [vaj-ji-ytho:ov]
and.CONJ 3Ms-write.YIQTOL CONJ-3MS-write.YIQTOL CONJ-3MS-write.(WAY)YIQTOL

‘he will write;

‘and’ . . ‘and let him write!’ ‘and he wrote!”
let him write!”

The questions and issues surrounding the wayyigtol form are pri-
marily concerned with the form’s history and morphology. From
a historical perspective, the questions regarding the wayyiqtol
form relate to its grammatical origins and development within
Biblical Hebrew. From a morphological perspective, the ques-
tions regarding the wayyigtol form relate to the status of the con-
junction waw as a component of the form, the presence of a full
vowel after the conjunction waw, and the morphological deriva-
tion of the gemination in the following consonant.' Though nei-
ther of these topics can be addressed without addressing the
other, at least in cursory fashion, the focus of this paper will be

on the latter.

In particular, this paper will analyse all attestations of the
wayyiqtol form in ancient Greek and Latin transcriptions of Bibli-
cal Hebrew in order to determine when, why, and how the con-
junction waw in the wayyigtol form came to be realised distinctly
from the realisation of the conjunction waw elsewhere, with re-
spect to both its vocalisation with patah (instead of shewa) and

the doubling of the following consonant. After a brief review of

! For an introduction to the issues, see Smith (1991, 1-15).
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scholarship (§82.0-4.0), the relevant data from the transcriptions
will be presented and analysed (85.0). Based on the findings, a
plausible diachronic reconstruction will be suggested (86.0). The
paper will conclude by outlining the implications that such a re-
construction has for understanding the development of the Bibli-
cal Hebrew reading tradition(s) in the Second Temple period

more broadly.

2.0. REVIEW OF SCHOLARSHIP: GRAMMATICAL DEVELOP-
MENT

Though not the focus of this paper—focused, as it is, on the mor-
phological development of the form, rather than its grammatical
origins—it behoves us to briefly rehearse the generally accepted
view of how this ‘sequential’ past tense form developed from a
grammatical perspective before more extensively detailing the
various theories regarding the form’s morphology. According to
most researchers, Proto-Central Semitic had both a long *yaqtulu
verb form, essentially used for indicative non-past semantics, and
a short *yaqtul verb form, used for both indicative past (preterite)
and volitive meanings (jussive). These forms eventually fell to-
gether in Hebrew (in most paradigms) and both came to be vo-
calised as yigtol.? Syntactically, the short/preterite yigtol form (<
*yaqtul) gradually came to be replaced by gatal (< *qatala) as

the more common regular past-tense verb. It was only following

2 This identity applies only to strong roots. Note that a number of weak
roots (e.g., II-w/y, IlI-w/y) and the hiftil stem still exhibit two distinct
forms, one ‘long’ (< *yaqtulu) and one ‘short’ (< *yagqtul).
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the conjunction waw that short/preterite yigtol (< *yaqtul) con-
tinued to serve regularly as a past tense verbal form.? Its relega-
tion to this syntactic slot has often been associated with its most

common role as a narrative past tense.

3.0. REVIEW OF SCHOLARSHIP: MORPHOLOGICAL DEVEL-
OPMENT

We must begin by providing a bit more background regarding the
particular morphological features of the wayyiqtol form which the
various theories attempt to explain. In Tiberian Hebrew, follow-
ing the conjunction waw, the preterite yiqgtol form is distinguished
from the jussive yiqgtol form by means of two features: (1) the
conjunction waw is vocalised with patah instead of shewa and (2)

the prefix consonant of the verbal form is geminated (Table 2):*

Table 2
waw + Yyiqtol wayyiqtol
ahom aRom
/Vv-0i-ytov/ /vat-ti-ytov/
[va-Bi-yt"o:v] [vat™-t"i-yt"o:v]

CONJ-3FS-write.YIQTOL CONJ-3FS-write.(WAY)YIQTOL

‘and let her write!’ ‘and she wrote’

3 For a comprehensive treatment, see Smith (1991).

4 In the 1cs form, we find a games and singleton consonant instead of
patah and gemination due to compensatory lengthening, e.g., 228 ‘and
I wrote’ (Jer. 32.10).
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It should be noted, however, that because vocalic shewa
was generally realised in the Tiberian tradition as [a], it was
more the gemination of the verbal prefix than the preceding full
vowel that distinguished these forms in actual pronunciation.
Moreover, according to the phonotactics of Tiberian Hebrew, a
geminated consonant must be preceded by a full vowel and can-
not be preceded by shewa. Accordingly, while both the vocalisa-
tion of the conjunction waw with patah and the gemination of the
following consonant are characteristic morphological features of
the wayyiqtol form, it is primarily the gemination that should be
regarded as the essential marker of this form over against a non-
past or jussive yigtol, at least in Tiberian Hebrew.

Theories for explaining the gemination in the Hebrew way-
yigtol verbal form are as numerous as they are diverse. With re-
spect to diachrony (i.e., when gemination developed in this
form), the range of possible dates suggested for this innovation
spans so extensively, that it is not helpful at all, with some schol-
ars suggesting that gemination in the form is as old as Proto-He-
brew and others suggesting that it was introduced by the Maso-
retes in the Middle Ages. The various explanations, though nu-
merous, are all essentially variations on one of two main theo-
ries.”> One group of scholars regards the gemination in the form
as deriving etymologically from a distinct morpheme of its own,

most of them suggesting that it results from an assimilated nun.

> Though they discuss the morphological nature of the full vowel and
gemination, I have intentionally left off synchronic interpretations of
the wayyiqtol form, such as Hatav’s (2004), due to the fact that they do
not approach the problem from a historical perspective.
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Another group of scholars sees the gemination in the form not as
deriving etymologically from a distinct morpheme, but rather as
a phonetic phenomenon emerging for various morphosyntactic
reasons.®

The most well-known proponents of the first view are
Young (1953) and Gordon (1957, 275-76), who understand the
doubling to be the result of an assimilated nun, i.e., *wan-yiqtol
> wayyiqtol. They arrive at this conclusion by comparing the
waw in wayyiqtol to the Egyptian particle %iw, both of which they
argue have a common Proto-Afro-Asiatic source. According to
their theory, Egyptian %w is a sentence adverbial which can affect
the time reference of a verbal form. In particular, they look to the
following Egyptian verbal structure for a morphological cognate
to Hebrew wayyiqtol: “iw sdm-n-f (“iwa. ADV hear-PAST-3Ms) ‘when
he has heard’. By rearranging the order of the morphemes in this
structure, they can derive Hebrew wayyiqtol from a perfect mor-
phological cognate to the Egyptian form: * (%))wa-n-yi-qtol ([“i]wa-
PAST-3Ms-kill.YIQTOL). The gemination, then, is the result of the
Proto-Afro-Asiatic past tense marker /n/ assimilating to the fol-
lowing pronominal element at a very early stage of the language.
This argument is taken up by Rendsburg (1981, 668-69; 1993,
204-5), who notes in further support of it that a waw-consecutive
structure tends to crop up most in Semitic languages spoken in
those areas in which Egyptian administration was strongest dur-
ing the New Kingdom. Brenner (1986, 14, 21, 24, 34) also follows

¢ For a comprehensive review, see Smith (1991, 1-15); Andrason (2011,
37-38).
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Young and Gordon, but suggests that the form in Hebrew is bor-
rowed from Egyptian rather than inherited from an earlier stage
of the language. Maag (1953, 86-88) also suggests that the gem-
ination is the result of an assimilated nun, but appeals to the He-
brew demonstrative particle ji ‘look!” rather than the Egyptian
form: *wahanyiqtul > *wanyiqtul > wayyiqtol.

Hetzron (1969, 9-10) also suggests that the gemination is
the result of an assimilated consonant, yet he opts for /j/ rather
than /n/. This is based on the claim that the morpheme wa- in
wayyiqtol does not derive from the conjunction waw, but rather
from a shortened form of the verb *haway was-3MS.QATAL ‘he
was’, e.g., *(ha)way ydqom (was-3MS.QATAL get.up-3MS.YIQTOL)
> wayydaqom (get.up-3MS.WAYYIQTOL) ‘he got up’. Accordingly,
gemination is the result of the assimilation of the third radical
/j/ of the 3MS.QATAL form of the verb *haway ‘to be’.

The most well-known proponent of the second view is
Lambdin (1971, 322-25), who suggests that the gemination in
the wayyiqtol form is an example of “junctural doubling,” a pho-
netic phenomenon that occurs when a short word is closely con-
nected or bound to the following word. Though Lambdin’s theory
of ‘junctural doubling’ emerged primarily to explain gemination
in the definite article, he also suggested that it would apply to
the wayyiqtol form, since the form reflects the close bonding be-
tween the conjunction *wa- and the preterite yigtol verbal form.
Later scholars dealing with the wayyiqtol form often accept Lamb-
din’s morphological explanation (see, e.g., Smith 1991, 6).

A similar theory, which has not, in my opinion, received

adequate attention, is that of Loprieno (1980, 10). According to
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Loprieno, the conjunction waw, which was vocalised as *wa- in
all environments at an earlier stage of Hebrew, became a gram-
maticalised part of the preterite yigtol verbal form, i.e., *wa-yiqtol
> *wayiqtol. Preceding the jussive *yigtol form, however, the
conjunction waw did not become grammaticalised. Accordingly,
when the vowel of the conjunction waw reduced to shewa, i.e.,
*wa- > *w(9)-, it affected jussive *wa-yiqtol, but not preterite
*wa-yiqtol, i.e., preterite yiqtol: *wa-yiqtol > *wayiqtol; jussive
yiqtol: *wa-yiqtol > *w(3)-yiqtol. Thus, when the Tiberian Maso-
retes inherited the grammaticalised form *wayigtol, the phono-
tactics of their tradition of Hebrew could preserve the initial /a/
vowel only by doubling the following consonant. In other words,
rather than gemination being the principle characteristic of the
wayyiqtol form as in Tiberian, at an earlier stage of Hebrew it was
only the vowel of the conjunction waw that distinguished the
forms. Baranowski (2016, 12-13) accepts the proposal of Lopri-
eno, stating that the gemination is a phonetic phenomenon uti-
lised to preserve the “grammaticalized preposition wa” and thus
mark the (past) meaning of the wayyiqtol form. In other words,
the gemination prevents the reduction of the /a/ vowel to shewa.
He goes on to note, however, that “it is impossible to establish
whether the doubling appeared as a phonetic development al-
ready in Proto-Hebrew or in Hebrew spoken in biblical times, or
whether the Masoretes created it as an artificial device to keep
the wayyigtol pattern distinct.” Joiion and Muraoka (2009, 128)
also seem to agree with this claim in their statement that the
patah “must be considered primitive” and that the gemination is

“a device [introduced] to preserve this primitive vowel.”
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Revell (1984) makes a similar claim, but suggests that the
distinct pronunciation of the conjunction waw in the wayyiqtol
form arose due to stress patterns. Just as the conjunction waw is
prone to lengthen before monosyllabic stressed nouns, e.g., 2iv
Y71 ‘good and evil’ (Gen. 2.9), so too it lengthened before certain
weak wayyiqtol forms with initial stress, such as opn vaj'jdp:qom
‘and he got up’ and 121 vay'jizven ‘and he built’. This distinct pro-
nunciation of the conjunction waw was then transferred to other
instances of waw preceding preterite yigtol forms as a mark of the
past meaning. Because other yigtol forms had final stress, it was
necessary to geminate the prefix consonant as a way of maintain-
ing the syllable’s length. He compares this phenomenon to the
gemination in compounds such as nna/npa ‘in what...?” and
nn3/nn2 ‘how much/long...?’". He suggests that such a distinction
arose as a development of the reading tradition toward the end
of the biblical period to distinguish the past meaning of yiqtol,
which was no longer used in the spoken language.

A number of comments are warranted regarding the views
outlined above. To begin, one should be cautious in accepting
any permutation of the first view, due to lack of supporting evi-
dence elsewhere in Hebrew. These theories all require positing
an additional morpheme between the conjunction waw and the
yiqtol verbal form, even though such a morpheme with a similar
function is not attested, even vestigially, anywhere in Hebrew.”
Moreover, Revell (1984, 443-44) and Smith (1991, 3-5) have

7 Note that short/preterite yigtol forms in poetry not following the con-
junction waw are never preceded by any distinct morpheme, such as

*-n-, *hVn, or *haway, in order to mark them as past.
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outlined a number of problems with the hypothesis that Hebrew
*wa- ought to be connected to Egyptian %iw.

The second view, which regards the gemination as purely
a phonetic phenomenon, is naturally more economical and per-
suasive. Not all permutations of this view, however, are equally
convincing. With respect to Lambdin’s ‘junctural doubling’, for
example, it is difficult to explain why it would occur at the junc-
ture of the conjunction waw and the preterite form, but not the
jussive form. Moreover, the gemination after the definite article,
which the theory was originally developed to explain, likely has
another explanation altogether.® If ‘junctural doubling’ is not
even a valid explanation for the phenomenon it was primarily
developed to explain, one must wonder how productive it was
and if perhaps other apparent instances of ‘junctural doubling’
also have more satisfactory explanations. The theory of Loprieno
(and Baranowski) is less problematic from a theoretical perspec-
tive, though it leaves much wanting in terms of diachrony and
absolute chronology. Revell’s theory is most promising, espe-
cially in terms of absolute chronology and motivating factors,
though it is not without problems. These theories will be picked
up and discussed further in the analysis of the transcription ma-

terial below.

8 Pat-El (2009) has argued persuasively that the definite article is to be
derived from the deictic particle *han and that the following gemination

is the result of the assimilation of the final /n/ of *han.
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4.0. REVIEW OF SCHOLARSHIP: WAYYIQTOL IN THE TRAN-
SCRIPTIONS

Before proceeding to analyse the evidence of the transcriptions,
it is worth noting how previous scholars who have worked on the
transcriptions see the data from the Secunda and Jerome fitting
into the various stages of development outlined above.

In the Secunda, parallels to Tiberian wayyiqtol forms are
not represented consistently. A vowel is transcribed after the con-
junction waw less than half the time and gemination is rarely rep-
resented. These points of data are interpreted in one of two ways
(or some combination thereof). The first interpretation suggests
that not all instances of wayyiqtol in the Tiberian tradition were
identified and/or vocalised as such in the Secunda. The second
interpretation suggests that though the forms are ancestors of
wayyiqtol and do express past semantics, gemination of the prefix
consonant of the wayyiqtol form was not (yet) a regular feature
of Secunda Hebrew (Brgnno 1943, 235-36; Janssens 1982, 84—
85; Yuditsky 2017, 232; Kantor 2017, 244, 280, 337, 346-48).

Particularly noteworthy here is Yuditsky’s (2017, 232) the-
ory, that ancient Hebrew had no pronunciation distinction be-
tween the conjunction waw before a non-past/jussive yiqtol form
and before a preterite yiqgtol form (i.e., Tiberian wayyiqtol). The
evidence from the Secunda reflects the initial stages of such a
distinction coming into being, i.e., a transitional period during
which the preterite form *w(a)-yiqtol was gradually shifting to
wayyiqtol. During this transitional period, a distinction would be

present in some preterite yigtol verbal forms and absent in others.
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Ben-Hayyim (2000, 171), when dealing with the lack of distinc-
tion between ‘waw consecutive’ and ‘waw conjunctive’ in Samar-
itan Hebrew, also points to the Secunda as evidence of an earlier
stage of Hebrew, in which such a distinction did not exist.
While Yuditsky’s theory is generally sound, it lacks two
things. First, though he acknowledges that the gemination in
wayyiqtol is secondary and still developing at the time of the
Secunda, he offers no explanation for how or why the distinction
came to be. Second, he does not avail himself of the evidence
supplied by Jerome regarding wayyiqtol, though it supports the
diachronic trajectory he outlines. In this paper, we will take
Yuditsky’s theory as a starting point, but will revise and build
upon it, dealing with the issues in a more comprehensive manner.
With respect to the Latin transcriptions of Hebrew in Je-
rome, no scholar has yet analysed or even enumerated the attes-
tations of the wayyigtol form in his writings. As far as I can see,
this is mainly a result of two factors. First, there appear to be only
six attestations of the wayyigtol form in all of Jerome’s writings.
Second, none of these attestations is found in his commentaries,
which served as the main source for some of the early publica-
tions on the transcriptions of Hebrew in Jerome. Four of the six
attestations are found in his letters and the other two are from
his Prologus Galeatus (‘Helmeted Preface’), that is, the introduc-
tion to the books of Kings. To the best of my knowledge, these
six wayyiqtol forms are first enumerated and analysed here.
Though six attestations constitute a relatively small sample size,
their consistency is sufficient to support the diachronic argument

which will be made below.
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5.0. WAYYIQTOL IN THE TRANSCRIPTIONS

Because the distinctive features of the wayyigtol form are the vo-
calisation of the conjunction waw (with the full vowel patah as
opposed to shewa) and the presence of gemination (in the prefix
consonant of the verb), there are three issues that must be under-
stood with respect to the Greek and Latin transcriptions in order

to rightly interpret the data regarding wayyiqtol:

1) The distribution, status, and representation of ‘shewa’
2) The distribution of the various representations of the
conjunction waw

3) The distribution and representation of gemination

In the following sections, first these three principles will be
addressed, with respect to both the Greek transcriptions of He-
brew in the Secunda (85.1) and the Latin transcriptions of He-
brew in Jerome (85.3). Following this, all attestations of the way-

yigtol form will be presented and analysed (§§5.2; 5.4).

5.1. ‘Shewa’, the Conjunction Waw, and Gemination in

the Secunda

5.1.1. Shewa

For purposes of this paper, we must consider if the data from the
Secunda are sufficient to convey whether the conjunction waw is
vocalised with shewa or a full vowel. In the Secunda, the parallel
to Tiberian vocalic shewa is in most cases left unrepresented (i.e.,

the transcriptions present a consonant cluster; Table 3):
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Table 3
Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Ps. 30.10 SnTa Boaut ‘in my blood’
Ps. 46.5 ri%n PAayav ‘its (ms) streams’
Ps. 89.48 13 By ‘sons of (cstr.)’

At the same time, it is also frequently represented by Greek « or
e. Most instances of a also correspond to an etymological */a/
vowel (Table 4):

Table 4
Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Ps. 18.48 ninp3 vaxauwh ‘vengeances’
Deut. 1.1 D’ﬁ;l*:ra aBBgBapg[y_ ‘the words’

While not all Secunda scholars agree that it is appropriate to refer
to ‘shewa’ in the Secunda,’ most see significance in the presence

or lack of a vowel after the conjunction waw (see below).

° In the twentieth century, virtually every Secunda scholar took it for
granted that ‘shewa’ was a reality in the transcriptions, some suggesting
that it was realised as [€] (Brgnno 1943, 327, 329, 333; Janssens 1982,
89-110), others as [a] (Blau 1984), and still others that its quality was
unstable (Margolis 1909). Only recently was it suggested that there is
no ‘shewa’ in the Secunda at all, but only the preservation of etymolog-
ical short vowels, even if they were occasionally realised with extremely
short durations (Yuditsky 2005). I argued recently that inconsistencies
in previous scholarship may be reconciled if we make a distinction be-
tween mid-central shewa (i.e., phonetic [3]) and variable shewa (i.e., a
qualitatively indistinct vowel that assimilates to its environment), on
the one hand, and between acoustic reduction (i.e., centralisation of

vowels when pronounced with short duration far from the stress) and
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5.1.2. Conjunction waw

If we are to ascribe importance to the transcription of a vowel
after the conjunction waw (represented by ov) in the Secunda, we
must establish that the same does not occur elsewhere, or, if it
does, that it is governed by consistent rules. It turns out that in
the Secunda, the conjunction waw is almost always represented
by the Greek digraph ov (= /w-/ [(?)u(:)-]) with no subsequent
vowel (more than 100x) (Table 5; Yuditsky 2017, 230-31; Kantor
2017, 346):*°

Table 5
Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Ps. 18.38 -89 oUW ‘and not’
Ps. 18.47 T2 ouPapouy ‘and blessed’
Ps. 32.11 0 ouythou ‘and rejoice!’

lexical reduction (i.e., the quality of a reduced vowel merging with that
of a phonemic vowel), on the other. I argued for three general principles
regarding shewa in the Secunda: (1) a reduced centralised vowel (i.e.,
vocalic shewa) was generally realised as [3] or [e]; (2) assimilatory
tendencies in vocalic shewa point towards a variable realisation in cer-
tain contexts; and (3) the preservation of historical /a/ in ‘shewa-vowel’
slots demonstrates that the Secunda transcriptions provide a ‘snapshot’
during the transition from acoustic reduction to lexical reduction (Kan-
tor 2017, 315-26).

19 In light of contemporary Greek pronunciation, the digraph ov likely
indicates that the conjunction waw was realised phonetically as
[(Ru()], even though its phonemic realisation was probably consonan-
tal /w-/. Such a phonemic and phonetic realisation has parallels in mod-
ern dialects of Arabic and Aramaic (Kantor 2017, 228-32, 346-50).
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Instances in which a vowel (a or ¢€) is transcribed after the con-
junction waw (fewer than 10x) are governed by two rules, both
of which are based on syllable structure:'! (1) the conjunction
waw precedes a word-initial consonant cluster or (2) the conjunc-
tion waw precedes a monosyllabic stressed noun (Table 6-7;
Yuditsky 2017, 230-31; Kantor 2017, 346-50):'2

Table 6: Rule (1): Conjunction waw before word-initial consonant

cluster
Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation
Ps. 28.9 op ovapn ‘and shepherd them!
Ps. 35.28 U oVAATWYL ‘and my tongue’
Ps. 46.11 W ovadov ‘and know!’
Ps. 49.7 292 ovefpof3 ‘and in the abundance of’

Table 7: Rule (2): Conjunction waw before stressed monosyllabic word

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Gen. 5.5 | MT: ywn (read: ywn) | ovabeoa ‘and nine’
Ps. 32.9 oM ovapeay ‘and a bridle’
Ps. 49.12 M ovadwp | ‘and generation’

The transcriptions categorised under rule (1) are probably
best interpreted as reflecting vowel syncope (v — @ / CVC_CV(C))
and thus should be vocalised as warfem, walsoni, wadSi, and

webrob, respectively. Parallels to such vocalisations are also

" Instances of a vowel after the conjunction waw when it precedes yigtol

verbal forms are not included.

12 As to why ovdapnep | D™ n®) ‘and after them’ (Ps. 49.14), which
should be emended to *ouaapney, is likely not an exception, see (Kantor
2017, 347).
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found in Babylonian Hebrew, e.g., "nw'n31 wabmisor ‘and with up-
rightness’ (Mal. 2.6); ora wibyom ‘and in the day of (cstr.)’ (Isa.
49.8) (Yeivin 1985, 1152). The transcriptions categorised under
rule (2) are best interpreted as reflecting pre-tonic lengthening of
the conjunction waw, which coheres with their vocalisation with
games in both Tiberian and Babylonian Hebrew.

It is worth noting that in both environments, Tiberian and
Babylonian vocalise the conjunction waw with a full vowel rather
than shewa. It seems, then, that the conjunction waw is written as
ova- (less frequently ove-) only when the corresponding forms/en-
vironments in Tiberian and Babylonian might also have a full
vowel. Aside from such cases, the conjunction waw is normally
written as ou-, generally corresponding to cases in which Tiberian
and Babylonian have a simple vocal shewa. Finally, we should
also mention that just because instances with a vowel transcribed
after the conjunction waw occur within the confines of these two
rules, that does not mean that every instance of the conjunction
waw that fits within these two rules will be transcribed with a
vowel, e.g., oupgoudadt N1 ‘and my fortress’ (Ps. 31.4); ovol 1in
‘and strength’ (Ps. 29.1).

5.1.3. Gemination

As stated above, gemination in the prefix consonant is the most
regular and significant morphological indicator of a wayyiqtol
form in the Tiberian tradition. If we are to rely on the Secunda
for accurate information regarding this feature, we must first
establish that gemination is consistently indicated therein.

Though scholars differ as to the extent to which gemination is
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accurately represented in the Secunda, most agree that the
representation of gemination is generally reliable.'® There are,
however, several consonants which cannot be represented as
geminates due to the limitations and conventions of Greek
orthography: the gutturals /2/, /h/, /h/, /$/, the consonant /z/,
and the semi-vowels /w/ and /j/. In addition to this, it should be
kept in mind that Hebrew /r/ cannot be geminated in most
traditions of Biblical Hebrew.

We can demonstrate the relevance and reliability of the
Secunda transcriptions for accurately conveying the presence or
lack of gemination in the wayyiqgtol form by examining all attes-
tations of the definite article. Like the conjunction waw in the
wayyiqtol form, the definite article is a monosyllabic morpheme
made up of one consonant, the vowel [a], and gemination in the
following consonant. Excluding the consonants listed above,
which cannot be represented as geminates in the Secunda, the

definite article is attested twenty times, in eighteen of which (90

'3 For slightly different views, note how Yuditsky (2017, 36-44) gener-
ally accepts at face value the Secunda transcriptions’ representation of
gemination or lack thereof, whereas Kantor (2017, 237-48) argues that
cross-linguistic speech perception may be a significant factor in inaccu-
rate representations. Nevertheless, Kantor still acknowledges that the
representation of gemination and lack thereof is generally reliable, even
if not infallible.
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percent) it is not (Tables 8-9):'*

Table 8: Definite article with gemination

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 18.33 UMRDT | appaalepnyt ‘the one who girds me’
Ps. 18.48 inth] avwwbny ‘the one who gives’

Ps. 29.3 =ijoty appaL ‘the water’

Ps. 29.3 Ti237 axxafwd ‘the glory’

Ps. 31.7 [sknlal iyl aATTWUPLL ‘those who keep’
Ps. 31.25 nirlaly! applalip ‘those who wait’
Ps. 32.10 nyiam ovafpwy ‘and the one who trusts’
Ps. 35.26 DrLRn | seuaydilgp ‘those who exult’
Ps. 49.10 nnwn acoaah ‘the pit’

Deut. 1.1 0™277 addefapei ‘the words’
1Kgs1.1 Tom Ovappely ‘and the king’
2 Kgs 11.7 Eploh] Gupeley ‘the king’
2 Kgs 23.7 oWIpn dxxodaoip ‘the holy things’
Ps. 118.26 Ran afBPe ‘the one who comes’
Song. 1.1 own aooIpELL ‘the songs’

Isa. 9.6 Twnn appespa® ‘the government’
Jer. 38.6 7200 Euperéy ‘the king’
Mal. 2.13 ainbloty) appave ‘the offering’

73

4 See also Yuditsky (2017, 233). Yuditksy does not, however, include
all the attestations cited here. Moreover, he includes examples that are

not from the Hexapla’s second column.
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Table 9: Definite article without gemination

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Ps. 8.1 s dyehhib ‘the Gittith’
Ps. 12.1 mnwn dopevid ‘the Sheminith’

This high degree of consistency with respect to the tran-
scription of gemination after the definite article suggests that we
can rely on the Secunda for the information it conveys about
gemination after the conjunction waw in wayyigtol forms as well.
However, this applies only to the prefixes /t/ (2S, 3FS, 2PL, 3FPL)
and /n/ (1pL), since neither /2/ (1S) nor /j/ (3Ms, 3MPL) can be

represented as geminate in Greek.

5.2. Wayyiqtol in the Secunda

In order to appropriately analyse the data from the Secunda, we
must survey not only all the attestations of wayyiqtol forms (in
comparison with Tiberian Hebrew) therein, but all attestations of
any yiqtol form following the conjunction waw. It is not enough
to observe how the vocalisation of the conjunction waw before
preterite yiqtol may differ from its vocalisation elsewhere. We
must also observe how the vocalisation of the conjunction waw
before preterite yiqtol differs both from its vocalisation elsewhere
and, more specifically, from its vocalisation before other non-
preterite yiqtol verbs. This, of course, also raises the question re-
garding whether or not a waw + Yyiqtol form was interpreted as a
preterite or non-preterite form in the Second Temple period. A
number of tools will be utilised to answer such a question, not

least the ancient translations.
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In the following sections, we will deal with the material in
a three-step process. First, we will enumerate all attestations of
waw + Yyiqtol and wayyiqtol in the Secunda according to the Ti-
berian tradition. Variations between the vocalisation traditions
and ancient translations will be taken into account in order to
arrive at a final count in accordance with how these forms are
presented in the Secunda. Second, we will analyse each of these
groups with respect to the vocalisation of the conjunction waw.
Third, we will analyse each group with respect to the presence or
lack of gemination in the prefix consonant. Finally, conclusions
will be drawn regarding the nature of the wayyiqtol form as op-

posed to that of the waw + yigtol form in the Secunda.

5.2.1. Waw + yiqtol in the Secunda

In the Secunda, thriteen forms are attested corresponding to Ti-

berian waw + Yyiqtol (Table 10):

Table 10: Waw + yiqgtol in the Secunda according to the Tiberian

tradition
Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation

Ps. 18.33 DI OUETTYNL ‘and I overtake them’
Ps. 18.43 | opnuw) OUETOXN U ‘and I beat them’
Ps. 18.46 halai] ouigpoyou ‘and they come forth trembling’
Ps. 18.47 o oviapovp | ‘and [the God ... ] will be exalted’
Ps. 31.4 1HmIm ouBveedvt ‘and you guide me’
Ps. 31.25 PRRN oulaEpag ‘and let [your heart] be courageous’
Ps. 32.8 TiRY OUWPEX ‘and I will teach you’
Ps. 35.26 | ¥hamm ovidbpou ‘and let them be disappointed’
Ps. 35.27 | nnm | oveecopou ‘and let them rejoice’
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Ps. 35.27 INNN OULWUPOY ‘and let them say’

Ps. 49.9 gzl ovixap ‘and [the ransom ... ] will be costly’
Ps. 49.10 -nm ovat ‘that he should live’

Isa. 26.2 Nan oviafw ‘that [a ... nation] should come’

A survey of the ancient translations indicates that these
forms were overwhelmingly interpreted as non-past yigtol forms
in the Second Temple period.'® There are two exceptional forms,
however, which should probably be removed from this list. First,
the form ovixap in Ps. 49.9 is universally interpreted as the noun
TP ‘preciousness; price’ in the ancient translations (Greek: Tiuy
‘price’; Latin: pretium ‘price’; Aramaic: 9p* ‘honour’). Second, the
form ovai is more likely to reflect waw + gatal, parallel to 'm,
than waw + Yyiqtol, parallel to 'nm. On the other hand, the
Secunda parallel to Tiberian n1 ‘[God] helps it (fs)’ (Ps. 46.6),
transcribed as ovelpa, likely reflects a waw + yigtol form and thus
should be included in the list even though it is without the con-
junction in Tiberian. This is supported by the Hexaplaric transla-

tions, which render the form as future (Table 11):

Table 11: 771w (Ps. 46.6) in the Hexapla

Secunda Aquila Symmachus LXX Quinta
ovelpa Bonboer avtii | Ponbroet adtiit | Pondioet adti | Pondioe adri
‘uegra’ ‘will help her’ | ‘will help her’ | ‘will help her’ | ‘will help her’

Yuditksy (2017, 184-85) interprets ovelpa as reflecting A1 ‘and
its (fs) help’, but it is perfectly consistent with the phonology and

5 Aquila never translates with a past tense, Symmachus renders only
Ps. 18.38 and Ps. 18.43 as past, the LXX renders only Ps. 18.46 as past,
and the Quinta renders only Ps. 18.46 as past.
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orthographic conventions of the Secunda to suggest that ovelpa
reflects /w-jefzra(h)/, parallel to n71v7 ‘and will help (3ms) her’
(Kantor 2017, 234-35). In addition, as will be explained below,
the form oviedafPep 121 ‘and he subdued’ (Ps. 18.48) is probably
better interpreted as a waw + yiqtol form than as a wayyiqtol form
in the Secunda. This results in thirteen total attestations of waw

+ yiqtol (non-preterite) forms in the Secunda.

5.2.2. Wayyiqgtol in the Secunda

In the Secunda, nineteen forms are attested corresponding to

Tiberian wayyigtol (Table 12):

Table 12: wayyiqtol in the Secunda according to the Tiberian tradition

Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation

Gen. 5.5 mn ovageel ‘and [Adam] lived’
Gen. 33.4 inpwi oUETTAXY) ‘and he kissed him’
Gen. 34.2 22WN oveoyaf3 ‘and he lay’

Lev. 1.1 RPN ovixpa ‘and he called’
2 Kgs 4.35 M ovieyap ‘and he stretched’

Isa. 9.5 RN outexpa ‘and he called’
Hos. 11.1 IR oveafBnov ‘and I loved him’

Ps. 8.6 imenm | ovBacpnou ‘and you made him lower’
Ps. 18.33 mn ovieBfev ‘and he set’
Ps. 18.36 -1nm oubebhey ‘and you gave’
Ps. 18.40 WRM | oubelopnut ‘and you equipped me’
Ps. 18.48 N3 | ouiedaffep ‘and he subdued’

Ps. 28.7 oM ovaiael ‘and [my heart] trusted’
Ps. 28.7 (bis) oM ovaiahel ‘and [my heart] trusted’
Ps. 30.12 uRm | ovebalepywt ‘and you clothed me’
Ps. 35.21 1M | oveleptfou ‘and they opened wide’
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Ps. 44.19 om ovalet ‘and departed (3fs)’
Ps. 49.15 EEmiy| outapdou ‘and [the upright] ruled’
Ps. 89.39 oRNM ovaffepag ‘and you rejected’

While the overwhelming majority of the ancient translations in-
terpret these forms as past tense, the following three forms ex-
hibit mixed evidence: oviedapfep 12711 (Ps. 18.48); outapdouv 3771

(Ps. 49.15); ovtexpa 8p1 (Isa. 9.5) (Table 13):

Table 13: Ancient translations interpretation of oviedaf Bep, outapdouv, and

outexpa (Aq. = Aquila, Sy. = Symmachus, LXX = Septuagint, V. =
Quinta, Th. = Theodotion, VL. = Vetus Latina/Old Latin, Vul. = Vul-

gate, Tar. = Targum)

oviedaf3Bep (Ps. 18.48) outapdov (Ps. 49.15) outexpe (Isa. 9.5)
(xal) cuvodwaet xal émxpatyoova(tv) xal éxdAecey
Aq. CONJ FUT CON]J FUT CON]J PAST.ACT
‘and he will lead’ ‘and they will rule over’ ‘and he called’
xal OmoTdoaw(v) xal vmotdEovat(v) xal xAnbyoetat
Sy, CON]J PRES.PTCP CONJ FUT CON]J FUT.PASS
‘and subjecting’ ‘and they will subject’ ‘and will be called’
xal vmotdfag xal xaTaxvplebowat(v) xal xaAeltal
LXX CON]J PAST.PTCP CON] SUBJ CON]J FUT.MED-PASS
‘and having subjected’ | ‘and let them lord over’ ‘and is called’
(xal) Omotdoowy (xal) xataxvpledowaty
V. CON] PRES.PTCP CON] SUBJ -
‘and subjecting’ ‘and let them lord over’
xataydiooval (xal éxareey)
Th. - FUT.PASS CONJ PAST.ACT
‘they will be lead down’ ‘and he called’
et subdidisti et obtinebunt et vocatur
VL CONJ PAST.ACT CONJ FUT CONJ PRES.PASS
‘and you subjected’ ‘and they will hold fast’ ‘and is called’
et congregas et subicient et vocabitur
Vul. CONJ PRES.ACT CONJ FUT CONJ FUT.PASS
‘and you gather’ ‘and they will subject’ ‘and will be called’
[anm mam PRI
Tar. CONJ PTCP CON]J PAST CON]J PAST.PASS
‘and breaking’ ‘and they broke’ ‘and was called’
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In the case of ouiedaffep, only the LXX and the Vulgate render
with past tense. The other translations have a present or future.
In light of the fact that it also deviates from the Tiberian form in
terms of verbal stem, i.e., pi‘el and instead of hif¢il, it is probably
better to regard this form as regular waw + yiqtol rather than
wayyiqtol—this is tabulated in the final count of the waw + yigtol
list above.

The form ouizpdov is rendered as past only in the Targum.
The remaining translations render it as a future (Aquila, Symma-
chus, Theodotion, Old Latin, Vulgate) or a jussive (LXX [but note
that other LXX MSS have a regular future form: xataxvpieboovaty
‘they will rule/lord over’], Quinta). Another problem with a Ti-
berian interpretation of ouviapdou is that the initial vowel of the
verb is a instead of the expected 7 for the yigtol form. A more
likely interpretation, therefore, is waw + qatal indicating future
tense, i.e., outapdov = 177 (Yuditsky 2017, 117). Such an interpre-
tation would assume some degree of root contamination between
*"19 and 7"+, but similar root confusion is attested elsewhere in
Biblical Hebrew. Therefore, this form is excluded from our anal-
ysis altogether.

Finally, the form outexpa presents several interpretive prob-
lems, even apart from looking at the transcriptions or the ancient
translations. First, it is found in a prophetic context, which can
lead to the semantic meaning (past) being different from the
pragmatic meaning (future). Second, it is used in an impersonal
sense, which can also lead to translations oscillating between an
active verb and a passive verb. These mixed approaches are both

attested in the ancient translations. While there is a strong case
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for interpreting the form as a waw + yiqtol, the fact that Aquila,
Theodotion, and the Targum all translate the form as past should
give pause in doubting the MT here. Accordingly, this form
should remain in our tabulation of wayyiqtol forms.

We are left with seventeen wayyiqtol forms in the Secunda.
Having analysed and categorised the data into waw + yiqtol and
wayyiqtol forms, then, we may now proceed to analyse the data
statistically with respect to both the presence of a transcribed
vowel after the conjunction and gemination of the prefix conso-

nant.

5.2.3. Conjunction waw + vowel in the Secunda

As might be expected in light of our earlier discussion regarding
the conjunction waw in the Secunda (85.1.2), the waw + yiqtol
forms almost never have a vowel transcribed after the conjunc-
tion waw (Tables 14-15):

Table 14: Waw + yiqtol in the Secunda: Conjunction waw + vowel

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 35.27 nnbm OUELETOWLOU ‘and let them rejoice’

Table 15: Waw + yigtol in the Secunda: Vowelless conjunction waw

Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation
Ps. 18.33 | oy OUETTYNL ‘and I overtake them’
Ps. 18.43 | opnwy) OUETOXNU ‘and I beat them’
Ps. 18.46 i oviepoyou ‘and they come forth trembling’
Ps. 18.47 o oviapou ‘and [the God ... ] will be exalted’
Ps. 18.48 2T oviedafBep ‘and he subdued’
Ps. 31.4 | "19mm ovBveeint ‘and you guide me’
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Ps. 31.25 PRRM oulaEpag ‘and let [your heart] be courageous’
Ps. 32.8 IR OUWPEX ‘and I will teach you’

Ps. 35.26 | | yham ovidpou ‘and let them be disappointed’
Ps. 35.27 | 17 OULWUPOY ‘and let them say’

Ps. 46.6 e ovelpa ‘and he will help her’

Isa. 26.2 Nan oviafw ‘that [a ... nation] should come’

The only instance in which the conjunction waw in a waw +
yiqtol form has a vowel, ovetegopov innw" ‘and let them rejoice’
(Ps. 35.27), probably has an explanation specific to its environ-
ment. The preceding word ends in a long unstressed /i/ (1zpovvou
ovetegopov IMNW? 3#7Y) and thus the conjunction /w-/ might not
have been pronounced at all if it was not consonantal (Kantor
2017, 347-48).'¢ In other words, if the conjunction waw had been
pronounced with the expected vocalic realisation of [(?)u(:)] in
the sequence *yaronnil (?)il-yesomhii, it would have been prone
to elision or misperception, so that the entire sequence would
have sounded more like *yaronnii yesomhii (i.e., without a con-
junction before the second verb). It may be, then, that the conso-
nantal allophone of the conjunction waw was used to prevent
such confusion.

The wayyiqtol forms, on the other hand, are transcribed

with a vowel in nearly half the attestations (Tables 16-17):

' This has parallels in the distribution and realisation of the conjunction
waw /w-/ as [u-] and [w-] in Syrian Arabic (Kantor 2017, 347-48).
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Table 16: Wayyiqtol in the Secunda: Conjunction waw + vowel

Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation
Gen. 5.5 m OUQEEEL ‘and [Adam] lived’
Ps. 28.7 oM ovaiaAel ‘and [my heart] trusted’
Ps. 28.7 (bis) 1M ovaiaAel ‘and [my heart] trusted’
Ps. 30.12 TIRM | oveBalepywt ‘and you clothed me’
Ps. 35.21 12mM oveleptPou ‘and they opened wide’
Ps. 44.19 om ovafet ‘and departed (3fs)’
Ps. 89.39 oRPMm ovabbepag ‘and you rejected’

Table 17: Wayyiqtol in the Secunda: Vowelless conjunction waw

Verse Tiberian | Secunda Translation

Gen. 33.4 inpwii ovETTAXY) ‘and he kissed him’
Gen. 34.2 23un oveoyaf3 ‘and he lay’

Lev. 1.1 RPN ovixpa ‘and he called’
2 Kgs 4.35 mitul ovieyap ‘and he stretched’

Isa. 9.5 RPN ouLexpa ‘and he called’
Hos. 11.1 MAORY | oveafnou ‘and I loved him’

Ps. 8.6 inenm | ovbacpnou | ‘and you made him lower’
Ps. 18.33 Al outehfey ‘and he set’

Ps.18.36 | -1om | ovBeblev ‘and you gave’

Ps. 18.40 TR | ouBelopyut ‘and you equipped me’

The data with respect to the vocalisation of the conjunction

waw, both in waw + yigtol and wayyiqtol forms, may be summa-
rised in the following chart (Table 18):
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Table 18: Distribution of a vowel after the conjunction waw in waw +

yigtol and wayyiqtol forms in the Secunda

ou- ova-/ove- | Total
waw + Yyiqtol | 12 (92%) | 1 (8%) 13
wayyiqtol 10 (59%) | 7 (41%) 17
Total 22 8 30

The chart clearly indicates that there is a much greater ten-
dency full vowel with the waw of a preterite wayyiqtol form (tran-
scribed with « in all but one case) than with that of a non-preter-
ite waw + Yyiqtol form. At the same time, however, this tendency
affects fewer than half of the forms, with most forms of the con-
junction waw exhibiting no difference when preceding a preterite

yigtol form as opposed to a non-preterite yiqtol.

5.2.4. Conjunction waw + gemination in the Secunda

Because there is no way of indicating a geminated yod in the
transcriptions, only the 3Fs and 2Ms forms are given to an analy-
sis with respect to gemination. This amounts to one form of waw

+ yiqtol and six forms of wayyiqtol (Tables 19-21):

Table 19: Waw + yiqtol in the Secunda: Singleton prefix consonant

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 31.4 1Hmm oubveeAnt ‘and you guide me’

Table 20: Wayyigtol in the Secunda: Singleton prefix consonant

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 8.6 menm ovBacpnov ‘and you made him lower’
Ps. 18.36 “inm oubebfey ‘and you gave’
Ps. 18.40 1IRM ouBelopnut ‘and you equipped me’
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Ps. 30.12 RO ovebalepyut ‘and you clothed me’
Ps. 44.19 om ovabet ‘and departed (3fs)’

Table 21: Wayyigtol in the Secunda: Geminated prefix consonant

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 89.39 [ehials)l ovabBepag ‘and you rejected’

It is no surprise, of course, that the waw + yiqtol form is not
transcribed with gemination. Of the 6 wayyiqtol forms which
could possibly exhibit gemination in the Greek transcriptions,
however, only 1 is transcribed with gemination: ovaffeuag ornm
‘and you rejected’ (Ps. 89.39). The data may be summarised in
the following chart (Table 22):

Table 22: Distribution of geminated 66 after the conjunction waw in

3Fs/2MS waw + yiqtol/wayyiqtol forms in the Secunda

0 00 Total
waw + yiqtol | 1 (100%) | 0 (0%) 1
wayyiqtol 5(83%) | 1(17%) 6
Total 6 1 7

This chart indicates that the gemination of the prefix consonant,
though attested and present in the language, was by no means
regular in the Hebrew of the Secunda.

To be fair, however, we might also note that only three of
the six instances of a 3FS or 2Ms form have a vowel transcribed
after the conjunction waw. Among the attested Biblical Hebrew
reading traditions, a geminated consonant must be preceded by

a full vowel. Therefore, it may be more appropriate to suggest
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that of those instances which could possibly reflect a double let-
ter in the Secunda, only one in three (33 percent) exhibit gemi-
nation. The two instances without gemination may have alterna-
tive explanations (see §5.6.2).

Finally, it should be noted that although Greek script is in-
capable of explicitly indicating a geminated yod, there are certain
conventions which always accompany geminated yod. For exam-
ple, while singleton (consonantal) /j/ may be written with regu-
lar iota (1) or iota with diaeresis (i) in the Secunda, geminated /jj/
seems to have been written only with 1 (Yuditsky 2017, 32-33).
Thus, it is likely that gemination is also reflected in 3m forms,
such as ovaiaAel f‘?;.]zl ‘and [my heart] trusted’ (Ps. 28.7) and
oveieptBov 12'n7M ‘and they opened wide’ (Ps. 35.21).

5.3. ‘Shewa’, the Conjunction Waw, and Gemination in

Jerome

5.3.1. Shewa

While the Secunda normally leaves the parallel to Tiberian shewa
unrepresented, and less frequently transcribes it with an /a/ or
/e/ vowel, Jerome tends to transcribe the parallel to shewa with
a vocalic grapheme more often than not, most frequently with a

and slightly less frequently with e (Table 23):
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Table 23
Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Nah. 1.8 Anipn macoma ‘her place’
Joel 3.5 oM saridim ‘survivors’
Hos. 1.2 o zanunim ‘whoredom’
comm. Isa. 7.14 n%na bethula ‘virgin’
comm. Ob. 21 ovo pheletim ‘escaped ones’

Most examples of a corresponding to Tiberian vocalic shewa
also happen to correspond to the historical vowel (e.g., macoma,
saridim)."” This may indicate that e was the normal representation
of a reduced vowel and that instances of a actually reflect the
preservation of the historical vowel rather than a reduced ‘shewa’
vowel.

There are also examples, especially in the environment of
sibilants and sonorants, in which the parallel to vocalic shewa is
omitted in transcription (Table 24; Kantor 2017, 328):

Table 24
Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Isa. 40.20 12001 amsuchan ‘the poor one’
Isa. 62.12 YT drusa ‘sought out (fs)’
Ps. 20.10 -oia biom ‘when; in the day of (cstr.)’

It might seem that because the parallel to shewa in Jerome
is represented with a vocalic grapheme more often than not, the

significance of a vocalic grapheme being transcribed after the

7 There are, however, a few examples in which a does not correspond

to the historical vowel (e.g., zanunim b'3n [ < *zuniinim/*zininim]).
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conjunction waw before potential wayyiqtol forms would be di-
minished. Based on the behaviour of the conjunction waw in Je-

rome’s transcriptions, however, this is not the case (see below).

5.3.2. Conjunction waw

In Jerome’s transcriptions, the conjunction waw is normally rep-
resented by u with no subsequent vowel (Table 25; Kantor 2017,
348):

Table 25
Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Gen. 14.18 NI uhu ‘and he’
Gen. 14.20 T ubaruch ‘and blessed (ms)’
Isa. 7.12 N9 ulo ‘and [I] will not’
Ezek. 40.49 anM urob ‘and width
Ps. 76.4 npnom umalama ‘and war’

As with the Secunda, instances in which the conjunction
waw is transcribed with a subsequent vowel occur in two envi-
ronments: (1) preceding a word-initial consonant cluster or (2)
preceding a monosyllabic stressed noun in a natural linguistic
pair (Tables 26-27; Kantor 2017, 348):

Table 26: Rule (1): Conjunction waw before word-initial consonant

cluster

Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Ps. 104.25 anm uarab ‘and wide of’

Table 27: Rule (2): Conjunction waw before stressed monosyllabic word

Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation

Gen. 14.18 T ony lehem uaiain ‘bread and wine’
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In sum, a vowel is transcribed after the conjunction waw in
Jerome’s transcriptions according to the same distribution as in
the Secunda. If anything, the transcriptions of Jerome exhibit
even more consistency and fewer exceptions.'® Therefore, if we
find a vowel transcribed after the conjunction waw before a yigtol
verbal form, it is unlikely to reflect a phonological reality parallel

to vocalic shewa in Tiberian or Babylonian.

5.3.3. Gemination

In Jerome’s transcriptions, much like the Secunda, the represen-
tation of gemination is generally reliable. Unfortunately, because
all of the wayyiqtol forms attested in Jerome are 3Ms forms, the
Latin script does not explicitly indicate whether the form was
read with a geminate or singleton yod. Nevertheless, certain prin-
ciples of syllable structure may indicate gemination in at least

one form (see below).

5.4. Wayyiqtol in Jerome

Due to the nature of the data, the present section on Jerome is
significantly less detailed than the previous section on the
Secunda with respect to two points. First, because there are no
waw + yiqtol (non-preterite) forms in Jerome, we are unable to
compare the behaviour of the conjunction waw in wayyiqtol forms

to its behaviour before a regular yiqtol form. Second, because

'® The singular exception to these rules is uares p7&1 ‘and earth’ (Gen.
14.19). According to rule (2), we might expect this word to be tran-
scribed as **uaares. However, it is also possible that the singular a

grapheme could represent a long vowel with elision of the guttural.
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there are no verbal forms beginning with a prefix consonant other
than yod, the section on gemination contains only a tentative sug-
gestion based on syllable structure rather than a statistical anal-
ysis. Nevertheless, the data from Jerome’s transcriptions concern-
ing the presence of a vowel after the conjunction waw in the way-

yiqtol form are relevant and given to analysis.

5.4.1. Wayyiqtol in Jerome

In Jerome’s transcriptions, six forms are attested which corre-
spond to wayyiqtol in the Tiberian tradition (Table 28; but cf. the

forms without the conjunction in §6.2.3):

Table 28: Wayyiqtol in Jerome according to the Tiberian tradition

Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Num. 1.1 [am™ uaiedabber | ‘and [the LORD] spoke’
Lev. 1.1 RPN uaiecra ‘and he called’
Gen. 4.15 NN uaiomer ‘and [the LorDp] said’
Gen. 14.19 AN uaibarcheu ‘and he blessed him’
Gen. 14.19 RN" uaiomer ‘and [the LORD] said’
Gen. 14.20 N uaiethen ‘and he gave’

Because every example here is found in a clear narrative
past context, there is no reason to suggest that any of these forms

would be waw + yiqtol (non-preterite).

5.4.2. Conjunction waw + vowel in Jerome

It is significant that all six instances (100 percent) of wayyiqtol
are preceded by the conjunction waw with the vowel a tran-
scribed after it (ua-). While we have no waw + yiqtol (non-pret-

erite) forms to which we may compare the conjunction waw in
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these forms, we may reiterate the standard rules for the vocalisa-
tion of the conjunction waw in Jerome’s transcriptions: the con-
junction waw (1) is generally vocalised as u-, (2) before an initial
consonant cluster is vocalised as ua-, and (3) before a monosyl-
labic stressed noun is vocalised as ua-. Aside from the transcrip-
tions uaiedabber and uaibarcheu, the verbal part of which could
be interpreted as beginning with a consonant cluster (see §85.4.3
for the significance of this), there is no reason for any of the other
forms to be transcribed with a vowel after the conjunction waw.

Accordingly, we may conclude that the conjunction waw in
wayyiqtol forms in Jerome was normally pronounced with a full
vowel, which is markedly distinct from its pronunciation else-
where. The presence of this vowel probably also indicates follow-
ing gemination, though this is not explicitly indicated (see
885.4.3; 5.6).

5.4.3. Conjunction waw + gemination in Jerome

The only evidence regarding the potential gemination of the pre-
fix consonant in Jerome’s transcriptions is based on syllable
structure. As stated above, there are two instances of wayyiqtol in
Jerome’s transcriptions in which the verbal prefix is vocalised
with shewa in the Tiberian tradition (Table 29):

Table 29
Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Num. 1.1 [am™ uaiedabber | ‘and [the LORD] spoke’
Gen. 14.19 AN uaibarcheu ‘and he blessed him’

In the case of uaiedabber, Jerome actually transcribes the very

same form elsewhere, but without a prefixed waw (Table 30):
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Table 30
Verse Tiberian Jerome Translation
Isa. 32.6 naT idabber ‘[a fool] speaks’

There is a tendency in the ancient transcriptions for the
parallel to yod with vocalic shewa in Tiberian to be represented
merely with Greek t (without diaeresis *) or Latin i without any
subsequent vowel. By comparing the representation of the prefix
yod in yiqtol forms of the pi‘el with its representation in the gal, I
have argued elsewhere that this representation indicates an ini-
tial cluster realised phonemically as /jC-/ and phonetically as
[(®)i(:)C-] (Kantor 2017, 334-38).

Therefore, it may be possible to explain the different repre-
sentations of the vocalisation of yod in uaiedabber and idabber on
the basis of gemination. In the form idabber, the initial id- was
most likely vocalised as something like /jd-/ [(?)i(:)d-]. In the
form uaiedabber, however, gemination may have preserved the
consonantal realisation of the yod, i.e., /wajjed-/ [wajjid-]. The
form uaibarcheu, on the other hand, might represent the lack of
gemination (or degemination) due to the fact that yod is not tran-
scribed with a following vowel. It should be noted, however, that
such an argument is only speculative, since there is variation in
the representation of the parallel to word-initial yod with shewa
elsewhere in Jerome. Nevertheless, the contrast between uaied-
abber and idabber is compelling. Also, the fact that gemination is
already evidenced in the Secunda, though rare, would suggest
that if the full vowel had become universal in Jerome’s tradition,

then gemination likely had as well.
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5.5. Diachrony: Comparing the Secunda and Jerome

A clear diachronic trajectory in the development of the conjunc-
tion waw in these forms is evident on the basis of a comparison
between the transcriptions of wayyiqtol in the Secunda and in Je-
rome. Though both operated in Palestine, nearly two centuries
separates Origen from Jerome; the original text of the Secunda
itself likely pre-dates Origen by a century or more."®

Due to the nature of the evidence in Jerome’s transcript-
ions, it is not possible to compare the two traditions with respect
to the presence of gemination or lack thereof in the wayyiqtol
form. Nevertheless, there are ample data for comparing the
presence or lack of a vowel following the conjunction waw in

these forms.

5.5.1. Conjunction waw + vowel in wayyiqtol Forms in the
Secunda and Jerome
From the transcriptions of the Secunda to those of Jerome, there

is a clear increase in the frequency with which the conjunction

waw is transcribed with a vowel (Table 31):

Table 31: Transcription of a vowel following the conjunction waw in

wayyiqtol forms in the Secunda and Jerome

Secunda Jerome
Total
(ca. 1st-3rd CE) | (4th/5th CE)
ov- Or u- 10 (59%) 0 (0%) 10
ova-/ove- or ua- 7 (41%) 6 (100%) 13
Total 17 6 23

19 See Kantor (2017, 38-47).
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Not only does the frequency with which the conjunction
waw vocalised with a following vowel increase from the Secunda
to Jerome, it seems to become universally standardised before all
wayyiqtol forms, with 100 percent of cases transcribed as ua-.

While one could argue that such a discrepancy could be the
result of a statistical coincidence due to the dearth of the
material, a subset of the data would argue against this. It just so
happens that two of the six forms in Jerome have exact (or near
exact) parallels with forms found also in the Secunda, in which

all are attested without a following vowel (Table 32):

Table 32
Verse Tiberian Secunda Jerome
Lev. 1.1 RPN oulxpa uaiecra
Ps. 18.33 1 oviebley
Ps. 18.36 Hrnm ouBebbev At
Gen. 14.20 i uaiethen lo

Though not from the Secunda, additional evidence is found
in an early list of the Hebrew names of the books of the Bible
transcribed into Greek. In this list, which should probably be
dated to the first or second century CE, an alternative name of
the Book of Numbers transcribed into Greek (taken alongside that

of Jerome) also seems to exhibit the same development:*°

Table 33
Verse Tiberian Name List Jerome
Num. 1.1 [am™ outdafnp uaiedabber

20 For more on this list and its various attestations, see Audet (1950);
Torrey (1952); Jepsen (1959); Goodblatt (1982).
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All of this evidence would seem to suggest that the vocali-
sation of the conjunction waw in the wayyiqtol form changed over
time. While some would argue that these differences could also
be ascribed to mere differences in contemporaneous but distinct
traditions, there are a number of reasons for regarding such a
theory as less plausible. First, Origen (and most likely the original
text of the Secunda) and Jerome both operated in Palestine.
While multiple traditions did exist within Palestine in late antiq-
uity, the chronological difference here is far more apparent than
any potential geographical or communal one. Second, aside from
its behaviour in wayyiqtol forms, the vocalisation of the conjunc-
tion waw has the same distribution and is governed by the same
rules in the Secunda and Jerome. Rule (1) is especially signifi-
cant, since the behaviour of the conjunction waw before an initial
cluster (i.e., shewa) is not identical between Tiberian, Babylo-
nian, Palestinian, and Samaritan. The fact that both the Secunda
and Jerome exhibit similarity here would suggest that the distinct
behaviour of the conjunction waw in wayyiqtol forms is not likely
to be attributed solely to Jerome representing a contemporaneous
yet distinct tradition. Therefore, while we cannot entirely dis-
count the possibility that the Secunda transcriptions and Jerome
merely represent different Hebrew traditions existing contempo-
raneously, their geographic proximity, yet chronological dis-
tance, together with their close affinity in the vocalisation of the
conjunction waw elsewhere, suggest that clear trajectories of
change from Origen to Jerome (with respect to the wayyiqtol
form) are best explained as a function of diachrony rather than

contemporaneous linguistic diversity.
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If one were to disregard the data of Jerome, one could sug-
gest that both a full vowel and gemination were original to the
wayyigtol form and that the Secunda reflects a tradition in which
a distinct wayyiqtol pronunciation was fading away due to the
fact that the regular use of wayyiqtol had faded out of the lan-
guage in Late Biblical Hebrew. However, because we can discern
a clear diachronic trajectory from the Secunda to Jerome, it is far
more likely that there was originally no distinction in pronunci-
ation between the conjunction waw before a preterite yigtol form
and a non-preterite yiqtol form in earlier stages of Hebrew. This
diachronic reconstruction is further supported by the evidence

from Samaritan Hebrew (see below).

5.5.2. Primacy of the Vowel or Gemination?

Finally, we must also consider the question as to whether it was
primarily the full vowel or gemination that first distinguished the
conjunction waw in the preterite *w-yiqtol form at the time of the
Secunda. After all, of the six forms which could possibly indicate
gemination in the Secunda, three are transcribed with a following

vowel and only one is transcribed with gemination (Table 34):

Table 34: Wayyigtol in the Secunda: Forms with vowel and/or

gemination in 2mS/3Fs forms

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation
Ps. 30.12 TMRM ovebalepnvt ‘and you clothed me’
Ps. 44.19 om ovafet ‘and departed (3Fs)’
Ps. 89.39 oRIM ovabbepag ‘and you rejected’
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Because a vowel can be transcribed without gemination in
wayyiqtol forms in the Secunda, one might argue that this distri-
bution actually suggests that the presence of a full vowel has pri-
macy over gemination. On the other hand, the presence of a
vowel after each of the other two forms cited here (ouebalepnyt,
ouafet) actually accords with the normal rules governing the pres-
ence of a vowel after the conjunction waw elsewhere in the
Secunda (85.1.2). In the case of ovefalepnvi, the conjunction waw
precedes an initial cluster (assuming /?/ had not elided). In the
case of ouaber, the conjunction waw precedes a monosyllabic
stressed word. These might be sporadic instantiations of such
rules playing out, since they are by no means universal in the
Secunda. One might also explain the omission of transcribed
gemination in these forms in light of its occurrence on a mor-
pheme boundary. Moreover, although it cannot be explicitly in-
dicated by the script, it should be noted that gemination is also
probably present in some of the 3M preterite *w-yiqtol forms (see
§5.2.4).

At the same time, the transcriptions with a vowel and no
gemination may indeed point to the primacy of the full vowel in
the development of these forms. On this point, however, the
claims of Loprieno (1980, 10) and Joiion and Muraoka (2009,
128) that gemination was introduced to preserve the original
historical short (but full) vowel */a/ of the conjunction waw seem
to be contradicted by the form ovaffepas oxnm (Ps. 89.39).
Gemination would not have been necessary to preserve such a
vowel according to the phonotactics of the Secunda (see §85.2.3;

6.1). Further, the idea that the full /a/ vowel was an integral (or
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grammaticalised) part of the form seems to be contradicted by
the conception of the morphological elements of these forms in
late antiquity (see §6.2.3).

Revell’s (1984) account, on the other hand, which suggests
that the distinct pronunciation of the conjunction waw
constituted (initially) a lengthened vowel in pre-tonic position, is
worth further consideration. The only wayyiqtol form with word-
initial stress with which we could test this claim, ovafet vm (Ps.
44.19), would seem to support his theory, in that it exhibits a
vowel and no following gemination. Presumably, the gemination
in ovabbepag ornm (Ps. 89.39) would be explained by Revell as a
way of maintaining the lengthened first syllable even though the
conjunction waw did not precede a stressed syllable. Finally, for
what it’s worth, the compounds nna/nna and nn3/nn2 both
exhibit gemination in the transcriptions, e.g., bamma npa ‘in
what...?” (Isa. 2.22); yaupa 722 ‘how much/long...?" (Ps. 35.17).
Revell’s theory is admittedly appealing, especially because it
posits a limited and isolated environment consistent with the
phonotactics of the language (the conjunction in pre-tonic
position) as the launchpad for the more widespread
morphophonological change.”® Nevertheless, there are several
reasons for questioning Revell’s theory and for continuing to re-
gard gemination as the primary innovation in these forms.

First, his theory is largely predicated on regarding V:C and

VC: as equivalent. Some have raised questions, however, about

! According to Janda and Joseph (2003), sound changes first occur in

a “highly localized context” and then subsequently spread.
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whether there is even such a phenomenon as ‘quantitative me-
tathesis’ in Semitic (Huehnergard 2005, 463). In fact, the oppo-
site often occurs in Biblical Hebrew, with just such a contrast (VC:
instead of V:C) serving as a phonetic device developed in the
reading tradition to distinguish the meaning of otherwise ho-
mophonous forms, known as dagesh mavhin ‘distinguishing
dagesh’ (see 86.2.2). Second, there is no apparent reason why
forms such as **op”, with a lengthened vowel due to word-initial
stress, would later be revocalised with gemination as opn. If the
forms with gemination are to be regarded as mere extensions of
the form with the long vowel, but modified according to the pho-
notactics of the language, it is unlikely that gemination would
later be generalised across the entire paradigm. This especially in
light of the fact that three of the most common six wayyiqtol verbs
('[’7’1 ,w;ﬁl ,Wptz;]) have initial stress in their most frequently at-
tested forms. Moreover, a distinct pronunciation of the conjunc-
tion waw is not necessary as a distinguishing marker in such
cases, since the vowel pattern is already unique to the preterite
yiqtol form. Third, if the vowel of the conjunction waw regularly
lengthened before yigtol forms with word-initial stress, it is diffi-
cult to explain the contrast between forms like 2% [vi'ji:ven] ‘and
let him build! (Ezra 1.3) and j2% [vaj'ji:ven] ‘and he built’ (Gen.
10.11). If the lengthening of the conjunction was originally a
purely phonological development, both of these forms would pre-
sumably have undergone the same development. Fourth, and fi-
nally, positing gemination as the primary distinguishing feature

is simply more economical. The complete uniformity of the Jew-
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ish reading traditions (Tiberian, Babylonian, Palestinian) with re-
spect to gemination in wayyiqtol is hard to reconcile with Revell’s
reconstruction, which must posit a stage in which thousands of
forms were vocalised with a long vowel and thousands were vo-
calised with gemination before gemination eventually won out.
One would expect at least vestigial attestations of forms such as

**op if Revell’s theory were correct.

5.5.3. Summary

In sum, then, the claim that gemination developed as the primary
distinguishing mark of the wayyiqtol form remains more plausi-
ble. Nevertheless, I remain open to the possibility that Revell’s
theory or a variation thereof may prove correct. As more data
come to light, future research may indeed reveal that the origins
of the full vowel [a] are bound up in a more sophisticated expla-
nation than that of merely accompanying the gemination. Never-
theless, based on the evidence from the transcriptions, we may
state the following about the realisation of the conjunction waw

in wayyiqtol forms:

1) First Temple Period: The diachronic trajectory implied

by (2)-(3) (see below) would suggest that the con-
junction waw was pronounced identically before a
preterite yiqtol and non-preterite yiqgtol form, probably
with the original etymological */a/ vowel:

e PRETERITE: *wa-yiqtol

e NON-PRETERITE: *wa-yiqtol

2) Late Second Temple Period: The conjunction waw was

usually pronounced identically before a preterite
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yigtol and non-preterite yiqtol form, namely, with no
full vowel or following gemination. Nevertheless, the
conjunction waw was also frequently pronounced dis-
tinctly before a preterite yigtol form, being vocalised
with a full vowel and (probably) gemination:

e PRETERITE: *w-yigtol; *wa(y)-yiqtol

e NON-PRETERITE: *w-yiqtol

3) Early Byzantine Period: The conjunction waw was al-

ways pronounced distinctly before a preterite yigtol
form (as opposed to before a non-preterite yiqtol), be-
ing vocalised with a full vowel and (probably) gemi-
nation:

e PRETERITE: *wa(y)-yiqtol

e NON-PRETERITE: *w-yiqtol

This reconstruction suggests that up to some point in the
Second Temple period, yigtol in the sequence *w-yiqtol was a pol-
ysemous form, indicating either past or non-past (usually jussive)
semantics according to context. In the coming sections, the evi-
dence from the transcriptions will be utilised to suggest a plausi-
ble path of development for the distinct pronunciation of the con-

junction waw in the wayyiqtol form.

6.0. RECONSTRUCTION: THE MORPHOLOGICAL DEVELOP-
MENT OF WAYYIQTOL

In this final section, it will be argued that gemination was intro-
duced into the preterite *w-yigtol form (> wayyiqgtol) during the
Second Temple period to distinguish preterite yigtol from non-

preterite yigtol after the conjunction waw. After re-evaluating the
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theories regarding the morphological development of wayyiqgtol
in light of the evidence from the transcriptions, we will further

elaborate on this theory in full.

6.1. Review of Scholarship in Light of Evidence from

Transcriptions

In an earlier section of this paper (§3.0), we suggested that theo-
ries for explaining the morphological development of the con-
junction waw in the wayyiqtol form can be categorised into two
main groups: those which regard the gemination as deriving from
an early Hebrew or Afro-Asiatic morpheme and those which re-
gard the gemination as a phonetic development due to morpho-
syntactic factors.

Based on the evidence from the transcriptions, we can im-
mediately dismiss almost every theory which suggests that the
dagesh in the prefix consonant is the result of an assimilated /n/
or /j/ of an independent morpheme. This is because most of these
theories require that the developments in question occurred at an
early stage in Semitic (not even in Hebrew!). Moreover, even
Brenner, who suggests that the form entered Hebrew via Israelite
scribes as a borrowing from Egyptian, must date the development
to the Second Temple period at the latest. If any of these theories
were correct, it would be highly unusual that both a full vowel
and gemination would be absent in the majority of forms in the
Secunda and yet be present (at least with respect to the full
vowel) in all forms in Jerome. After all, gemination in the definite
article, which likely derives from an assimilated /n/ (from *han-)

and was introduced into the language during roughly the same
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period in which Brenner suggests wayyiqtol was adopted, is al-
most always represented in the Secunda.

Theories that regard the gemination as a phonetic develop-
ment based on morphosyntactic factors are thus far more plausi-
ble. With respect to ‘junctural doubling’, however, the evidence
of the transcriptions should caution against accepting such a pro-
posal. In Lambdin’s original article, he suggested that the follow-
ing four phenomena were all examples of junctural doubling: (1)
gemination following the definite article; (2) gemination follow-
ing the conjunction waw in the wayyiqtol form; (3) gemination
following the relative particle -w; and (4) gemination in dehiq
constructions. While there are no examples in the transcriptions
by which we can evaluate (3), examples of (1), (2), and (4) are
all attested. In the case of (1), it has been demonstrated above
that the definite article was overwhelmingly realised with gemi-
nation in the Secunda (see §5.1.3). In the case of (2), on the other
hand, gemination in the wayyiqtol form occurs in only a minority
of cases (see §5.2.4). Finally, in the case of (4), the only example

we have exhibits lack of gemination (Table 35):

Table 35: Dehiq in the Secunda

Verse Tiberian Secunda Translation

Ps. 8.6 | vunimonm | otbacpnod par | ‘and you made him lower’

Three of the four phenomena cited by Lambdin as examples
of junctural doubling’ all appear to be at different stages of de-
velopment at the time of the Secunda. In my view, this suggests
that there are serious problems with accepting that ‘junctural

doubling’ may explain all that it claims to explain.
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Loprieno’s theory, which suggests that grammaticalised
*wayiqtol was received into Tiberian as wayyiqtol due to phono-
tactic constraints, also deserves further comment. While there is
much to commend in his theory,? the transcriptions do not sup-
port his precise reconstruction. According to Loprieno, the con-
junction *wa- was grammaticalised with the full vowel in preter-
ite *wayiqtol before the vowel of the conjunction underwent re-
duction in other environments; the grammaticalisation is what
prevented its reduction before the preterite yigtol form. However,
the evidence from the Secunda seems to reflect a stage in which
the vowel of the conjunction waw had reduced when preceding
both preterite yigtol and non-preterite yigtol. Moreover, neither
is Loprieno’s suggestion that gemination was introduced to pre-
serve the full vowel due to phonotactic constraints supported by
the evidence from the Secunda. The Secunda exhibits gemination
in at least one wayyiqtol form (ovaf0euas ornm [Ps. 89.39]) while
not being bound by the same phonotactic constraints as Tibe-
rian—note that a full /a/ vowel can exist far from the stress with-
out gemination in the Secunda, e.g., $avn =12 ‘the face of (cstr.)’

(Ps. 18.43); vaxapwbd ninpi ‘vengeances’ (Ps. 18.48).

2 Though not mentioned by Loprieno, one might compare the Persian
loanword ii7ax ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45). Though the /p/ in the original
Persian word apaddna is singleton and not geminate, it seems that the
only way the Tiberian tradition could accurately reflect the [p] sound
after a vowel was by marking the consonant with a dagesh. In this case,
then, gemination serves to accurately reproduce an ‘inherited’ form that

would not otherwise conform to Tiberian Hebrew phonotactics.
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With respect to Revell’s theory, which is based on stress
patterns, see the critique in §5.6.2.

It would seem, then, that none of the theories put forward
to explain the full vowel and gemination in the wayyigtol form
are consistent with the earliest vocalisation evidence we have,
namely, the transcriptions. In the following section, we will pro-

pose an alternative solution.

6.2. An Alternative Proposal: Dagesh Mavhin ‘Distin-
guishing Dagesh’*

In this final section, we will argue that the gemination (and thus
the preceding full vowel) was an innovative phonetic device
which began to be added to the preterite *w-yiqtol form during
the mid- to late Second Temple period to distinguish it from the
non-preterite *w-yiqtol form. This development may be compared
to what is referred to in the literature as dagesh mavhin ‘distin-
guishing dagesh’. The introduction of gemination was motivated
by the need to preserve and distinguish the past verbal semantics
of a form that was falling (or had already fallen) out of use in the
spoken language. Such a desire for preservation points to the in-
troduction of gemination in the form being a product of the read-
ing tradition rather than of the living language.

This reconstructed scenario is built on three pieces of sup-

porting evidence, which will form the outline of the rest of this

% The theory that the gemination in the wayyiqtol form is a dagesh
mavhin was originally suggested almost three decades ago by Khan
(1991, 241; 2013, 43).
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section: the disappearance of the sequential tenses from the liv-
ing language (86.2.1); parallels of gemination distinguishing ho-
mophonous forms attested in other traditions of Hebrew (§6.2.2);
and the conception of the morphological components of the way-
yiqtol verbal form in late antiquity (86.2.3). Finally, conclusions
and implications for understanding the historical development of
the Hebrew reading traditions will be summarised (886.2.4—
6.2.5).

6.2.1. Diachronic Considerations Regarding the Sequential

Tenses

In the Second Temple period, the Hebrew verbal system had two
sequential tenses, *w(a)-yiqtol (> wayyiqtol) for the past and
*w(a)-qatal for the future. As suggested by the transcriptions, the
yigtol form following the conjunction waw during this period
would have been semantically polysemous, with past and jussive
meanings, the semantics of each given form being recognised and
differentiated only according to context. Nevertheless, the use of
the sequential tenses was stable and pervasive; they are attested
and used consistently in a wide array of genres in the biblical text
and are found in numerous extra-biblical inscriptions. At some
point after the exile (i.e., the Second Temple period), however,
the Hebrew verbal system began to reconfigure. One of the
results of this reconfiguration was that the sequential tenses
began to gradually fade out of common use. This is most apparent
in the distribution and function of consecutive forms in Late
Biblical Hebrew. However, non-biblical compositions from

Qumran clearly indicate that the sequential tenses were still
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known and used at a relatively late period, even if due only to
the literary character of the compositions rather than to the living
language.* By the first few centuries CE, as evidenced from
Rabbinic Hebrew, use of the sequential tenses had disappeared
entirely from the language, being absent even from the literary
register. In the syntactic slot following the conjunction waw, the
‘non-converted’ forms came to fill the role previously filled by
the sequential tenses (i.e., *w-yiqtol for CONJ + future and *w-
qatal for coNJ + past). Nevertheless, the sequential tenses
continued to be recognised and ‘used’ in the recitation of the
Bible and liturgical texts.

In the Secunda (ca. first-third c. CE), the process by which
the conjunction waw in preterite *w-yiqtol forms came to be real-
ised distinctly is attested, but incomplete. It is most probable,
then, that the initial stages of this innovation began at some point
during the Second Temple period or Roman period. It seems
hardly coincidental that a phonetic innovation distinguishing an
otherwise homophonous form came into being during precisely
the same period in which the use of that form was diminishing.

Indeed, this fact brings us to a point of tension between the
morphophonological developments of the wayyiqtol form and its
syntactic status and usage in the language. On one hand, the pret-
erite *w-yiqtol form was becoming less and less familiar to users
of the language. Simultaneously, *w-yiqtol with a non-past mean-

ing was becoming the more natural way to read a yiqtol form in

24 Personal communication with Aaron Hornkohl. For more on the de-
velopment of the sequential forms in Qumran Hebrew, see Eskhult
(2018).
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this syntactic position. On the other hand, it is precisely during
this period that the preterite *w-yiqtol form begins to be pro-
nounced distinctly in the attested vocalisation of Biblical He-
brew, and that not by means of any identifiable morpheme at-
tested elsewhere in the language.

Taken together, these two points suggest that the distinct
pronunciation of the preterite *w-yiqgtol form by means of gemi-
nation was not a natural development of the living language, but
rather a deliberate innovation of the reading tradition. While He-
brew speakers would not have had difficulty in distinguishing
preterite *w(a)-yiqtol from non-preterite *w(a)-yigtol in the Sec-
ond Temple period, the form *w-yiqgtol was sounding less and less
naturally like a preterite as the Second Temple period progressed
and the sequential tenses fell out of use. It would seem, then, that
the introduction of gemination was innovated in the reading tra-
dition to preserve the distinct meaning of a past tense form that

otherwise might have been perceived as non-past/future.>

% The claim that phonetic features such as gemination could be intro-
duced—apart from their being associated with any particular mor-
pheme—solely for the purpose of distinguishing homophonous forms
may seem difficult to accept. It is worth noting, however, that the ad-
vancement of the stress to the ultima in the other sequential tense likely
reflects just such a phenomenon, e.g., *nana [k":'6a:avti:] ‘I wrote’
(Exod. 24.12), but cf. *nandy [vayo:6av't"i:] ‘and I will write’ (Exod. 34.1)
(Revell 1984; but cf. Suchard [2019], who sees the advancement of
stress in such forms as the result of sound change). The alternative, that
some unidentifiable morpheme with inherent past tense semantics was
introduced into the *w-yigtol form to indicate past tense at a late stage

of development, seems far less likely.
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This reconstruction is also supported by the development
of the preterite *w-yiqtol form in Samaritan Hebrew, with respect
to both absolute chronology and parallel development. Unlike
the Jewish reading traditions (Tiberian, Babylonian, Palestinian),
the Samaritan vocalisation exhibits no indication of an original
full vowel or gemination in preterite *w-yiqtol forms. Indeed, in
the strong verb, there is no difference between a historically pret-
erite *w-yiqtol form and a historically non-preterite *w-yiqtol
form (Table 36; Ben-Hayyim 2000, 108-9, 171-73):

Table 36
. *w-yiqtol *w-yiqtol
waw yiqtol . .
(non-preterite) (preterite)
-1 anw nwn anwn
w- yismar wyismdr wyismadr

From a diachronic perspective, it is especially instructive
that the Samaritan tradition alone has preserved the homopho-
nous realisation of preterite *w-yiqtol and non-preterite *w-yiqtol.
As a distinct community, the Samaritans likely split off from the
rest of Judaism at some point between the fourth and second cen-
turies BCE.?® The Samaritan Pentateuch has its origins during this
time (ca. third c¢. BCE) and certain other linguistic innovations,

shared by Jewish Hebrew, but absent in Samaritan, suggest that

% For background regarding the establishment of the Samaritan com-
munity and the origins of their version of the Pentateuch, see Kartveit
(2009); Pummer (2012).
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the Samaritans had their own distinct form of Hebrew by the be-
ginning of the common era at the very latest.?”

Accordingly, it is almost certainly the case that at the time
when the Samaritans split off from the rest of Judaism and began
to develop a language tradition of their own, there was still no
distinction in the pronunciation of the conjunction waw before
preterite yigtol and non-preterite yigtol. In terms of absolute chro-
nology, this suggests that the introduction of gemination into
these forms in the Jewish Hebrew tradition(s) began at some
point between the fourth century BCE and the first or second cen-
turies CE. If it had occurred earlier, we would expect some rem-
nant of a distinct pronunciation of the conjunction waw before a
preterite yigtol form to be attested, at least vestigially, in Samar-
itan as well.

How, then, did the Samaritans deal with a form in the bib-
lical text (i.e., preterite *w-yiqtol) which signified the temporal

opposite of the same form in their spoken language (i.e., future

7 According to Steiner (2005; 2007), the secondary fricative articula-
tions of the bgdkpt consonants in Hebrew did not develop all at once.
Spirantisation, which was likely due to the influence of Aramaic, first
affected the labial stops /b/, /p/ and dental stops /d/, /t/. Only later,
after the uvular fricatives /g/ and /h/ had merged with the pharyngeal
fricatives /$/ and /h/, were the velar stops /g/ and /k/ also spirantised.
Steiner dates the loss of /h/ to the first century BCE and the loss of /&/
much earlier. Therefore, the fact that Samaritan Hebrew does not have
fricative realisations of the velar stops, but does have fricative realisa-
tions of the labial and dental stops, probably indicates that it had al-
ready split off from Jewish Hebrew by this time. Alternatively, it could

have split off much earlier.
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*w-yiqtol)? The tension between the natural impulse to interpret
preterite *w-yiqtol forms as future coupled with the awareness
that preterite *w-yiqtol was indeed part of the biblical register led
the Samaritans to introduce artificial (or non-etymological) dis-
tinctions in pronunciation to mark the preterite *w-yigtol form as
signifying past (but only in certain weak verbs). While a number
of different strategies for the morphophonological restructuring
of the form are discussed in the literature (such as reappropriat-
ing coexisting patterns), the most prevalent among them is su-
perimposing the vowel pattern of the past tense (i.e., fdgdd,
faqadu) over the yigtol form, even unto the disruption of the root
(Table 37):28

Table 37
Tiberian Samaritan Samaritan Tiberian
awn > wyésob wyasdb < aypn
T > wyessu wyassu < bpm
TR > teldd wtaldd < THm
nan > tifnu wydfdnu < non
N7 > yibri wyibra < NN

It would seem, then, that once the sequential tenses fell out
of use in the living language, it was not unusual to introduce non-
etymological features to preserve the original past meaning of
preterite *w-yiqtol. In light of the evidence examined here, such

a phenomenon appears to have developed in parallel in both the

2 For a full discussion of this phenomenon, see Florentin (1996, 218—
21; 2016, 126-27); Ben-Hayyim (2000, 108-9, 170-73).
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Jewish Hebrew reading traditions and the Samaritan Hebrew
reading tradition, though not by means of the same device. While
the Jewish Hebrew reading traditions distinguished the form by
means of gemination, Samaritan Hebrew utilised variant vowel

patterns.

6.2.2. Dagesh Mavhin

A similar function of non-etymological gemination for
distinguishing meaning is attested in other forms of Hebrew as
well. Such gemination is referred to in the literature as dagesh
mavhin ‘distinguishing dagesh’. Simply put, dagesh mavhin is an
innovative phonetic feature (i.e., gemination) added to an
existing form to distinguish it from an otherwise homophonous
form.

In Tiberian Hebrew, apparent instances of dagesh mavhin
can essentially be divided into two categories: (1) distinguishing
between two distinct lexemes that have homophonous realisa-
tions (or between the various meanings of one polysemous lex-
eme) and (2) distinguishing between sacred and profane referents
(e.g., divine as opposed to human, the true God as opposed to
idols) for one particular lexeme. Examples of the former include
the distinction between the negative particle 8% ‘not’ and the

preposition - ‘to’ with the 3Ms suffix, i.e., i% ‘to him’® and the

» E.g., & ‘not his own’ (Prov. 26.17).



112 Benjamin Kantor

distinction between the interjection Xix/nix ‘please’ and the in-
terrogative particle nix ‘to where?’.*® Other examples of the for-
mer include distinguishing between two potential meanings of
the same verb, such as n"n ‘he placed’ and 31 ‘he gave rest’.*
Examples of the latter are found in the geminated 2 in 7"ag ‘pow-
erful’ (human) as opposed to ax ‘Mighty One’ (divine)** and the
geminated 1 in oavp ‘idols’ (foreign gods) as opposed to ooy
‘toils’.** It can also be used in a verb to signify a human referent
as opposed to a divine referent, as found in the geminated = in
Anpan ‘vexing her’ (human) as opposed to ©wn ‘thundered
(3ms)’ (divine).** In addition to such examples, Khan (2018, 337-
47) has also recently argued that the dagesh in the word o'na

0 E.g., 78 ywa 8 &Y 8ix ‘please forgive your brothers’ transgression!’
(Gen. 50.17); o'wiarn 1297 nir ‘where did the people go?’ (Josh. 2.5).

take the basket from your hand and place it before the altar of the LORD
your God’ (Deut. 26.4); 02m&> by mm min nnp ‘and now, the LORD
your God has given rest to your brothers’ (Josh. 22.4).

2 E.g., R0 R 0090 1ax .. Wx oW1 ‘and there was a man there... the
chief of Saul’s shepherds’ (1 Sam. 21.8); 2pw IR 713 M"Y Yawy WK
‘which he swore to the LORD, vowed to the Mighty One of Jacob’ (Ps.
132.2).

oraywn ‘bread of toil’ (Ps. 127.2).

3 E.g., Apuan M2pa opd o3 Anay nnopd ‘and her adversary angered her
exceedingly in order to vex her’ (1 Sam. 1.6); o'p7n 7i227798 ‘the God
of glory thundered’ (Ps. 29.3).
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‘houses’ is actually an early (pre-Hebrew) innovation to distin-
guish the plural noun *batim/*batin ‘houses’ from the verbal ad-
jective *batim/*batin ‘spending the night (mp)’.

In Babylonian Hebrew, the use of dagesh mavhin is in fact
far more widespread, though its function and the contexts in
which it occurs parallel that of Tiberian, e.g., 0'5& 2elohim ‘God
(of Israel)’ vs. D3roR 2ellohim ‘(foreign) gods’ (Yeivin 1985, 355—
63). It is likely that instances of dagesh mavhin in Babylonian were
not merely orthographic, but were actually pronounced and are
best interpreted as “innovative additions to existing forms rather
than morphological variants” (Khan 2018, 344). A similar phe-
nomenon is also attested in Rabbinic Hebrew (e.g., n2>'nn ‘cut-
ting’; n2'nn ‘piece’), Samaritan Hebrew (e.g., dddni ‘Lord’; danni
‘master’), and the Yemenite tradition of Aramaic (e.g., 8’1 ‘living’
[referring to God]; &'m ‘living’ [referring to humans]) (Khan
2018, 342-47).

Dagesh mavhin seems primarily to be a feature of the read-
ing tradition.®® This claim is underscored by the high frequency
of dagesh mavhin in Babylonian as opposed to Tiberian. One
might thus object to positing dagesh mavhin as the reason for gem-
ination in the wayyiqtol form on the grounds that it may not yet
have been a productive feature of the language in the Second
Temple period. Such an objection naturally leads to the following
question: Is there any evidence for dagesh mavhin in the ancient
transcriptions? Unfortunately, the number of forms in the tran-

scriptions in which the presence or absence of gemination would

% But note the exceptional case of the dagesh in o'na, which pre-dates
Hebrew (Khan 2018).
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be relevant for assessing the potential existence of dagesh mavhin

are few.* They are presented below (Table 38):

Table 38: Possible instances of dagesh mavhin in the transcriptions

Verse Tiberian | Secunda | Jerome | Theodotion
Ps. 118.25 RIN avva anna
Jon. 4.2 EE anna
2Kgs23.7 | onpa Bebbietp

If nax/xix is indeed an example of dagesh mavhin, the tran-
scriptions avwa and anna would suggest that the phenomenon was
already present in late antiquity. The form o'ni, on the other
hand, was likely geminated even in pre-Hebrew. Accordingly, its
gemination (f¢b6iein) in the Secunda is of little significance.?”

Another relevant piece of evidence may be found in Je-

rome’s discussion regarding the words nna/nna ‘in/by what...?’

3¢ There are a few forms with non-Tiberian gemination attested in the
transcriptions which one might speculatively suggest are relevant for
the discussion on dagesh mavhin: ovade %1 ‘and upon it (fs)’ (Ps. 7.8)
(to distinguish from n% ‘and he will go up’?); xaddetp 7183 ‘frost’ (Ps.
147.16) (to distinguish from =53 ‘lion’?); assurim ‘bands’ o108 (Eccl.
7.26) (to distinguish from oioR ‘those bound; prisoners’?). However,
the lack of supplementary evidence makes such a hypothesis entirely

speculative.

% Moreover, its specific referent in 2 Kgs 23.7 is to some sort of cultic
‘hangings’ and not the conventional ‘houses’. In light of its contextual
meaning, the unexpected initial vowel (¢ instead of «) and the unex-
pected bisyllabic plural ending (-iein) may point to a different lexeme

entirely (o»na?).
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and nna ‘high place’ in his comments on Isa. 2.22. Although the
distinction between nn2/nna and nn31 is not typically regarded as
an example of dagesh mavhin—nor should it be—the way in
which Jerome discusses the issue seems to indicate that such a

concept was not unfamiliar to him (bolded emphasis mine):

What we have rendered as, HE IS REGARDED AS EXALTED,
Aquila has interpreted as «in what is he regarded?>.
The Hebrew word BAMA means either Y¥QMa, that is,
‘high place’, about which we read in the Books of Kings
and Ezekiel, or indeed «in what?> and it is written
with the same letters: BETH MEM HE. [The correct reading
is determined] according to the nature of the passage. If
we want to read «<in what?>, we say BAMMA, but if we
[want to read] <«high place> or «exalted one>>, we

read BAMA.%®

It is worth noting that Jerome discusses the words nna/nna
and nn3 not as two separate words, but as one word with two
distinct meanings and pronunciations according to the context:
‘the Hebrew word BAMA means either ‘high place’... or ‘in

what?’... and it is written with the same letters: BETH MEM HE’. At

38 Ubi nos diximus EXCELSUS REPUTATUS EST IPSE, Aquila interpretatus est
«in quo reputatus est iste?>. Verbum hebraicum BAMA uel Y¥QMA dic-
itur, id est excelsum, quod et in Regnorum libris et in Hiezechihel legi-
mus, uel certe «in quo>, et eisdem litteris scribitur BETH MEM HE, ac
pro locorum qualitate, si uoluerimus legere «in quo>>, dicimus BAMMA,
sin autem <«excelsum>» uel <«excelsus>», legimus BAMA (In Isaiam,
1.66.1-2).
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the same time, however, we should not read too much signifi-
cance into this passage, since it is entirely possible that Jerome’s
comments simply reflect a conception of words based on the con-

sonantal spelling rather than lexical identity or vocalisation.

6.2.3. Ancient Conception of Wayyiqtol Forms

The final piece in the puzzle for explaining the gemination in
wayyiqtol as dagesh mavhin concerns the conception of the form
in late antiquity: How did users of Hebrew conceive of wayyiqtol
with respect to its morphological elements? One of the essential
characteristics of dagesh mavhin is that it is introduced into one
of two homophonous forms that would otherwise not be distin-
guished, whether because two distinct lexemes are pronounced
identically or because one individual lexeme is polysemous. In
this case, we are arguing that when preceded by the conjunction
waw, yiqtol was polysemous with past and non-past meanings.
The gemination is not ultimately responsible for the past tense
meaning, but serves merely to mark one of the two meanings al-
ready intrinsic in the yiqtol form (in a particular syntactic slot).
There are other scholars, however, who argue that the gemina-
tion does indeed bear an intrinsic morphemic value, which in
combination with the preceding conjunction serves to convey
past semantics. What is at stake here between the two views is
the question of which morphological element of the form would
have been regarded as being responsible for the past meaning. Is

the past tense to be found in the gemination (in combination with
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the conjunction) or is it to be found in the yiqtol form itself? Pre-
sumably, only the latter would be consistent with the explanation
of dagesh mavhin.

Remarkably, we find relatively consistent evidence for ad-
dressing such a question in the writings of Jerome, who happens
to be the figure from late antiquity about whose Hebrew learning
we know the most. If we survey every instance in which Jerome
mentions a wayyiqtol form in his writings, we find a curious and
consistent pattern. When Jerome quotes a full verse or passage in
which a wayyiqtol form appears in context, it is vocalised as we
would expect with the preceding conjunction ua- (Table 39).
When he quotes a wayyiqtol form out of context to address the
correct translation of the word, however, the verbal element
yiqtol is transcribed by itself without the prefixed conjunction

waw (Table 40) (bolded emphasis mine):

Table 39: Wayyiqgtol in context

Gen. 4.15: uaiomer IRNN

Before we speak regarding the question, we should enu-
merate the versions of each translator alongside the He-
brew itself, which will make the sense of the scripture
easier to understand: uaiomer lo adonai lachen chol oreg

cain sobathaim ioccamo®

3 antequam de quaestione dicamus, rectum uidetur, ut editiones inter-
pretum singulorum cum ipso hebraico digeramus, quod facilius sensus
scripturae possit intellegi: uaiomer lo adonai lachen chol orec cain so-
bathaim ioccamo (Epistula XXXVI, 54.269.19-22).
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Gen. 14.18-20: uaibarcheu 31272’ uaiomer RXM; uai-
ethen -1

Indeed, because you affectionately ask and all that I
know should be absorbed by faithful ears, I shall set
before you the view of the Hebrews, and, lest your cu-
riosity miss out on anything, I shall add the Hebrew
words themselves: umelchisedech melech salem hosi le-
hem uaiain, uhu cohen lehel helion: uaibarcheu uaiomer
baruch abram lehel helion cone samaim uares: ubaruch hel
helion eser maggen sarach biadach uaiethen lo maaser

mecchol*®®

In each instance above, the wayyiqtol form, which is tran-
scribed with the prefixed conjunction ua-, is included within a
larger context of a full biblical quotation. This reflects how the
passage would have been read or recited. The situation is differ-
ent when wayyiqtol forms are quoted as isolated transcriptions

not within a larger context:

Table 40: Wayyigtol out of context

Gen. 30.38 iaamena RN

But in this place, where it is written in order that they

would conceive among the rods, in the Hebrew it has

40 uerum quia amanter interrogas et uniuersa, quae didici, fidis auribus
instillanda sunt, ponam et hebraeorum opinionem et, ne quid desit cu-
riositati, ipsa hebraica uerba subnectam: umelchisedech melech salem hosi
lehem uaiain, uhu cohen lehel helion: uaibarcheu uaiomer baruch abram
lehel helion cone samaim uares: ubaruch hel helion eser maggen sarach bi-
adach uaiethen lo maaser mecchol (Epistula LXXIII, 55.18.3-10).
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iaamena. I cannot express the significance of the He-

brew words except in circular fashion. For iaamena

specifically means the utmost degree of passion in sex-

ual intercourse, in which the entire body convulses and

the final moment for achieving pleasure is near.*
Ezek. 8.1: thephphol Yam

And instead of what we have rendered as: the hand of

the Lord fell upon me, Symmachus has translated: the
hand of the Lord met me, which in the Hebrew is realised
as ‘thephphol’*?

‘The LXX [has] and he went up into it... Or, alternatively,
[one might read] he went down into it, as is specifically
contained in the Hebrew—for iered means he went
down, so that he might anxiously seek out hiding places
as a runaway—, or he went up, as it is written in the

Vulgate edition; so that he might arrive at wherever the

1 in eo autem loco, ubi scriptum est ut conciperent in uirgis, et in hebraeo
habet iaamena, uim uerbi hebraici nisi circuitu exprimere non possum.
iaamena enim proprie dicitur extremus in coitu calor, quo corpus omne
concutitur et patranti uoluptatem uicinus est finis (Quaestiones Hebrai-
cae in Libro Geneseos, 49.22-26) (translation in consultation with Hay-
ward 1995, 68).

42 et pro eo quod nos diximus: cecidit super me manus domini, symmachus
transtulit: incidit mihi manus domini, quod in hebraico dicitur

‘thephphol’ (Commentarii in Ezechielem, I11.8.1).
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ship was going, believing that he would have escaped

if he could just leave Judaea.*?

In each of these three cases, the wayyigtol form, transcribed
without the prefixed conjunction ua-, is quoted as an isolated
transcription apart from the wider context of the verse. Moreo-
ver, in two of the three instances in which Jerome quotes a way-
yigtol form by itself (Ezek. 8.1 and Jonah 1.3), the wayyiqtol
forms are explicitly rendered into Latin with the perfect tense,
which indicates past perfective action. Especially instructive on
this point are Jerome’s comments on Jonah, in which the indi-
vidual word iered is explicitly translated as descendit ‘he went
down’.

The singular exception to this rule occurs when Jerome
quotes the titles of the books of Leviticus and Numbers, which

also happen to be wayyigtol forms (Table 41):

Table 41: Wayyiqtol in titles

Lev. 1.1 (or ‘Leviticus’ [title]): uaiecra 87pn

The first book among them is called bresith, which we

render as Genesis; the second hellesmoth, which is

called Exodus; the third uaiecra, that is, Leviticus; the

43 LXX: ...et ascendit in eam... et uel: descendit in eam, ut proprie conti-
netur in hebraico - iered enim descendit dicitur, ut fugitiuus sollicite
latebras quaereret -, uel ascendit, ut scriptum est in editione uulgata; ut
quocumque nauis pergeret, perueniret, euasisse se putans, si iudaeam

relinqueret (Commentarii in prophetas minores, In Jonam, 1.106).



The Development of the Hebrew Wayyiqtol 121

fourth uaiedabber, which we call Numbers; the fifth ad-

dabarim, which is entitled Deuteronomy**

Num. 1.1 (or ‘Numbers’ [title]): uaiedabber 121

It is written in the final part of the volume of Numbers,

which among the Hebrews is called ‘uaiedabber’*

This is hardly an exception, since titles often become frozen
forms, and, much like proper names, are not given to separation
into morphological elements.

All of this evidence cuts against the idea that something
inherent in the conjunction waw or the following gemination was
what conveyed past semantics in the wayyiqtol form. For Jerome
and/or his Jewish informants, it seems that the yiqtol verbal ele-
ment itself was regarded as a polysemous form capable of carry-
ing past semantics by itself, apart from the conjunction waw and
following gemination, at least when occurring in the syntactic
position under discussion. This is what we would expect if the
gemination was introduced as a marker of one specific meaning
of a polysemous form rather than as a past-orienting morpheme
in itself. The conjunction waw and preceding gemination were
not, at least conceptually, inherently connected to the past se-

mantics of the form as late as the early Byzantine period. Thus,

* primus apud eos liber uocatur bresith, quem nos genesim dicimus;
secundus hellesmoth, qui exodus appellatur; tertius uaiecra, id est leu-
iticus; quartus uaiedabber, quem numeros uocamus; quintus adda-
barim, qui deuteronomium praenotatur (Prologus in libro Regum [Weber
20071).

% scriptum est in ultima parte uoluminis numerorum, quod apud he-
braeos appellatur ‘uaiedabber’ (Epistula LXXVIIIL, 55.51).
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the conception of the form in late antiquity supports the theory
that the gemination is the result of a dagesh mavhin and not the

addition of an independent morpheme.

6.2.4. Conclusions: Summary of Developments

When attempting to draw solid conclusions from the evidence of
the transcriptions, it must always be kept in mind that ancient
Israel has been home to many different Hebrew dialects and read-
ing traditions throughout the centuries. The Hebrew traditions
reflected in the Secunda and Jerome’s writings are not neces-
sarily precursors to any of the medieval Hebrew reading tradi-
tions, but may have actually existed side-by-side with their pre-
cursors. Nevertheless, the transcriptional evidence examined in
this paper is sufficient for making a number of general claims
about the historical development of the wayyiqtol form.

In the Second Temple period, *yigtol in phrase-initial posi-
tion immediately following the conjunction waw was a polyse-
mous form, capable of indicating either past or jussive meanings.
As the verbal system began to reconfigure during the Second
Temple period, it gradually became less and less natural for He-
brew speakers to recognise *w-yiqtol as a preterite form, inter-
preting it more naturally as a non-preterite form instead. In order
to distinguish and preserve the preterite meaning of the polyse-
mous *w-yiqtol form, the conjunction waw gradually came to be
pronounced distinctly, being vocalised with a full vowel and fol-
lowing gemination. We have suggested that the introduction of
gemination into this form was a product of the reading tradition

rather than the living language; it should be compared to the
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phenomenon of dagesh mavhin attested in both Tiberian and Bab-
ylonian Hebrew.

From a diachronic perspective, three key pieces of evidence
help to triangulate the absolute chronology of these develop-
ments. First, in the Hebrew tradition of the Samaritans, who split
off from the rest of Judaism between the fourth and second cen-
turies BCE, there is no distinction in pronunciation between the
conjunction waw in preterite *w-yiqtol and non-preterite *w-
yiqtol. Second, the evidence from the Secunda (ca. first-third c.
CE) indicates that the introduction of the full vowel and gemina-
tion was underway, but still not universal in the mid- to late Ro-
man period. Third, and finally, the transcriptions of Jerome
(fourth/fifth c. CE) reflect the general standardisation of a dis-
tinct pronunciation of the conjunction waw before a preterite
yiqtol form by the early Byzantine period. These developments

may be summarised in the following chart (Table 42):
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Table 42: Development of waw + preterite yigtol and waw + jussive

yigtol

waw + waw +
preterite yiqtol jussive yiqtol

First . .
*wa-yiqtol *wa-yiqtol
Temple
Second
Temple I *w(a)-yiqtol *w(a)-yiqgtol
(6th—4th BCE)
Second
Temple II *w-yiqtol w-yiqtol
(4th BCE-1st
CE) : K
JEWISH TRADITIONS
SAMARITAN
Roman “w-yigtol; TRADITION
(1st -4th CE) i “w-yigtol
*way-yigtol
Byzantine
(4th-5th c. *way-yiqtol *w-yiqtol
CE)

6.2.5. Conclusions: History and Development of the Read-
ing Traditions
This study has a number of important ramifications for our un-

derstanding of the development of the Biblical Hebrew reading

traditions in late antiquity, with respect to both the historical
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depth of ‘reading-tradition’ features and the relationship between
the diverse traditions of antiquity.

There has been a tendency in Hebrew scholarship to asso-
ciate linguistic innovation of the ancient period with the living
language, on the one hand, and linguistic innovation of the me-
dieval period with the reading tradition, on the other. In reality,
this is not necessarily the case. Our findings have demonstrated
that a particular morphophonological innovation’s development
within the reading tradition should not necessarily be attributed
to the medieval Masoretes. Rather, the data from the transcrip-
tions show that certain developments of the reading tradition
may be as old as the Second Temple period. Naturally, this im-
plies that there were different communities transmitting different
reading traditions already in the Second Temple period. Such
transmission, of course, continued into the Middle Ages. In fact,
the regularity of the dagesh in wayyiqtol forms in both Tiberian
and Babylonian points to a common origin in Second Temple pe-
riod Palestine. It may very well be, then, that already at the time
of the Secunda there existed a more careful and authoritative
reading tradition in which gemination had already come to be
regular in the wayyiqtol forms.

The linguistic division between the Jewish reading tradi-
tions (Tiberian, Babylonian, Palestinian) and the Samaritan read-
ing tradition with respect to the treatment of the wayyiqtol form
has been evident from the medieval and modern vocalisation
data. What this study has done, however, is demonstrate that this
linguistic division already existed in the mid- to late Second Tem-

ple period. It is probably not the case that the development of
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wayyiqtol is an isolated feature. Rather, it is most plausible that
Samaritan Hebrew had split from Jewish Hebrew by this time as
well. Also, because the presence of gemination in the wayyiqtol
form was an innovation of the reading tradition and not a natural
development of the living language, the uniformity of the Jewish
traditions with respect to this feature might suggest that they
have a common ancestor reading tradition, or, alternatively, per-
haps merely a common ancestral complex of general ‘reading-
tradition’ features. It may be that certain such ‘reading-tradition’
features emanated from one particular tradition regarded as au-
thoritative and influenced the others, but this is impossible to
tell. The chronological and geographical relationship of such a
hypothesised ancestor Jewish reading tradition both to the He-
brew traditions reflected in the ancient transcriptions and to the
precursors of the medieval traditions is an intriguing area of re-
search with much fertile ground still to be cultivated. The present
study has managed to tend to just a small corner of this field.

In sum, this study has analysed the development of only
one morphophonological feature in the reading traditions of late
antiquity. Nevertheless, it demonstrates that the ancient tran-
scriptions reflect an image, albeit a faint one, of the period in
which many of the ‘reading-tradition’ features that come to be
relatively standardised in the medieval traditions were still de-

veloping.
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