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17. 1ST-PERSON WAYYIQTOL

The morphology of the 1st-person wayyigtol within the combined
Masoretic written-reading tradition is characterised by complex
diversity.! It also represents an area of dissonance between the
tradition’s written and reading components. Thankfully, evi-
dence from alternative biblical traditions (the BDSS and the SP)
and extra-biblical sources (Iron Age epigraphy, the NBDSS, and
BS) sheds light on matters.

Not surprisingly, 1st-person forms comprise a small minor-
ity of the total number of occurrences of what is BH’s main nar-
rative TAM form, accounting for just under 700 of the more than
15,000 instances, or less than 5 percent. While in the vast major-
ity of cases across all traditions and sources, eligible 2nd- and
3rd-person wayyiqtol forms preserve short yiqtol (< PS yaqtul; cf.
Akkadian iprus) morphology,? the 1st-person wayyiqtol presents
in all three of the relevant morphological templates, which, for
convenience, are referred to throughout the present chapter with

both descriptives and prototypical forms:

! Among the relevant studies, see S. R. Driver ([1892] 1998, §72);
Ungnad (1907, 58 fn. 1); Bergstrasser (1918-1927, II:85f); Kutscher
(1974, 326-27; Rainey (1986, 13-14); Talshir (1986; 1987); Revell
(1988, 423); Qimron (1997, 177; 2008, 153-54); Bloch (2007); Horn-
kohl (2013a, 159-71); Gzella (2018, 29-35); Khan (2021, 319-40);
Sjors (2021).

2 For various scholarly approaches to exceptions among 2nd- and 3rd-
person wayyiqtol forms and further bibliography, see Bloch (2007),
Hornkohl (2013a, 171-80), and Gzella (2018).

© 2023 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0310.17
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1. short jussive-like wpRy/ToR1/0pR* < PS yaqtul;

2. long yigtol-like AR/ TuR)/DPR] < PS yaqtulu or yaqtula;

3. lengthened pseudo-cohortative nHvpRY/m7()uRY/An(1)pRT*
< PS yagqtula or yaqtulan(na).?

Table 1: Short, long, and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol forms
in the Tiberian tradition*

Strong -y hifeil qal II-w/y

Les |Anown1,MoWN)AWERT,WDRY NTDR),TERY,TENY NPT ,0IpRY DR
3ms| W vy i o

Lepl| Anws ,nown | Appn ,Wpi (AT, TR, TNY| AIPI 0PN ORI

The orthographic distinction between the short (Wyx, TpRI, DPKRY)
and long (MwyKy, T'PRI, DIPKRY) templates is possible only with cer-
tain hifil and weak verb forms (especially IlI-y and II-w/y) qal
forms. The pseudo-cohortative template is possible in all but III-

y verbs.” The variation between short and longer forms also ap-

3 The reconstructed forms are based on the analogy of documented
forms; see below. For various opinions on the derivation of the pseudo-
cohortative morphology see, among others, Rainey (1986, 4, 8-10); JM
(88114a—f, 116a-c); Bloch (2007, 143); Blau (2010, §4.3.3.3.4 and the
note there); Dallaire (2014, 108-11); Khan (2021, 322-23); Sjors
(2021).

* For the sake of convenient comparison, the table includes both docu-
mented and reconstructed forms. Of the latter, some are less contentious
than others. For example, 1CPL opi1* is based on gere 3192 2wy ‘and we
all returned’ (Neh. 4.9). For the grounds for other reconstructed forms,
e.g., 1lcs op&1* ‘and I arose’, see below, §2.0.

® This is the case in the Masoretic reading tradition. Some scholars hold
that this is not necessarily characteristic of other traditions of ancient
Hebrew, including, theoretically, the Masoretic written tradition (Berg-
striasser 1918, II:§5f; Revell 1988, 423; Bloch 2007, 150, fn. 35, 155).
See below, §1.4.2, fn. 11.
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plies to other weak verb types, e.g., contextual 3MS &% versus
1cs 7nk (but consistently 1CPL n#&i1), contextual 3MS 7991 versus
1cs 7981 (but consistently 1¢PL 7541), where the distinction is one
of stress and vocalisation (see below, §2.0).

While the evidence has been variously interpreted (Talshir
1986; 1987; Bloch 2007; Hornkohl 2013a; Gzella 2018), the re-
spective distributions of the short, long, and pseudo-cohortative
alternants in ancient Hebrew sources seems to indicate that an
early situation characterised by the dominance of short forms in
all persons gave way to situations in which short morphology
continued to reign in 2nd- and 3rd-person forms, but was com-
monly replaced by long and/or pseudo-cohortative morphology
in the 1st-person.

While short, long, and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person way-
yiqtol forms seem to have coexisted throughout the history of an-
cient Hebrew, specific usage patterns involving the prevalence of
one or more forms are especially characteristic of certain compo-
sitions and corpora. Surveying the data across the various biblical
traditions and extra-biblical sources, a perceptible, if somewhat
fuzzy, diachronic pattern emerges. Even so, though historical
change proves to be the main factor, diachrony does not explain
all. Sporadic outliers to the general typological trends suggest the
relevance of additional factors.® Even the significance of certain

distribution patterns apparently governed by diachrony merit

® For critical discussion of several phonological, prosodic, and textual
explanations see Bloch (2007), Hornkohl (2013a, 174-78), and Gzella
(2018, 31-35). See Robar (2013, 36-39; 2015, 178-81) for explanations
related to pragmatics and discourse.
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scrutiny, as they may be deceptive. Be that as it may, as shown
below (81.0), the general statistical picture is sufficiently clear to
warrant starting from a diachronic comparison of distribution
between corpora and then moving to a more granular analysis of
individual compositions and or forms together with considera-

tion of complementary or contradictory conditioning factors.

1.0. The Masoretic Written (Consonantal)

Tradition

1.1. Short III-y (wyN1) and Pseudo-cohortative (750pN1,
()R, An(1)pK1) Forms

The clearest point of departure is a comparison focusing on the
respective distributions of short versus long III-y (wyK1 versus
nwpKY) forms and pseudo-cohortative versus non-pseudo-cohor-
tative forms (n50pRI, ATYRY, TAIPRIT versus SopRy, T()YRY, D(1)PRY)
in the combined Masoretic written-reading biblical tradition and
in relevant non-Masoretic biblical and extra-biblical material.
Significantly, in the case of such forms the Tiberian written and
reading traditions are in near total harmony (with the exception
of a few instances of ketiv-gere; see below, §2.2.2). Tables 2 and
3 give the raw numbers and percentages across representative

corpora in various biblical traditions and extra-biblical sources.

Table 2: Incidence of short 1st-person III-y wayyigtol (wpx1) forms across
representative ancient Hebrew corpora (see §4.0 for citations)

MT
Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS SP BS
Writings
18/21 28/66 6/13 7/25 | 3/10 1/11 1/22 | 0/2
(85.7%) (42.4%)  (46.2%)  (28%) | (30%) (9.1%) | (4.5%) | (0%)
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Table 3: Incidence of pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqgtol (n50pxy,
17()yRy, An(1)pr1) forms across representative ancient Hebrew corpora
(see §4.0 for citations)

MT
Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS SP BS

Writings
4/105 19/254 8/26 69/127 | 21/55 23/31 | 34/106 | 4/7
(3.8%) (7.5%) (30.8) (53.9%) | (38.2%) (73.3%) | (32.4%) | (57.1%)

Chart 1 visually displays the incidence of short 1st-person III-y
(wyx) and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person (A0PRI, ATYRI, IRIPRI)
forms in representative ancient Hebrew biblical traditions and
extra-biblical sources as percentages of potential cases.

Chart 1: Percentages of short 1st-person III-y (e.g., wy§1) and pseudo-
cohortative 1st-person (A5vpR1, ATPNRI, IMPRY) forms across representa-
tive ancient Hebrew traditions as percentage of potential cases
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Short (wyx1) forms dominate in the Tiberian Torah, where
pseudo-cohortative forms are rare. Conversely, in the BDSS,
NBDSS, the SP, and BS, short III-y forms are relatively infrequent.
In the MT pseudo-cohortative (75vpx1) forms appear to be some-

what more characteristic of poetic than of prose texts outside of
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LBH + (occurring in about a third of the potential cases in non-
LBH+ parts of the Writings), but gain ascendancy only in LBH.
They are also variously typical of other late corpora, e.g., the
BDSS, NBDSS, the SP, and BS, in which, proportionally, they are
between eight and eighteen times as common as in the written
tradition of the Tiberian Torah. See below, §1.4, for discussion of
the situation in Masoretic CBH outside the Torah, i.e., in the
Prophets and Writings.

The apparent diachronic significance of the variations in
use of the short and pseudo-cohortative patterns discussed above
finds support in Iron Age epigraphy. Though the limited corpus
of Hebrew inscriptions is devoid of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms,
the Mesha¢ Stele, written in the related Canaanite dialect of
Moab, contains several. Here III-y 1st-person wayyiqtol forms are
consistently short, e.g., wy&1 ‘and I made’ (Ins 3, 9), 8781 ‘and I
saw’ (In. 7), 128 ‘and I built’ (In. 9), awx1 ‘and I captured’ (In. 12).
At the same time, forms eligible for pseudo-cohortative morphol-
ogy show no indication thereof, e.g., 318 ‘and I killed’ (Ins 11,
16), 757 ‘and I went’ (Ins 14-15), npxi ‘and I took’ (Ins 17, 19-
20), anow ‘and I dragged’ (In. 18), 9n& ‘and I said’ (In. 24), KWKy
‘and I carried’ (In. 30), and 7% ‘and I descended’ (In. 31). And
to forestall the suggestion that a final a might be realised, but not
orthographically represented (i.e., spelled defectively), it is criti-
cal to note the apparent marking of final a in such forms as 1552
‘at night’ (In. 15) and 12 ‘he built’ (In. 18). Such spellings lead
one to expect that similar orthography would have been em-
ployed in the case of pseudo-cohortative wayyigtol morphology,
had it been in use.

To summarise: evidence from several biblical traditions
(MT, the BDSS, SP) and extra-biblical sources (the Mesha‘ Stele,
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the NBDSS, BS) converges to depict two diachronic trends involv-
ing 1st-person wayyiqtol forms, namely, (a) a decline over time
in the short III-y pattern in favour of the long pattern, e.g., Wy
> nwyNy, and (b) increased usage in the later period of the
pseudo-cohortative pattern in the case of other wayyigtol forms,
e.g., MOwR > anbway, T > AT()PRI, OpRI > An(1)pRI.

1.2. Long III-y (AwyRY), Hif'l (7'pXR1) and Qal II-w/y
(opR1) Forms

Because the respective alternants of III-y and pseudo-cohortative
1st-person wayyiqtol forms involve vowel-final versus consonant-
final realisations, the distinctions are orthographically transpar-
ent, e.g., WYN1 versus nwyK1 and nHWNI versus nnYWRI, TYNRI versus
7)Yy, opRY versus nN(1)pRI. More complex is the situation of
the long alternatives to short forms in a number of weak verbal
patterns, especially, gal II-w/y qal, and in hiffl. See Table 4.

Table 4: Short and long 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the Tiberian tra-

dition
M-y hif<il II-w/y
1cs YRR, WS THRI,TOR) DIPRY ,OpRY*
3Ms vy TH oph
1cpL nvpn ,woh TR TR DIpN ,0piT*

1.2.1. Short versus Long III-y Morphology: wyx1 versus
IWYRI

Thanks to their orthographic transparency, the most straight-for-
ward evidence again involves III-y verbs, where long and short
forms are distinguished by the presence and absence, respec-

tively, of word-final mater heh. Table 5, an inverse of Table 2
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above, gives the relevant statistics, while Chart 2 presents a vis-

ual comparison of long and pseudo-cohortative forms.

Table 5: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y forms (e.g., MWYN1) across
representative ancient Hebrew traditions

MT
Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ |BDSS NBDSS| SP BS
Writings

3/21 38/66 7/13 18/25|7/10 10/11 | 21/22 | 2/2
(14.3%) (57.6%) (53.8%) (72%)|(70%) (90.9%)|(95.5%)|(100%)

Chart 2: Percentages of long 1st-person III-y (e.g., nwyN1) and pseudo-
cohortative 1st-person (nbopxy, 77()yR1, An(1)pRY) forms across repre-
sentative ancient Hebrew traditions as percentage of potential cases

100
100

M long Ill-y nwys ps-cohort mHopx

90
80
70
60 57.1
50
40
30
20
10

0

MT Torah MT Prophets MT Non- MT LBH+ BDSS NBDSS SamPent BS
LBH +
Writings

As noted above, short forms (wyx1) dominate long forms (nwyx?)
in the Tiberian Torah. Conversely, in a phenomenon crucially
limited to 1st-person forms, the long IlI-y pattern (nwyK1) sub-
stantially outnumbers the short pattern (wpx1) in late material:
Tiberian LBH+, the BDSS and NBDSS, the SP, and BS—the same
corpora that witness regular usage of pseudo-cohortative n5vpx
morphology. Notably, long forms also occur in the majority of

cases in the MT Prophets and the non-LBH + Writings (see below,
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§81.4). In the former there is no corresponding high frequency of
tokens of the pseudo-cohortative pattern, while in the latter the
increase is significant, but less than in LBH+ proper; these facts

are discussed in detail below, §1.4.

1.2.2. Short versus Long Hif‘il and Qal II-w/y Morphology:
TYRY versus T'YRI and opKI versus DIpRI

Turning to additional verb classes in which a distinction between
short and long wayyiqtol forms obtains, namely hifil and II-w/y
qal, one confronts a degree of orthographic ambiguity. While
plene spellings such as 7Ty and oipai likely reflect long morphol-
ogy, the corresponding spellings 7y&1 and op®y are ambiguous.
Theoretically, the latter spellings might have been intended to
reflect short morphology, but could conceivably be defective rep-
resentations of long morphology (but see below, §1.3.1). Nor
does treatment of such forms in the reading tradition resolve the
matter. Many forms written like op&1 and Tpx1 are realised with
long morphology—op#1 and Tw81—but there are significant ex-
ceptions (see below, §2.0). One must proceed with caution.
Even so, it is difficult to ignore the striking distribution pat-
terns. Significantly, a trend similar to that witnessed in the case
of 1st-person Ill-y wayyiqtol forms (wpR1 versus nwyx) also ob-
tains in the case of 1st-person hifl (Ty&1 versus T'px1) and II-w/y
qal (opxy versus DIpRY) wayyiqtol forms. Table 6 lists the relevant
data for the written (consonantal) component of the Tiberian bib-
lical tradition and for several other representative ancient He-

brew corpora.
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Table 6: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y (nwyKY), hifil (T'px1), and II-
w/y (@pRy) wayyiqtol forms: number of long forms out of number of
combined short, long, and pseudo-cohortative forms (percentage long;

for citations, see §4.0)

MT
Non-
Verb
Class Torah Proph. LBH + LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS SP BS
Writings
Ly 3/21 38/66 7/13 18/25 | 7/10 10/11 | 21/22 | 2/2
(14.3%) (57.6%) (53.8%) (72%) | (70%) (90.9%) |(95.5%) |(100%)
long 1/12  14/33 . 9/21 0/2 2/5 10/13 | 2/2
(8.3%) (42.4%) (42.9%) | (0%) (40%) |(76.9%) [(100%)
& 0/12 3/33 10/21 2/2 3/5 3/13
35|ps-cohor — —
= (0%) (9.1%) (47.6%) | (100%) (60%) |(23.1%)
long + | 1/12 17/33 19/21 2/2 5/5 13/13 | 2/2
ps-cohor| (8.3%) (51.5%) B (90.4%) | (100%) (100%) | (100%) |[(100%)
II-w/y 0/6 9/15 1/3 14/21 0/3 0/3 4/5
long (0%)  (60%) (33.3) (66.7%)| (0%) 0%) | Bo%) |
II-w/y 0/6 1/15 2/3 7/21 1/3 3/3 1/5
Eps-cohor (0%) (6.7%) (66.7%) (33.3%)|(33.3%) (100%) | (20%) |
II-w/y
long + 0/6 10/15 3/3 21/21 1/3 3/3 5/5 .
(0%) (66.7%) (100%) (100%) |(33.3%) (100%) | (100%)
ps-cohor
4| long 4/39 61/114 8/16 41/67 | 7/15 12/19 | 35/40 | 4/4
j (10.3%) (53.5%) (50%) (61.2%) |(46.7%) (63.2%) |(87.5%) [(100%)
§ long + | 4/39 65/114 10/16 58/67 | 10/15 18/19 | 39/40 | 4/4
ps-cohor|(10.3%) (57%) (62.5%) (86.6%) |(66.7%) (94.7%) | (97.5%) (100%)

Visual comparisons of the incidence of long and pseudo-cohorta-

tive wayyiqtol morphology in the representative corpora are pre-

sented, respectively, in charts 3 and 4.
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Chart 3: Percentages of long 1st-person IIl-y (nwyx1), hifil (1yx), and
II-w/y (oypx1) wayyigtol forms in representative ancient Hebrew corpora
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Though limited sample sizes and/or the fragmentary nature of
some corpora leave conspicuous gaps in the data, trends in the
use of long Ill-y, hifl, qal II-w/y and in long plus pseudo-cohor-
tative 1st-person wayyiqtol forms are broadly discernible. The Ti-
berian Torah reflects classical infrequency of long and pseudo-
cohortative forms and the representative Second Temple corpora
exhibit noticeable concentrations of both. Also, it is important to
point out that where long morphology does not obtain in Second
Temple corpora, more often than not the text resorts to pseudo-
cohortative, rather than short morphology. In this way, between
them, long and pseudo-cohortative morphology largely crowd

out short morphology in late material.
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Chart 4: Percentages of long III-y (nwyx1), long + pseudo-cohortative
hifdl (ywy, n7()yR) and qal T-w/y (oipRl, nMpRY), and total long +
wayyiqtol (nwyKy, TR, AT()YRY, DIPRI, NMPRY) forms in representative
ancient Hebrew corpora
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Perhaps surprising is the status of the Tiberian Prophets
and non-LBH + Writings, both broadly classified as CBH. Differ-
ent from the situation of the pseudo-cohortative discussed above,
where such forms are conspicuously lacking from the Masoretic
Pentateuch, Prophets, and, to a lesser extent, the non-LBH +
Writings, when it comes to long forms, the Prophets and non-
LBH + Writings show concentrations similar to those of acknowl-
edged Second Temple material. This matter is discussed in detail
below, §1.4.

1.3. Anticipating Potential Objections

Before proceeding, however, it is worth considering some poten-

tial objections.
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1.3.1. Spelling Variation versus Linguistic Variation

First, focusing on hif il and II-w/y qal 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology, and excluding III-y forms, it is reasonable to question
the linguistic significance of the distinction between apparently
short and long spellings. This doubt applies to all representative
ancient Hebrew traditions. Beginning with the MT, do the Torah’s
typical short spellings, like op&3, and long spellings, like Dipxy,
elsewhere in the Bible reflect a genuine morphological difference,
or are they merely divergent orthographic representations of the
same form? After all, though a spelling like oip&y with mater waw
almost certainly represents a form along the lines of the Tiberian
long-pattern wd->dgiim, the Masoretic Torah’s spelling without
waw, opRy, is ambiguous: conceivably defective for the same long
wd-4giim realisation or representing something more akin to
"‘wcf—’cf,qd’m, as in the corresponding Tiberian 3Mms, 3FS, and 2MS
forms. Given the notoriously variable character of spelling in the
Tiberian written tradition (Barr 1989; cf. Andersen and Forbes
2013), is it reasonable to interpret this spelling discrepancy in
linguistic terms?

The view espoused here is that 1st-person wayyiqtol
spelling practices that distinguish the Tiberian Torah from the
rest of the Bible have linguistic, not just orthographic, import.
Three lines of argumentation may be cited in support of this view.
First, plene wayyiqtol spelling in the consonantal components of
the Tiberian tradition outside the Torah and in the SP is limited
to 1st-person forms, while the relevant 2nd- and 3rd-person way-

yigtol forms preserve short orthography.
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Second, the dominant plene spelling of relevant standard
yigtol (< PS yaqtulu/a) forms in all persons—oipR, DIipn, DIP*—
throughout the Tiberian and Samaritan written traditions makes
it clear that long orthography was an option. If the prominent
distinction in spelling between 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the
Torah (opxy) and in the rest of the Bible (oipk1) were merely a
function of divergent orthographic policies, one might reasona-
bly expect the regular incidence of defective standard yiqtol (<
PS yaqtulu/a) forms in the Torah and/or long 2nd- and 3rd-per-
son wayyiqtol spellings beyond the Torah. The fact that 1st-person
wayyiqtol forms in the Torah pattern orthographically like their
2nd- and 3rd-person counterparts and not like 1st-, 2nd-, and 3rd-
person yiqgtol forms, while in the rest of the Bible 1st-person forms
depart from the short morphology typical of 2nd- and 3rd-person
wayyiqtol forms in favour of the plene spelling characteristic of
standard yiqtol (< PS yaqtulu/a) forms suggests a morphological
change in 1st-person forms, specifically a shift from the short
template (7px1, opR1) in the Torah to the standard long template
(v, oIpR) in the rest of the Bible.

Finally, the distribution of short and long III-y forms in the
Torah—predominantly short (wyxi))—and beyond—mixed, but
predominantly long (nwysi)—supports the linguistic significance
of analogous distribution patterns in the case of hif‘l and II-w/y
gal forms.

The foregoing arguments apply to 1st-person wayyiqtol
morphology outside the MT as well. In the BDSS, the NBDSS, the
SP, and BS there is a marked spelling difference between III-y,
hifil, and qal II-w/y wayyiqtol forms in the 1st person (nwywy,
TYRI, DIPRIY), on the one hand, and 2nd and 3rd person (wym, Tpm,
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op"), on the other. At the same time, there is striking ortho-
graphic similarity between 1*-person III-y, hif‘l, and II-w/y qal
wayyiqtol (nwyR, PRI, DIpRY) and yiqtol I11-y, hifil, and II-w/y qal
forms in all relevant persons (nwy», T3, 0p°) (see further Horn-
kohl 2013a, 171-80).

To summarise: in all the cited representative sources and
traditions of ancient Hebrew, there is compelling evidence that
the once-strong association unifying 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology with 2nd- and 3rd-person wayyiqtol morphology shifted
in the Second Temple Period to one linking 1st-person wayyiqtol
morphology and standard, i.e., long, yigtol (< PS yaqtulu/a) mor-
phology (or cohortative morphology; see below, §1.4). This new
association is regularly manifest in the long spelling of hif il and
II-w/y qal wayyiqtol morphology unique to 1st-person forms.

1.3.2. Group versus Individual Distribution Patterns

In the interests of clarity and convenience, the presentation of
data to this point has been according to corpus, rather than indi-
vidual composition. Yet, it is fair to ask whether the corporate
statistical profiles are representative of the individual constituent

works.

MT Torah

All books in the Masoretic Torah show strong preferences for short
(wyKy, TYRY, OpRY) 1st-person wayyiqtol forms, to the near total
exclusion of long and pseudo-cohortative morphology, which just-

ifies their combined treatment in this study. See Table 7.
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Table 7: Long (nwywi, Tyxi, o1py1) and pseudo-cohortative (nhopw,
17()pRy, An(1)pRY) 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the Tiberian Torah

long III-  long long qal 1I- total  pseudo-cohorta-

y hiftil w/y long tive
Genesis 1/4 0/3 0/2 1/9 3/42
Exodus 0/2 0/1 — 0/3 0/8
Leviticus — 0/2 0/1 0/3 0/8
Numbers 0/2 1/2 — 1/4 1/6
Deut. 2/13 0/4 0/2 2/19 0/41
Torah 3/21 1/12 0/5 4/38 4/105
MT Prophets

It was noted above that the books of the Former and Latter Proph-
ets resemble those of the Pentateuch in terms of relatively low
incidence of pseudo-cohortative (nbopxy, AT()YRI, AR()PRY)
forms, but show comparatively high incidence of long (nwywy,
TYNRI, D1pRY) forms. There is, however, variation within the distri-
bution. Samuel and Judges are outliers of a sort. Though pseudo-
cohortative forms represent minorities in the two books, between
them they account for a disproportionately high number of the
cases in the Prophets as a whole (12 of 13).

When it comes to long forms, Kings favours long III-y
(nwyKy) forms, but not long hifil (7yxy) and II-w/y qal (DpRY)
forms, whereas Samuel shows strong preference for nwpxi, TYNI,
and oypxy forms. Indeed, the counts of long morphology in Sam-
uel alone are largely responsible for the difference in incidence
of long forms between the Former and Latter Prophets. Excluding
the outlier Samuel, the books of the Prophets, Former and Latter
alike, are broadly similar in terms of incidence of long forms,
making up from about one-third to one-half of the potential

cases—far higher than in the books of the Masoretic Torah, sim-
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ilar to the non-LBH + Writings, but lower than in LBH +. See Ta-
ble 8.

Table 8: Long (nwywi, Tyxi, oipx1) and pseudo-cohortative (nhopwy,
17()yRy, An(1)pR) 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the Tiberian Prophets

long III-  long long qal 1I- total pseudo-cohorta-

y hifiil w/y long tive
Joshua 2/3 1/4 — 3/7 1/20
Judges 1/2 2/3 — 3/5 5/14
Samuel 8/8 3/3 2/2 13/13 7/25
Kings 2/2 0/2 0/3 2/7 0/17
Isaiah’ 1/2 1/1 1/1 3/4 0/13
Jeremiah  6/11 2/6 0/1 8/18 2/53
Ezekiel 11/22 2/6 4/4 17/32 3/68
The XII 6/14 3/5 2/3 11/22 1/44
F. Proph. 13/15 6/12 2/5 21/32 13/76
L. Proph. 24/49 8/18 7/9 39/76 6/178
Prophets 37/64 14/30 9/14 60/108 19/254
MT Writings

Because the Writings include LBH material together with compo-
sitions of likely classical or unknown provenance, it seems judi-
cious to segregate LBH+ and non-LBH + material. And, indeed,
when one filters out the LBH+ figures from those of the rest of
the Writings, two distinctive patterns emerge. In terms of long
(nwyNy, TRy, D1pRY) forms, the non-LBH + material shows an in-

cidence broadly comparable to that of the Former and Latter

7 Given the relatively small numbers of relevant forms in Isaiah, it is
perhaps not surprising that no component of the book presents a dis-
tinctive concentration of long or pseudo-cohortative forms. Long forms
come in 1/1 and 2/2 potential cases in Isa. 1-39 and 40-55, respec-
tively, but not in Isa. 56-66 (in one potential case). MT Isaiah contains
no pseudo-cohortative forms.
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Prophets. The relatively high incidence of pseudo-cohortative
(nbopxy, AT()pRy, An()pry) forms in the non-LBH+ Writings,
mainly Psalms (6/14 cases outside of Ps. 119), but also Job’s po-
etry (2/11 cases), is possibly genre-driven, as poetic style may
have favoured the relatively early use of forms not (yet) charac-
teristic of contemporary non-poetic style. See Table 9.

Table 9: Long (nwyxi, Tyxi, oipy1) and pseudo-cohortative (nhopw,
17()yRy, An(1)pRY) 1st-person wayyiqgtol forms in the Tiberian Writings

long III- long longqalll- total pseudo-cohorta-

y hifdil w/y long tive

Psalms 3/7 — — 3/7 12/21

(Ps 119 — — — — 6/7)
Job 1/2 — 1/1 2/3 6/15

'(J ob narra- . o . . 4/4)
tive
Proverbs 3/4 — — 3/4 —
Qohelet 2/2 — — 2/2 1/1
Ruth — — — — —
Esther — — — — —
Daniel 6/7 — 1/1 7/8 10/18
Ezra 1/1 0/1 1/1 2/3 17/22
Nehemiah 5/11 8/8 10/10 23/29 31/69
Chronicles 3/3 1/2 2/2 6/7 0/7
Writings 24/37 9/11 15/15 48/63 77/153
Non-LBH + 7/13 — 1/1 8/14 8/25
LBH + 17/24 9/11 14/14 40/49 69/128

For their part, the LBH+ works present 1st-person way-

yiqtol usage profiles unlike those of any other books or corpora
in the MT. They consistently display clear preferences for long
(nwyxy, oipNy, TPR1) morphology and in all but one case have
marked accumulations of pseudo-cohortative (nbopr1, A7(7)PNI,
nn(1)pR1) morphology. Long forms comprise the majority in every
LBH + composition—Qohelet (2/2), Daniel (7/8), Ezra (2/3), Ne-
hemiah (23/29), and Chronicles (6/7). Pseudo-cohortative forms
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make up sizeable proportions of the relevant cases in Ps. 119
(6/7), Job 1-2 and 42.7-17 (4/4), Qohelet (1/1), Daniel (10/18),
Ezra (17/22), and Nehemiah (31/69). Chronicles is an outlier
when it comes to pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology, completely eschewing forms of this type (in seven po-
tential cases).® While long forms are common in both the
Prophets and the Writings, pseudo-cohortative forms dominate
only in LBH + material.

In summary: the non-LBH+ Writings join the books of the
Prophets in rather common use of long 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology, but show a stronger inclination to pseudo-cohortative
morphology, possibly due to poetic style. The LBH+ material
shows strong preference for long morphology throughout and,
excluding Chronicles, far higher incidence of pseudo-cohortative
forms than any non-LBH+ Masoretic book except for Psalms.

Chronicles resembles LBH+ material in its preference for long

8 This may be a result of Chronicles’ preference for long morphology,
which is similar to that of MT Samuel, but perhaps more self-con-
sciously systematic. Despite one clear-cut short form—T&1 ‘and I have
said” (MT 1 Chron. 17.10) || 7m ‘and (the Lord) says’ (MT 2 Sam.
7.11)—the Chronicler’s predilection for long morphology is such that
he leaves unchanged long forms in his sources—"nx1 ‘and I was’ (MT 1
Chron. 17.5 = MT 2 Sam. 7.6; MT 1 Chron. 17.8 = MT 2 Sam. 7.9);
mawy ‘and I built” (MT 2 Chron. 6.10 = MT 1 Kgs 8.20)—but, in the
interest of consistency, levels divergent morphology, whether pseudo-
cohortative, n™ax1 ‘and I cut off’ (MT 1 Chron. 17.8) || anmaxy (MT 2
Sam. 7.9), or short, oypx1 ‘and I arose’ (MT 2 Chron. 6.10) || opx1 (MT
1 Kgs 8.20); o'wxi ‘and I placed” (MT 2 Chron. 6.11) || owsy (MT 1 Kgs
8.21).
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forms, but, perhaps due to this preference, includes no pseudo-

cohortative forms.

The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls

Several upshots of the fragmentary character of the BDSS mean
that care must be taken in interpreting the distribution of 1st-
person wayyiqtol variants. Considerations include the infre-
quency or total non-preservation of certain forms, the potential
skewing of the broader picture due to the idiosyncrasies of better-
preserved manuscripts, and the arbitrary nature of the specific
forms preserved. Thus, while pseudo-cohortative morphology is
fairly well represented in the BDSS, relatively few cases that
might showcase a distinction between short and long morphol-
ogy are extant, especially with regard to hifil and II-w/y qal
forms. See Table 10.

Table 10: Long (nwyxy, Ty, opx1) and pseudo-cohortative (mHopNy,

17(n)wKy, In(Y)pRY) 1st-person wayyiqtol in the BDSS: Select scrolls and
totals

long III- long long qal 1I- total pseudo-cohorta-
y hifiil w/y long tive
1QIsa* — 1/1 — 1/1 6/12
1Q8 — — — — 0/2
4Q51 1/1 — — 1/1 3/3
4Q70 1/1 — 0/1 1/2 0/2
4Q80 1/1 — — 1/1 2/2
11Q5 — — — — 5/5
BDSS 7/10 — 0/2 7/12 21/55

Beginning with pseudo-cohortative forms, it must be asked
whether their apparently high incidence is due largely to the fact
that they are especially frequent in the largest scroll, 1QIsa?,

which accounts for over 25 percent of BDSS material (Abegg
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2010, 25), but whose linguistic profile is rather exceptional
within the broader corpus (Tov 2012, 100-10; Young 2013; Rey-
mond 2014, 11; Rezetko and Young 2014, 138-39; Hornkohl
2016a, 1020). Likewise, the prevalence of pseudo-cohortative
forms in the biblical component of 11QPsalms?® (11Q5) is at least
partially due to the chance preservation there of relevant sections
of Ps. 119, which also in the MT exhibits an accumulation of
pseudo-cohortative forms. Similarly, two of the three pseudo-co-
hortative forms (as well as the single long III-y form) in 4QSam-
uel® (4Q51) are also found in MT Samuel. In light of these
considerations, it is worth entertaining the possibility that the
concentration of pseudo-cohortative forms in the BDSS, rather
than being broadly representative, is to some extent an accident
born of their fragmentary state and the capricious nature of their
preservation.

Even so, a strong argument that long and pseudo-cohorta-
tive forms are more characteristic of the BDSS than of the Tibe-
rian written tradition can be sustained if, upon examination of
parallel cases, one perceives a consistent pattern of difference. As
things stand, in most instances (49 out of some 67 unambiguous
cases), the MT and the BDSS textual versions agree on form. The

remaining 18 may be sorted as in Table 11.

Table 11: Instances of variation in 1st-person wayyiqtol: MT versus BDSS

Total excluding

Total 10Isa®
MT short || BDSS long 2 1
MT long || BDSS short 1 0
MT non-ps-cohort. || BDSS ps-cohort. 13 7
MT ps.-cohort. || BDSS non-ps-cohort. 2 2
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When the MT and the BDSS differ with regard to 1st-person way-
yigtol morphology, it is more common for the MT to exhibit short
(wypxy, TYxy, OpR1) or non-pseudo-cohortative (Hopy, T()pN,
o(1)pR1) morphology than for the BDSS to do so. The relative in-
cidence of BDSS pseudo-cohortative (n5vpxi, n7(7)pR1, nn(1)pR1)
morphology is especially striking. And, crucially, this remains
true even if one corrects for such skewing factors as 1QIsa®’s dis-
proportionate size and atypical linguistic profile and if one ex-
cludes LBH+ 1st-person wayyiqtol forms (which are pseudo-
cohortative in both the MT and the BDSS). Though the vagaries
of fragmentation preclude certainty, the comparative accumula-
tion of pseudo-cohortative forms in the BDSS is arguable evi-
dence of a direction of change from the shorter forms preserved
in the MT to longer forms in the BDSS. This is consistent with
BDSS treatment of other linguistic features, which more closely
conforms to Second Temple conventions than does the MT (Horn-
kohl 2016a).

The Non-Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls

Large gaps in the evidence rule out a complete picture. However,
among the extant cases of the 1st-person wayyiqtol, short (VyR,
YR, OpRY) forms are extremely rare and long (MwyR, T'YRY, DIPRY)
and pseudo-cohortative (nbvopr, 77(7)pNRy, An(1)pRy) forms are far
more common, though not necessarily in the same texts. See Ta-
ble 12. The Thanksgiving Scroll (1QH?), which offers the greatest
number of examples by far, uses pseudo-cohortative forms wher-
ever possible and long morphology in IlI-y forms. The Apoc-
ryphon of Jeremiah C* (4Q385a) and C¢ (4Q389) also exhibit
concentrations of pseudo-cohortative morphology, but are too
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broken to sustain more extensive conclusions. The highly frag-
mentary 4QReworked Pentateuch® (4Q364) appears to prefer
long forms—two of three candidates, all short in the MT°—but
shows low incidence of pseudo-cohortative forms (just one of
six). A similar pattern of long, but not pseudo-cohortative, mor-
phology might also characterise 4QPseudo-Ezekiel® (4Q391), but
cases are too few to draw firm conclusions, a situation typical of
other scrolls as well. In sum, though severely obscured by frag-
mentation, the apparently high incidence of long and pseudo-co-
hortative 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology in the NBDSS is
consistent with broader Second Temple trends.

Table 12: Long (nwyxy, Tyxy, opxy) and pseudo-cohortative (mH0pNy,

T7()wKy, An()pR) 1st-person wayyiqtol in the NBDSS: Select scrolls and
totals

long I1I-  long long qal 1I- total pseudo-cohorta-

y hifdil w/y long tive
1QH* 7/7 — — 7/7 6/6
4Q364 1/2 1/1 — 1/2 1/6
4Q385a — — — — 4/4
4Q389 — 1/1 — 1/1 3/4
4Q391 2/2 — — 2/2 0/1
NBDSS 10/11 2/6 0/3 12/20 23/31

Samaritan Pentateuch

The Samaritan written tradition displays strong proclivity for long
1st-person wayyiqtol morphology. In contrast to the rarity of forms
such as nwyNy, TR, and oipRy in the MT (3/21 M-y, 1/12 hiftil,

® noyn ‘and we ascended’ (4Q364 f24a—c.15) || Hvii (MT Deut. 3.1);
Thww ‘and I cast’ (4Q364 f26fbii+e.1) || Fowx1 (MT Deut. 9.21); but
R ‘and I saw’ (4Q364 f26bi.6) = &% (MT Deut. 9.16).
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0/5 II-w/y qal, 4/38 total), they are the rule in the SP (21/22 III-
y, 10/10 hifil, 4/5 1I-w/y qal, 35/37 total). See Table 13.

Table 13: Long (nwyx, Tyx1, o1pR1) and pseudo-cohortative (nHvpy,
7T()pRy, In()pRY) 1st-person wayyiqtol in the SP (figures of long out of
total short and long forms; figures in brackets represent the total of long
and pseudo-cohortative forms out of total short, long, and pseudo-co-
hortative forms)

long long longgqal total pseudo-
III-y  hifil 1II-w/y long cohortative

SP Gen. 4/4 3/3 2/2 9/9 1/42
SP Exod. 3/3 1/1 — 4/4 3/8
SP Lev. — 3/3 0/1 3/4 1/8
SP Num. 1/2 2/2 — 3/4 1/6

SP Deut. 13/13 1/1 2/2 16/16 28/42
4/9) (3/3) (20/20)

SP 21722 10/10 4/5 35/37 34/106
(13/13) (5/6) (39/41)

When it comes to pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol
(nHopxy, M7(7)pN, Nn(1)pR1) morphology, however, the Samaritan
situation is more complex. Overall, the proportion of 34 of 106
cases is far higher than MT Torah’s of 4 of 105. However, in the
books of the Tetrateuch (Genesis—Numbers) the totals in the two
traditions are comparable—Samaritan 6 of 64 versus Tiberian 4
of 64—with little in the way of disharmony between the two.°
In Deuteronomy, conversely, the SP has pseudo-cohortative
forms in 28/42 cases, against a total absence of pseudo-cohorta-

tive forms in the 41 MT cases. The uniqueness of SP Deuteronomy

19 SP pseudo-cohortative || MT non-pseudo-cohortative: Exod. 3.8, 17;
6.5; Lev. 26.13. SP non-pseudo-cohortative || MT pseudo-cohortative:
Gen. 41.11; 43.21.
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is particularly striking when its 1st-person way-yiqtol profile is
compared to that of SP Genesis, which has a comparable number
1st-person wayyiqtol cases, but a far lower incidence of pseudo-
cohortative morphology (1/42).

While it may be tempting to hypothesise sweeping linguis-
tic, compositional, and/or text-critical explanations for the inner-
Samaritan diversity between the SP Tetrateuch and SP Deuteron-
omy, their differential treatment of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms
turns out to be casual. When the specific verbs that obtain as non-
pseudo-cohortative and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol
forms are analysed, there emerges striking consistency in treat-
ment throughout the SP. With just two exceptions, individual
verbs take one pattern or the other, not both. See Table 14 (p.
420).

Table 14 lists the 49 verbs that account for the 106 poten-
tial cases of pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyigtol morphology
in the SP. The 72 tokens of non-pseudo-cohortative morphology
(5opxy, T(7)yR1, 0(1)pNRY) in the SP represent 32 different verbs,
while the 34 tokens of pseudo-cohortative (nbvpxi, n7(7)pNy,
nn(1)pRk1) morphology represent 19 different verbs. Crucially,
only two verbs present both non-pseudo-cohortative and pseudo-
cohortative alternants—an& (18 non-pseudo-cohortative cases in
Genesis [11], Exodus [2], Leviticus [2], and Deuteronomy [3];
two pseudo-cohortative cases, in Exodus and Deuteronomy) and
0w (one non-pseudo-cohortative case in Genesis, one pseudo-co-
hortative case in Deuteronomy). Thus, despite the surface-level
statistical profiles, there is virtually no basis for claiming a dis-

tinction in 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology between SP Deuter-
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onomy and the rest of the SP. SP Deuteronomy’s apparently
exceptional character vis-a-vis the SP Tetrateuch results merely
from Deuteronomy’s use of a number of verbs unused elsewhere
in the Torah. Those that appear in Deuteronomy and elsewhere
either share the preservation of non-pseudo-cohortative mor-
phology or, more rarely, present with pseudo-cohortative mor-
phology in both the Samaritan Tetrateuch and Deuteronomy.
Only among verbs exclusive to Deuteronomy is there a noticea-
ble concentration of pseudo-cohortative morphology. Presuma-
bly, were these to appear in SP Genesis—Numbers, an analogous
percentage would also have pseudo-cohortative morphology.
See Table 14 (following page).

Sjors (2021a, 20-25) notes that pseudo-cohortative
lengthening in the SP is used with a limited number of semantic
classes of verbal lexemes, including motion verbs and verbs of
appropriation. Crucially, Sjors (2021b) observes no such seman-
tic correlation in LBH, where the extent of lengthened 1st-per-
son wayyiqtol morphology demands a more comprehensive
explanation.

Stepping back for a broader perspective on Samaritan 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphology in comparison with other sources
and traditions, the SP joins LBH+ and the DSS in displaying an
overwhelming preference for long (nwyxi, YN, D1pRY) forms
and shows incidence of pseudo-cohortative (nbvpRI, A7(7)YN,
nn(1)pR1) forms between that characteristic of Tiberian CBH (To-
rah, Prophets, non-LBH+ Writings) and what obtains in Tibe-
rian LBH+ and the NBDSS. The diachronically advanced stage

of Samaritan 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology relative to that
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in the Tiberian Torah is consistent with the broad linguistic pro-
files of the two traditions (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 3-4).

Table 14: Alphabetical list of non-pseudo-cohortative and pseudo-co-
hortative 1st-person wayyiqtol verbs in the SP

non-pseudo- pseudo- non-pseudo- pseudo-
cohortative cohortative cohortative cohortative
# | 1cs 1cpL |(#| 1cs 1cp # | 1cs 1cpL # |1cs| 1cp
1 InR 18| xr¥
2 5o 10| 7
3 N Mme (1] 19 | 2w awr
4 R12 11|nn>
5 712 20 | nph npb
2| "aT 12 po1
6 | an 21 | Nw3
7 Nan 22|
8 hl 23 210/220
9 | 7Thn 24 able)
3 omnn 13 nay
4 Ton 14|50n
10| Tpan 25 nna
11 aMpn 26 PyR
12 W 27 | TP
5| 7hwn 28 | 55p
13 own/ 29 | 8P
nwn
6 | 1nnn 15|29
7 | Sainn 30 | xw
8 | SHann 31| ow 160w
9| Hor 32| vnw
14| xan 17 [mSw
15 oon 18|y
16| Twn 19|wan
17 | vp'/vip
Ben Sira

Of the relatively few relevant forms preserved in manuscripts of
BS, all potentially long cases are long (M1aK1, 7ORRI; D™MNI, VIIARY),

while four of seven potentially pseudo-cohortative cases are
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pseudo-cohortative (n55n81, n27aR1, npnwy). Two of the three
non-pseudo-cohortative are long (o™3, ©v’ar1). Only one strong
form is left unlengthened (55anx1). Thus, the extant BS 1st-person
wayyiqtol forms pattern like those of other Second Temple
sources, with strong inclination for long and pseudo-cohortative

1st-person morphology. See Table 15.

Table 15: Long and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol in Ben Sira

MS long long longII- total pseudo-
III-y hifil w/y qal long cohortative
SirB 2/2  2/2 — 4/4 3/6
11Q5 - - — — 1/1
TOTALS 2/2 2/2 — 4/4 4/7
Conclusion

Drilling down beneath the surface-level statistical profiles of 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphology across ancient Hebrew sources and
traditions, one finds broad support for the hypotheses suggested
by the corporate surveys in §81.1-2 above. Indeed, far from con-
tradicting the postulated diachronic contours, the details of a
granular analysis of individual compositions validates distin-
guishing among the CBH of the Torah, the CBH of the Prophets
and non-LBH + Writings, and the late chronolects reflected in MT
LBH +, the BDSS and NBDSS, SH, and BS.
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1.4. 1st-person Wayyiqtol Morphology and Historical
Depth in the Masoretic Written Tradition

1.4.1. Short III-y (wyx1) and Pseudo-cohortative (nHopxi,
nT()pRy, In(1)pr) Forms

The Mesha“ Stele’s exclusive use of short IlI-y 1st-person way-
yigtol (wypxr1) forms and lack of pseudo-cohortative wayyiqtol
(nHopxy, AT()yR, I(1)pr) forms (see above, §1.1) tally with the
Masoretic Torah’s preference for short 1st-person morphology.
Likewise, the striking affinity for long and pseudo-cohortative
1st-person wayyiqtol forms among late non-Tiberian biblical tra-
ditions—the BDSS, the SP—and extra-biblical sources—the
NBDSS, BS—is strong evidence of the historical authenticity of
the Masoretic LBH + preference for long and pseudo-cohortative
wayyiqtol morphology.

Since the morphological shifts away from short forms seen
thus far are not confined to the Tiberian reading and/or written
tradition, but—even after probing beneath the surface-level sta-
tistical profiles—prove to be characteristic of late biblical and ex-
tra-biblical corpora more generally, there are no grounds for
attributing the expanded use of long and pseudo-cohortative
morphology to medieval or even Byzantine scribal intervention,
much less to anachronistic medieval vocalisation (but see below,
82.0). Despite the Tiberian consonantal tradition’s status as a
product of scribal transmission, necessarily entailing the possibil-
ity of textual fluidity, the shift from short 1st-person wayyiqtol
forms in the Tiberian Torah to long and pseudo-cohortative al-

ternatives in Masoretic LBH + is broadly consistent with patterns
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seen in early and late non-Masoretic sources. The crystallisation
of Masoretic 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology plausibly dates to
Second Temple times, though, relative to contemporary sources,
it must be considered conservative by dint of its comparative

preservation of short morphology.

1.4.2. Long III-y (nwyx), Hifl (7°pR1) and Qal II-w/y
(opRy) Forms

The argument advanced to this point is consistent with, but does
not exhaust the evidence. The data sustain more far-reaching
conclusions. Not only are long 1st-person wayyiqtol forms—
TWYRYL, TR, DIpNI—the norm in Tiberian LBH+ and other late
written traditions; they are also common in what is generally
considered CBH material outside the Pentateuch, e.g., the MT
Prophets and non-LBH + Writings, where their incidence is closer
to that seen in MT LBH+ than to that in the MT Torah. For the
sake of convenience, Chart 3 is reproduced below as Chart 5.
Against the background of the associations already estab-
lished—i.e., classical short, on the one hand, and late long and
pseudo-cohortative, on the other—how are the specific profiles
of the MT Prophets and non-LBH + Writings—involving the ap-
parently early distribution of long, but not pseudo-cohortative

forms—to be explained?
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Chart 5: Percentages of long 1st-person III-y (nwyw), hif il (7yx), and II-
w/y (opr1) wayyiqgtol forms in representative ancient Hebrew corpora
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Since long orthographic forms (nwyRy, TyxRy, DIPKRY) are ab-
sent from the Torah’s written tradition, but common in the rest
of the MT—again, not just in LBH +, but outside the Pentateuch
more generally—one might venture the hypothesis that long
forms were not originally characteristic of any CBH material and
pin responsibility for the difference between the CBH of the To-
rah (where short forms dominate) and CBH outside the Torah
(where long forms are quite standard) on late scribes. These cop-
yists—it seems reasonable to conjecture—might have preserved
the ancient orthographic integrity of the venerated Torah more
strictly than that of the rest of CBH, which was allowed to ‘drift’
in the direction of LBH+. In this way, 1st-person wayyiqtol forms
in the MT Torah could have been kept pristinely short, while else-
where in CBH they were updated under the influence of later
morphological trends. The theory, while attractive, is contra-
dicted by the data.



416 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition

Key in this connection is the unambiguous orthographic ev-
idence of long 1st-person IlI-y (nwyk1) and pseudo-cohortative
(Rbopxy, A7()PNRy, An(1)pR1) forms, the incidence of which is com-
pared in Chart 6.

Chart 6: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y (nwpx1) and pseudo-cohorta-
tive 1st-person (nbvpxy, A7(7)pRy, An(1)pRY) forms across representative

ancient Hebrew traditions as percentage of potential cases
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Generally speaking, frequency of long (nwy1) forms positively
correlates with frequency of pseudo-cohortative (75vpy, T7()YNy,
n(1)pKY) forms. Thus, both largely lack in the MT Torah, but are
common in MT LBH+ and in other late corpora, biblical and ex-
tra-biblical alike. The glaring exception is the MT Prophets,
where long forms are frequent (57.6 percent), whereas pseudo-
cohortative forms are rare (7.5 percent). Returning to the specu-
lative hypothesis proffered above, i.e., that 1st-person wayyiqtol
forms may have been more or less uniformly short throughout
CBH and that only outside the Torah underwent contemporisa-

tion in line with late linguistic customs—on this assumption, it
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would be reasonable to expect a marked increase in both long III-
y forms and pseudo-cohortative forms in CBH outside the Torah.
For if late scribes felt free to append final heh to originally short
1st-person III-y wayyigqtol forms according to Second Temple con-
vention, i.e., changing wyxi to nwywy, then it is reasonable to ex-
pect that they would also have felt free to do the same where
necessary to expand the use of pseudo-cohortative forms, chang-
ing Svpr1 to nHopNy, ete., since these were no less characteristic
of Second Temple Hebrew.

Crucially, this state of affairs does not obtain. Against the
norm in the MT Torah, and similar to MT LBH+ and other late
corpora, the MT Prophets show an affinity for long 1st-person
III-y wayyiqtol (nwyx1) forms. Yet, similar to the MT Torah and
against convention in MT LBH+ and other late texts, pseudo-
cohortative (n5vpr1, N7(7)pNRy, I(1)pRY) forms are largely absent
from the CBH of the Prophets. From the admittedly narrow per-
spective of 1st-person wayyigtol forms, then, the written tradition
of the MT Prophets is that of neither the MT Torah nor MT LBH +,
but reflects some sort of typologically transitional phase between
Pentateuchal CBH and LBH+. This leaves us with a tantalising
prospect, namely, that of a tri-valent 1st-person wayyiqtol histor-

ical typology:

1. nearly uniformly short (wyri, Tyx1, DPNRI, SVPRT) morphol-
ogy in the CBH of the Torah;

2. commonly long (nwyxi, TYx, DIPRIY, SvPRI) but rarely
pseudo-cohortative morphology in the CBH of the Proph-

ets;
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3. commonly long (hwyrl, TyNy, opR) and commonly
pseudo-cohortative (nSvpxy, n7(7)pRI, AR(1)pPRY) morphol-
ogy in LBH+."

A note on the MT non-LBH+ Writings: their incidence of long
(NwypRry, TR, D1pRY) forms is similar to that of the MT Prophets,
but Psalms especially shows a comparatively high incidence of
pseudo-cohortative (nbvpr1, A7()yR1, AR(1)pRY) forms. Given the
uncertainty inherent in the linguistic periodisation of poetry, it is
difficult to determine whether this relative frequency of pseudo-
cohortative forms is a function of chronolect, poetic genre, an-
other factor or factors, or some combination thereof.

It bears explicit acknowledgment at this point that the pro-
posed chronological interpretation of the typology is at odds with
certain views current in biblical studies, not least those that see
the Torah and other CBH biblical material as products of the post-
exilic period and/or that reject language as reliable diachronic
indicators. The position advocated here is not that alternative ev-
idence should be deprivileged in favour of orthographic and lin-
guistic evidence, but that the latter should receive due attention

and be integrated with evidence gleaned from other approaches.

! The specific distribution patterns seem to militate against the theory
(mentioned above, fn. 5) that III-y forms could take pseudo-cohortative
morphology in CBH. The general lack of pseudo-cohortative morphol-
ogy in the reading tradition of the Masoretic Torah and the Prophets
suggests that the final n on III-y forms in those corpora reflects long
rather than pseudo-cohortative morphology. This does not apply to
LBH +, where pseudo-cohortative forms are plentiful.
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To summarise provisionally, whatever the chronological
significance of the typological divisions proposed above, the Ti-
berian consonantal text reflects a linguistic tradition of consider-
able historical depth. This is true in terms of both antiquity (i.e.,
the extent of its reach into the past) and stratification (i.e., the

number of linguistic phases to which it bears witness).

1.4.3. 1st-person Wayyiqtol Morphology and the Linguistic

Periodisation of Ancient Hebrew

Most discussions of ancient Hebrew diachrony distinguish LBH
from CBH (Hornkohl 2013b; Hurvitz 2013). Pre-classical poetic
ABH (Mandell 2013) and an intermediate category between CBH
and LBH termed TBH also have proponents (Hornkohl 2013a;
2016b). Certain aspects of 1st-person wayyiqtol morphological di-
versity are consistent with such a paradigm, especially, the high
frequency of short (wyN1, TyNR1, 0pRk1) morphology in the written
tradition of the Tiberian Torah and the Mesha‘ Stele, on the one
hand, and, on the other, the rarity of short morphology and con-
comitant accumulation of pseudo-cohortative (AHvpRI, A7(7)PNI,
nnp(1)R1) morphology in Tiberian LBH + and other traditions and
sources that reflect Second Temple Hebrew.

Yet the proposed typology also challenges at least one com-
ponent of the regnant diachronic linguistic paradigm. In the dis-
tributions of the 1st-person wayyiqgtol morphological variants in
the Tiberian written tradition one confronts a situation that calls
for greater nuance than that which typically characterises dia-
chronic discussions. This is because, as noted above (§1.4.2), the

three-stage diachronic division of material based on distribution
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of 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology is on the surface consistent
with neither the ABH-CBH-LBH paradigm nor the CBH-TBH-LBH
arrangement, but calls for finer shading within what is conven-
tionally termed CBH.

Preliminarily, two explanations suggest themselves. One
option is that the Torah’s written linguistic tradition is typologi-
cally older than that of the rest of CBH, in which case there may
be some justification to distinguishing between CBH' and CBH?,
both typologically prior to LBH (see Elitzur 2015; 2018a; 2018b;
2019; 2022). Alternatively, it is possible to envision a scenario in
which original CBH short 1st-person wayyiqtol morphological
dominance gave way to secondary diversity when material out-
side the Torah was contemporised—not according to LBH, but in
line with norms typologically transitional between those of the
MT Torah and LBH proper, that is, of a period when long (nwysy,
YRy, DpR1) forms were in wide use, but pseudo-cohortative
(AHopr, 7T()R, AR(1)pPRY) were not. In this case, what appears
to be CBH? would be a result of the updating of CBH in line with
TBH conventions. It bears repeating that the similarity between
the CBH of the MT Prophets and MT LBH + involving the inci-
dence of long III-y morphology (nwp1) combined with their dif-
ference in regard to pseudo-cohortative (mHvpRI, AT()PNY,
nn(1)pR1) forms militates against the view that the potentially sec-
ondary status of long 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology in the
CBH of the MT Prophets is due to levelling in line with LBH+
standards, since one should reasonably expect this to have re-
sulted in relatively high incidence of both long and pseudo-co-

hortative 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology.
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Pending the examination of more data with these scenarios
in mind, they remain conjectural. And, of course, they are not
mutually exclusive. Either way, from the perspective of the MT
distribution of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms, it seems necessary to
reckon with the reality of some sort of multivalent division of
CBH, whether it involves an organic distinction between CBH'
and CBH? or the artificial creation of CBH? due the secondary drift
of some authentic CBH material in the direction of TBH.

Rounding out this examination of 1st-person wayyiqtol dia-
chrony in the Tiberian written tradition, it is opportune to discuss

a few sundry matters.

Non-characteristic Diachronic Usages

First, though short and pseudo-cohortative forms are charac-ter-
istic, respectively, of classical and post-classical forms of ancient
Hebrew, there is no reason to expect that they should be exclu-
sively restricted to the corpora they characterise. According to
more nuanced renditions of the dominant diachronic paradigm,
many classical features remained available to late writers and
copyists, even if the latter may often have opted for contempo-
rary alternatives. By the same token, exceptional pseudo-cohor-
tative forms in apparently classical texts do not necessarily
indicate late composition or textual drift, since there is no logical
impediment to the early development of a feature whose later
expansion makes it characteristically post-classical. The plausi-
bility of diachronically distinct concentrations of 1st-person way-
yigtol morphology does not preclude the sporadic use of atypical

forms at any given stage.
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The Problem of Archaic Heterogeneity

From the perspective of Hetzron’s (1976) principle of archaic het-
erogeneity the situation is somewhat complex. At first glance, the
claim of early short morphological unity among 1st-, 2nd-, and
3rd-person wayyiqtol forms may appear to contravene expecta-
tions. Would it not be more appropriate to posit early wayyigtol
heterogeneity, e.g., a paradigm consisting of pseudo-cohortative
1st-person forms and short 2nd- and 3rd-person forms, which was
later levelled via analogical processes to a uniformly short para-
digm, with a few pseudo-cohortative leftovers?

While such an approach may seem logical from the narrow
perspective of wayyigtol morphology, it is neither borne out in
the data nor more theoretically attractive than an alternative
view. The diachronic pattern of change for the wayyiqtol para-
digm cannot be described as homogenising, since the morpholog-
ical distinction between 1st-person forms and 2nd- and 3rd-
person forms gradually increases, rather than decreases, with
time. Moreover, methodologically, early wayyiqtol paradigmatic
heterogeneity is a priori no more compelling a possibility than
early heterogeneity viewed from a broader perspective, namely
one that includes both the wayyiqtol paradigm and that of the
directive-volitive forms, i.e., the cohortative (nmpR), imperative
(o1p), and jussive (op). Indeed, bringing into consideration this
latter paradigm, especially the presumed link between the cohor-
tative (7npR) and the 1st-person wayyiqtol (opRy > nMpR1) (see
Hornkohl 2013a, 165-70; Khan 2021, 321-27; see below), it is
reasonable to argue that the archaic heterogeneity eventually ho-

mogenised was that between the 1st-person wayyiqtol and cohor-
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tative forms. But from the perspective of the narrow confines of
the wayyiqtol paradigm, this merging of 1st-person wayyiqtol and
cohortative morphology had the effect of increasing, rather than

decreasing, heterogeneity.

The Relevance of a Recent Proposal

Ch. 16, above, focused mainly on Khan’s (2021, 319-40) recently
propounded theory of the genesis of ancient Hebrew wayyigtol
(see especially 8§81.0-3.0). It is now opportune to assess his ap-
proach in light of what has been said here about the distribution
of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in ancient Hebrew sources. Cru-
cially for the present discussion, Khan speculates on the timing
of the reanalysis he proposes.

Some scholars have, indeed, already expressed the view

that there was a convergence between the wayyigtol form

and the modal system during the period of Late Biblical

Hebrew [e.g., Bergstrisser 1918-1929, II1:85d; Talshir

1986]. I would like to argue that this had taken place al-
ready in Classical Biblical Hebrew....

The most obvious structural manifestation [of the reanaly-
sis of the narrative yiqtol as a schematised extension of a
jussive] is the occurrence of the cohortative jussive form
of first person in wayyiqtol forms. These become particu-
larly frequent in Late Biblical Hebrew (Cohen 2013, 121-
13), but are found sporadically already in the Pentateuch
in Classical Biblical Hebrew. (Khan 2021, 321-22, 327)

A few brief observations are in order. First, Khan’s proposal
arguably conceives of a more profound and pervasive conver-
gence of the wayyiqtol and directive-volitive paradigms than is

usually envisioned. According to Khan, it was not merely by late



424 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition

analogy with cohortative nbvopr that classical Sopx1 shifted to
novpri. Rather, the antecedents of wayyiqgtol nvpx1 and cohorta-
tive (purpose/result) nvpx1 had already fused in Iron Age He-
brew. Originally conveying distinct preterite and modal senses,
they had merged into a semantically underdifferentiated w-yigtol
structure broadly associated with temporal consecution. Only
later were they re-differentiated via gemination of realis (mostly
preterite) waw-yiqtol > wayyiqtol in the Second Temple Period.

Second, while it is clear that the frequent use of pseudo-
cohortative 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology is distinctive of
LBH+ and other late corpora, Khan’s theory is consistent with a
distribution that is not exclusively late. In other words, at the
very least, it allows for the early 1st-person wayyiqtol morpholog-
ical variety acknowledged above. The dominance of short 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphology especially characteristic of the MT
Torah written tradition can be interpreted as a stage in the con-
vergence of preterite waw-yiqtol and dependent volitional waw-
yiqtol where a morphological distinction between the two yigtol
forms was still largely preserved in the 1st person. Even so, there
is no reason to deny the authenticity of sporadic pseudo-cohorta-
tive morphology in the Torah and the Former Prophets.'?

Khan (2021, 327, 337-38) notes the LBH proliferation of

long and pseudo-cohortative forms, providing a theoretical

12 Qimron (2018, 169) also sees the CBH pseudo-cohortative forms as
authentically ancient, but claims that their apparent early infrequency
is the product of “an illusion created by the defective spelling of the
early Biblical books,” i.e., that verbs could be realised with final -a with-
out final mater heh.
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mechanism for well-rehearsed hypotheses concerning late influ-
ence of the cohortative on the 1st-person wayyiqtol and the late
partial merger of long and cohortative morphology in wayyiqtol
and yiqtol more generally. Attempting to flesh out Khan’s argu-
ment: on the assumption of early contrast between a uniformly
short preterite paradigm (op®), opm, op") and a mixed modal
paradigm (cohortative nmipR3, imperative o1p, and jussive opn),
the similarity and narrative frequency of 3rd-person forms (both
short) would make them the logical starting point for reanalysis.
Convergence of the respective 1st- and 2nd-person forms, which
were dissimilar and far less frequent, might be expected to lag.
And, at least in the case of the 1st-person, this is exactly what
one encounters. Not until the Persian Period does the conver-
gence apparently begun in CBH become common in 1st-person
wayyiqtol forms.'?

When it comes to the distribution of long 1st-person way-
yigtol (nwyxry, TYR, DIpRY) morphology, Khan (2021, 337-38)
notes the differences between the CBH of the Torah and Former
Prophets and between the written and reading traditions of CBH
material (on the latter, see below, §2.0). He describes the shift as

gradual, attributing it to the “merging in function of the cohorta-

13 The matter of 2nd-person forms lies beyond the scope of this chapter.
The BH equivalent of the 3rd-person dependent jussive (purpose/result)
opn is the imperative, e.g., o (JM, §116f). Narrative 2nd-person o1
never arose in Hebrew (unless this is behind the late penchant for the
infinitive absolute replacing a finite verb (?)). It is not clear whether
the expected alterative, 2nd-person dependent jussive (purpose/result)
opm, ever developed. Perhaps the infrequency of 2nd-person narrative
forms hindered the expected effects of convergence.
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tive with the long [i.e., long] yiqgtol form” (Khan 2021, 337). This
seems consistent with the position elaborated in Hornkohl
(2013a, 165-70), where it is hypothesised that, in addition to late
cohortative influence on wayyigtol, both the preterite and volitive
short yiqtol forms were subject to constant analogical pressure
exerted by the standard yigtol (< PS yaqtulu), the semantics of
which also included both past (mainly habitual) and modal
shades. Whatever the case may be, any proposal for explaining
the expanded use of long and pseudo-cohortative 1st-person way-
yigtol morphology must successfully account for the disparities in
their respective CBH frequencies. In the Tiberian written tradi-
tion of the Pentateuch, pointedly, long III-y morphology (3 of 21
cases) is comparatively more common than pseudo-cohortative
morphology (4 of 105 cases). What is more, long III-y morphol-
ogy is commonplace in CBH outside the Torah, while it is not
until post-exilic Hebrew that pseudo-cohortative morphology be-
comes frequent. From a perspective of historical depth, Khan’s
theory of wayyiqtol development substantially preposes the start-
ing point for convergence of the three yigtol templates employed

in wayyiqtol morphology.

2.0. The Masoretic Reading Tradition

We are now in position to investigate the matter of dissonance
between the written and reading components of the Tiberian bib-
lical tradition as it manifests in 1st-person wayyiqtol forms and to

evaluate its historical significance.
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2.1. Dissonance and Secondary Character

At issue is whether spelling and vocalisation are in harmony as
regards short and long 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology in the
case of 1cs and 1cpl hifiil and II-w/y qal forms. Table 16 compares
the Tiberian written (consonantal) and reading (vocalic) tradi-
tions in terms of short 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology.

Table 16: Short 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology according to written

(orthographic) and reading (vocalisation) traditions: number of short
forms out of total short and long (percentage) (for citations, see §4.0)

Non-LBH +
Torah Prophets Writings LBH +
Orth. Voc. Orth. Voc. Orth. Voc. Orth. Voc.
hiftil 11/12 8/12 18/31 4/31 2/11 1/11
(91.7%) (66.7%) (58.1%) (12.9%) T (182%) (9.1%)

qal I-w/y 6/6 1/4 5/14 0/10 0/1 0/1 0/14 1/9
(100%) (25%) (35.7%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (66.7%) (1.1%)

hif<il + 17/18 9/16 23/45 4/41 0/1 0/1 2/25 2/20

qalII-w/y (94.4%) (56.3%) (51.1%) (9.8%) (0%) (0%) (8.0%) (10.0%)

Of the 78 cases of hif‘il and gal II-w/y 1st-person wayyiqtol forms
throughout the MT, in just 15 is the vocalisation consistent with
short morphology (9 in the Torah, 4 in the Prophets, 2 in LBH+).
In the MT Torah the orthography nearly always reflects short
morphology—16 of 17 cases, the sole exception the questionably
relevant o'w31 (Num. 21.30). According to the Pentateuch’s vocal-
isation, by contrast, short morphology comes in just 8 of 15
cases.' In the Prophets, too, one encounters dissonance: accord-

ing to the spelling tradition, just over half of the instances (23 of

4 Here and throughout forms with invariable wayyigtol vocalic realisa-
tion regardless of their orthography, such as gal ®ia, are excluded from
the counts.
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45) reflect short morphology, but that proportion drops to under
ten percent (4 of 41) according to the reading tradition. The non-
LBH+ Writings present just one relevant example, both tradi-
tions exhibiting long morphology. Only in LBH+ does one en-
counter relative harmony between the orthography and
vocalisation when it comes to 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology:
short forms are rare according to both traditions.

Two related observations are in order.

2.1.1. The Diachronic Significance of Dissonance in

Classical Biblical Hebrew Material

First, the most plausible explanation for the frequent mismatch
between long vocalisation and short orthography in 1st-person
wayyiqtol (TvR1, opR1) forms throughout CBH texts is that a com-
paratively late reading tradition characterised by long 1st-person
wayyiqtol morphology was secondarily imposed upon a written
tradition in which the spelling of many such forms reflected ear-
lier short morphology. Since the Tiberian reading tradition coin-
cides at salient points with post-exilic written tradition, it is
reasonable to see the vocalisation as a product of Second Temple
times. This means that the Tiberian reading tradition presents a
stage in the development of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms more his-
torically advanced than that discernible in the written tradition

to which it has been textually wedded.
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2.1.2. The Diachronic Significance of Harmony in Late

Biblical Hebrew + Material

Second, the regular written-reading agreement found in LBH +
material is no accident, but rather results from historical proxim-
ity. In other words, the fact that the 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology applied by the reading tradition throughout the MT
corresponds so closely to the LBH+ written tradition (e.g., TR,
DipR1) is because, though semi-independent, they are related

products of the same period.

2.2. A Need for Nuance

But while the foregoing narrative is true as far as it goes, there is
more to the story. Indeed, such a broad-strokes account is some-

thing of a distortion. Nuance is required.

2.2.1. The Antiquity of Long 1st-person Wayyiqtol
Morphology

First, while the extent of the use of long (7v&1, opK1) forms in the
reading tradition is more in line with the LBH + written tradition
than with the CBH written tradition, as has already been noted
regarding the written tradition, the phenomenon itself—namely,
the likely orthographic representation of long (7'yx, DipN1) 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphology—predates LBH+. This is clear
from the particular constellation of long IlI-y (nwy&1) and pseudo-
cohortative (7SvprI, 77(7)pRY, AN(1)PKRY) 1st-person wayyiqtol mor-
phology in Tiberian CBH outside the Torah, where—like LBH +,
but unlike the Torah—long forms diffused, but—like the Torah,

but unlike LBH +—pseudo-cohortative forms did not.
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A similar situation emerges from an examination of the
morphological variety of hifil and II-w/y qal wayyiqtol forms tab-
ulated above in Table 16 (above, p. 428). Note that though long
morphology’s eclipsing of short morphology in both the LBH +
written and reading traditions is especially striking (2 of 25 and
2 or 20 cases, respectively), the shift was by no means unprece-
dented. The extensive replacement of short with long morphol-
ogy in the vocalisation of the Prophets (just 4 of 41 short) is
merely the continuation of a trend already well established in the
written tradition of the same material (23 of 45 short). The con-
sistency of long vocalisation in the Prophets is probably partially
secondary and anachronistic, but it is merely an extrapolation of
a trend already begun, just less advanced, in the corpus’s orthog-
raphy.

It is in the Torah, with orthography predominantly indic-
ative of short 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology, that the partial
deviation in favour of long morphology appears especially anach-
ronistic (the reader is once again reminded that the linguistic sig-
nificance of the long hifil and wayyiqgtol spellings has been
demonstrated above, in §1.3.1).!° In sum, the incidence of 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphological dissonance between the written

and reading components of the Tiberian tradition increases as

!> Cf. Khan (2021), who presents different explanations for long 1st-
person wayyiqgtol morphology in the Masoretic written and reading tra-
ditions. In the case of the former he seems to envision a gradual process
of organic convergence (337), while he attributes the latter to ‘top-
down’ imposition unlikely rooted in vernacular usage (339).
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one moves back in time from LBH + through the Prophets to the
Torah.

2.2.2. Dissonance and Diversity within the Tiberian

Reading Tradition

This leads to a second important observation. Considering the
hypothesis that the Tiberian reading tradition is a Second Temple
oral realisation that was applied to contemporary texts and ret-
rojected onto earlier material, it would be reasonable to suppose
that it might exhibit greater uniformity, or, at the very least, that
it would deviate toward late conventions wherever the written
tradition was amenable thereto. Reality, however, proves more
complex. Despite its clear Second Temple affinities at certain
striking points, the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, like the con-
sonantal tradition, is multifarious, routinely preserving features
especially characteristic of early material in the face of the influ-
ence of later linguistic convention. Focusing on 1st-person way-
yiqtol morphology, this is manifest in linguistic diversity within

the Tiberian reading tradition.

1c¢s versus 1cpL Forms

Consider the differential treatment of singular and plural 1st-per-
son wayyiqtol forms in the Torah (see Khan 2021, 338-39). See
Table 17. Whereas 1cs forms often—in 6 of 8 potential cases—
combine short spelling with long phonology, in the 1cpL, spelling
consistently matches phonology, so that the classical template is

preserved except where long spelling obtains.
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Table 17: 1st-person short and long hif€l and gal II-w/y wayyiqtol mor-
phology in the Masoretic reading tradition of the Torah
Singular Plural
Short 79181 (Lev 26.13; Deut. 29.4) 151311 (Gen. 43.7; Gen. 44.24)
awn (Gen. 43.21)
2971 (Num. 31.50)
201 (Deut. 2.1)
o (Deut. 2.34; 3.6)

Long oy (Gen. 24.47; Deut. 10.5) oW1 (Num. 21.30)
xax (Exod 19.4)
PR (Lev. 20.23)
57281 (Lev 20.26)
Towx (Deut 9.21)

Invariable NaRy (Gen. 24.42) §a3 (Deut. 1.19)

The Sporadic Preservation of Short 1¢s Forms

But even in the case of 1¢S wayyiqtol forms: though hif<l and II-
w/y qal forms are routinely pointed long where written (and pre-
sumably intended) short, in a minority of cases, typologically
early short vocalisation is preserved. Several of these might be
conditioned, but it is intriguing that all occur in the reading tra-
dition of CBH texts.'® Conversely, the LBH+ reading tradition is
very much in sync with the parallel written tradition, strongly pre-
ferring long and pseudo-cohortative forms at the expense of short
ones. In LBH+, the spelling of 1cs forms nearly always reflects

long or pseudo-cohortative morphology (in 38 of 39 cases of hifil

1® Four such cases involve the specific verb 7%ix1, behind whose short
form there may well stand phonological factors—perhaps an original
diphthong in the first syllable favoured preservation of short morphol-
ogy in the second (cf. 751 in the SP). The preservation of another short
form may be attributed to euphony in o"7v Tp&1 (Jer. 32.10); cf. DR
(Neh. 13.15). That leaves only 227 ink awx1 (Josh. 14.7), which con-
trasts with LBH 127 onix w81 (Neh. 2.20).
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and II-w/y qal combined), the sole exception being 7ax1 (1 Chron.
17.10). When it comes to the mere three relevant 1CPL cases, the
two traditions once agree on short morphology (awi Ezra 10.2),
once agree on long morphology (7hpa Neh. 4.3), and once clash
(21w ketiv 2w gere Neh. 4.9). These exceptional instances of mis-
match between orthography and vocalisation in Tiberian LBH +
are doubly important, evincing both the continued independence
of the written and reading traditions as well as their close congru-
ence. Indeed, their potential divergence makes their consistent

agreement all the more striking.

Ketiv-Qere Mismatches

A final note on the six relevant instances of ketiv-gere dissonance:
these are cases where the disparity occasioned by merging diver-
gent written and reading traditions could not be resolved except

by explicit emendation of the written form. See Table 18.

Table 18: Ketiv-gere cases involving 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in Codex

Leningrad

ketiv gere Reference  Description: ketiv || gere

RN RIN] Josh. 7.21 long || short

2 N2 Josh. 24.3  short || long

NI NN Josh. 24.8  pseudo-cohort. || long

TIRVINY MR Ezra 8.17 pseudo-cohort. || long

npwrr nhpwsy  Ezra 8.25 pseudo-cohort. || pseudo-cohortative
2w awn Neh. 4.9 long || short

Beyond confirming the independence of two related traditions,
these do not materially alter the picture drawn to this point. In-
triguingly—and contrary to what might be expected, but con-
sistent with what was said above—there is no unambiguous

correlation between the ketiv and classical short morphology or
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between the gere and later long or pseudo-cohortative morphol-
ogy. This is a further indication that, despite crystallising in the
Second Temple Period, the Tiberian reading tradition—includ-
ing, but not limited to, explicit gere instances—manifests pro-
found historical depth and intricacy, even preserving individual

Iron Age phenomena in the face of the standardisation of others.

3.0. Conclusion

A detailed study of 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the Tiberian
written and reading traditions yields typologically rich results.
Having established that orthographic variation in the written tra-
dition is as at least partially indicative of typological shifts in
morphology, it can be plausibly maintained that the Tiberian
written tradition testifies to three typological strata of 1st-person
wayyiqtol development in chronologically suggestive concen-tra-
tions.

Dissonance between the Tiberian CBH written and reading
traditions shows that the reading tradition is typologically later,
akin to other Second Temple traditions, including the LBH+
written tradition. However, the Tiberian reading tradition is itself
typologically diverse: the relevant vocalisation in CBH is not
identical to that in LBH+; 1cS and 1cpL forms receive different
treatment in CBH; and there is no clear pattern to ketiv-gere di-
vergence.

The extent of long morphology in the reading tradition of
CBH material seems more characteristic of the Tiberian written
tradition of LBH+ and other late material than of the written

tradition of CBH texts. Yet the frequency of long forms in the
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written CBH tradition outside the Torah shows that, in this re-
spect, the reading tradition merely extended and standardised a
feature that had diffused prior to LBH+ times. The regularity of
the reading tradition’s use of long morphology appears to be
anachronistic for the earliest parts of the Bible, but evidence of
its initial appearance points to the Iron Age. Common usage of
long and pseudo-cohortative morphology can be dated no earlier
or later than the LBH+ compositions, and, given the incidence
of long morphology in the CBH of the Prophets, its diffusion may
well have begun centuries earlier. Long and pseudo-cohortative
1st-person wayyiqtol morphology joins many other features of the
Tiberian reading tradition that deviate from the reading tradition
reflected in the consonantal in their early minority incidence fol-

lowed by later standardisation.
4.0. Citations

Table 2

MT Torah—short: Gen. 24.46; 31.10; 41.22; Exod. 6.3; 9.15; Num. 13.33; 23.4;
Deut. 2.1, 8, 33; 3.1, 1, 18; 9.15, 16; 10.3, 3, 5; long: Gen. 24.48; Deut. 1.16,
18; MT Prophets—short: Josh. 7.21 (gere); 24.3 (ketiv); Judg. 18.4; Isa. 64.5;
Jer. 3.8; 11.5; 15.6; 20.7; 35.10; Ezek. 1.4, 15, 27; 11.16; 12.7; 20.9, 22; 23.13;
24.18; 43.8; 44.4; Hos. 13.7; Zech. 2.1, 5; 4.4, 11, 12; 5.9; 6.4; long: Josh. 7.21
(ketiv); 9.24; 24.3 (gere); Judg. 12.3; 1 Sam. 10.14; 13.12; 26.21; 2 Sam. 7.6, 9;
11.23; 12.22; 22.24; 1 Kgs 8.20; 11.39; Isa. 6.1; Jer. 13.2; 25.17; 31.26; 32.9,
13; 44.17; Ezek. 1.1, 28; 2.9; 8.2, 7, 10; 10.1, 9; 11.1; 16.8; 20.14; Hos. 11.4;
Amos 4.10; Zech. 5.1; 6.1; 11.7, 7; Non-LBH + —short: Ps. 18.24; 38.15; 69.12;
73.14; Job 30.9; Prov. 7.7; long: Ps. 69.11, 21; 102.8; Job 7.20; Prov. 8.30, 30;
24.32; MT LBH + —short: Dan. 10.5; Neh. 1.4; 2.11, 13, 15, 15; 4.8; long: Qoh.
4.1, 7; Dan. 8.2, 2, 3, 27; 9.4; 10.8; Ezra 8.15, 17 (qgere); Neh. 1.4; 3.38; 7.2;
12.31; 13.25; 1 Chron. 17.5, 8; 2 Chron. 6.10; BDSS—short: 4Q31 2.4 (|| Deut.
3.18); Mur2 f1i.3 (|| Deut. 10.3a); 5/6Hev1b f6-7.10 (|| Ps. 18.24); long: 1QIsa®
51.19 (|| Isa. 64.5 short); 4Q51 f42a.1 (|| 1 Sam. 26.21); 4Q70 f21-22i.3 (||
Jer. 13.2); 4Q73 f2.10 (|| Ezek. 11.1); 4Q80 f14-15.2 (|| Zech. 5.9 short);
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4Q112 f14.12 (|| Dan. 8.2); 4Q114 1.7 (|| Dan. 10.8); NBDSS—short: 4Q364
f26bi.6 (|| MT Deut. 9.16); long: 1QH® 10.10, 12, 16, 17; 11.8; 14.27; 16.28;
4Q364 f24a—c.15 (|| MT Deut. 3.1 short); 4Q391 9.3 (?); £65.4 (?);'” SP—short:
Num. 13.33 (|| MT short); long: Gen. 24.46, 48 (|| MT long); 31.10; 41.22;
Exod. 6.3; 9.15, 19+ (|| MT Exod. 9.15 short); Num. 23.4; Deut. 1.16 (|| MT
long), 18 (|| MT long); 2.1, 8, 33; 3.1, 1, 18; 9.15, 16; 10.3, 3, 5;'® BS—long:
SirB 20v.2 (|| Sir. 51.7), 2 (|| Sir. 51.7).

Table 3

MT Torah—pseudo-cohortative: Gen. 32.4; 41.11; 43.21; Num. 8.19; MT
Prophets—pseudo-cohortative: Josh. 24.8 (ketiv); Judg. 6.9, 10; 10.12; 12.3,
3; 1 Sam. 2.28; 28.15; 2 Sam. 4.10; 7.9; 12.8, 8; 22.24; Jer. 11.18; 32.9; Ezek.
3.3; 9.8; 16.11; Zech. 11.13; MT non-LBH + Writings—pseudo-cohortative:
Ps. 3.6; 7.5; 69.12, 21; 73.16; 90.10; Job 19.20; 29.17; MT LBH + —pseudo-
cohortative: Ps. 119.55, 59, 106, 131, 147, 158; Job 1.15, 16, 17, 19; Qoh.
1.17; Dan. 8.13, 15, 17; 9.3, 4, 4; 10.16, 16, 19; 12.8; Ezra 7.28; 8.15, 16, 17
(ketiv), 17, 23, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 31; 9.3, 3, 5, 5, 6; Neh. 1.4; 2.1, 6,9, 13; 5.7,
7,8,13;6.3,8, 11, 12;7.5; 12.31; 13.7, 8, 9, 9, 10, 11, 11, 13,17, 17, 19, 19,
21, 21, 22, 30;'° BDSS pseudo-cohortative: 1QIsa® 6.2 (|| Isa. 6.8 unlength-
ened), 5 (|| Isa. 6.11 unlengthened); 34.12 (|| Isa. 41.9 unlengthened); 40.10
(]| Isa. 48.5 long); 42.8 (]| Isa. 50.7 unlengthened); 51.20 (|| Isa. 64.5 short);
4Q13 f3ii+ 5-6i.8 (|| Exod. 3.17 unlengthened); 4Q51 3a-e.25 (|| 1 Sam. 2.28
pseudo-cohortative), 9e-i.16 (|| 1 Sam. 10.14 long), f61ii + 63—-64a—b + 65-67.3
(|| 2 Sam. 4.10 pseudo-cohortative); 4Q80 f8-13.19 (|| Zech. 4.4 unlength-
ened), f14-15.2 (erasure || Zech. 5.9), 2 (|| Zech. 5.9), 4 (|| Zech. 5.10 un-
lengthened); 4Q83 f19ii-20.31 (|| Ps. 69.12 pseudo-cohortative); 4Q113 f16-
18i+19.5 (|| Dan. 8.3 unlengthened); 11Q5 9.1 (|| Ps. 119.59 pseudo-cohorta-
tive); 11.2 (|| Ps. 119.106 pseudo-cohortative); 12.4 (|| Ps. 119.131 pseudo-
cohortative); 13.9 (|| Ps. 119.158 pseudo-cohortative); 20.2 (|| 139.11 un-
lengthened); NBDSS pseudo-cohortative: 1QH* 12.37; 14.9, 10; 15.23; 17.9,
10; 1Q49 f1.1; 4Q364 f26bi.8; 4Q385 £2.9; 4Q385a fla-bii.l, 6, 7, f15i.5;

7 The two final ambiguous citations were excluded from the totals in
Hornkohl (2013a, 160).

'8 The slight difference between the totals here and in Hornkohl (2013a,
160) is due to the inclusion here of SP Exod. 9.19+ (|| MT Exod. 9.15),
which was excluded there.

9 Hornkohl (2013a, 162) mentions the cases in Ps. 119 and Job 1, but
does not count them in the relevant table’s LBH totals.



17. 1st-person Wayyiqtol 437

4Q387 f1.7; 4Q389 2.4, 5, f6.1; 4Q390 f1.6, 6; 4Q437 f2ii.13; 4Q504 f1-
2rv.17; 11Q5 28.5; 11Q19 65.8;%° SP pseudo-cohortative: Gen. 32.6; Exod.
3.8, 17; 6.5; Lev. 26.13; Num. 8.19 (= MT); Deut. 1.19, 19, 43; 2.1, 7+ (MT
—), 8, 8, 13, 26, 34, 34; 3.4, 6, 23; 9.15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 21, 21, 25, 26, 26;
10.3, 5, 5; 22.14;* BS—pseudo-cohortative: SirB 20v.3 (|| Sir. 51.8), 20v.11
(]| Sir. 51.12), 11 (|| Sir. 51.12); 11Q5 21.15 (|| Sir. 51.18) (?); unlengthened:
SirB 20v.5 (|| Sir. 51.9); 21r.12 (|| Sir. 51.14) (?); 21r.17 (Sir. 51.19) (?).%2

Table 6

III-y—short and long: see Table 2, above; hif‘il: MT Torah—short: Gen. 43.7,
21; 44.24; Exod. 19.4; Lev. 20.26; 26.13; Num. 31.5; Deut. 2.34; 3.6; 9.21; 29.4;
long: Num. 21.30 (?);2®> MT Prophets—short: Josh. 14.7; 24.3, 10; Judg. 6.9;
1 Kgs 2.42; 18.13; Jer. 5.7; 32.10; 35.4; 42.21; Ezek. 28.18; 31.15; 39.23, 24;
Amos 2.10; Zech. 11.8; long: Josh. 24.6; Judg. 2.1; 6.8; 1 Sam. 10.18; 12.1;
15.20; Isa. 48.5; Jer. 2.7; 11.8; Ezek. 16.50; 36.19; Amos 2.9, 11; Zech. 11.13;
pseudo-cohortative: Josh. 24.8; Judg. 10.12; 2 Sam. 7.9; MT LBH + —short:
Ezra 10.2; 1 Chron. 17.10; long: Neh. 2.18, 20; 4.3, 7, 7; 6.4; 7.1; 13.15; 1
Chron. 17.8; pseudo-cohortative: Ps. 119.59; Ezra 8.17, 24; Neh. 6.12; 12.31;
13.8, 9, 13, 21, 30; BDSS—pseudo-cohortative: 1QIsa*40.10 (|| long MT Isa.
48.5);11Q5 9.1 (|| MT Ps. 119.59); NBDSS—long: 4Q364 f26bii+e.1 (|| short
MT Deut. 9.21); 4Q389 f2.2; pseudo-cohortative: 1QH* 17.9; 4Q387 f1.7;
4Q389 £6.1; SP—long: Gen. 43.7, 21; 44.24; Exod. 19.4; Lev. 18.25 (|| gal MT);

20 The slight difference between the totals here and in Hornkohl (2013a,
162) is due to the inclusion here of the (admittedly ambiguous) case in
11Q5 28.5.

1 Since the present citation list is identical to that in Hornkohl (2013a,
162), the difference between the respective tallies is apparently due to
an arithmetic error in the latter.

2 The apparent pseudo-cohortative case in 11Q5 21.15 (|| Sir. 51.18)
and the apparent unlengthened cases in SirB 21r.12 (|| Sir. 51.14) and
17 (Sir. 51.19) are ambiguous, e.g., is waw-yiqgtol better analysed as way-
yigtol or we-yigtol or should apparently pseudo-cohortative 1¢s n5vp
be interpreted as standard wayyiqtol with a Fs object suffix?

* On the problematic 0wy (Num. 21.30) see Bloch (2007, 149-50);
Hornkohl (2013a, 160-61, fn. 5).
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Lev. 20.26; 26.13; Num. 21.30 (|| long MT; ?); 31.50; Deut. 29.4;** pseudo-
cohortative: Deut. 2.34; 3.6; 9.21; BS—long: SirB 20v.5 (|| Sir. 51.9); SirB
21r.17 (|| Sir. 51.19); II-w/y: MT Torah—short: Gen. 24.27, 42; Lev. 20.23;
Deut. 1.19; 2.1; 10.5; MT Prophets—short: 1 Kgs 3.21; 8.20, 21; Jer. 13.2;
Zech. 6.1; long: 1 Sam. 10.14; 28.21; Isa. 51.6; Ezek. 3.15, 23; 8.10; 16.8; Zech.
5.1; Mal. 1.3; pseudo-cohortative: Judg. 12.3; MT non-LBH+—long: Job
38.10; pseudo-cohortative: Ps. 69.21; 90.10; MT LBH +—long: Dan. 8.27;
Ezra 8.32; Neh. 2.9, 11, 12, 15, 15, 15; 4.8, 9 (ketiv); 13.7, 25; 2 Chron. 6.10,
11; pseudo-cohortative: Ezra 8.15, 17, 23; Neh. 5.7; 13.7, 11, 17; BDSS—
short: 4Q56 £36.2 (|| long MT Isa. 51.16); 4Q70 £21-22i.3 (|| short MT Jer.
13.2); pseudo-cohortative: 4Q51 9e-i.16 (|| long MT 1 Sam. 10.14); NBDSS—
pseudo-cohortative: 1QH? 12.37; 4Q504 f1-2Rv.17; 11Q5 28.5; SP—short:
Lev. 20.23 ( || short MT); long: Gen. 24.42 (|| short MT), 47 (|| short MT);
Deut. 1.19 (|| short MT); 2.1 (|| short MT); pseudo-cohortative: Deut. 10.5 (||
short MT).

Table 16

Torah: hifil—written and reading short: =731 (Gen. 43.7); awn (Gen. 43.21);
~1a (Gen. 44.24); 79iz1 (Lev. 26.13); 19pn (Num. 31.50); bana (Deut. 2.34);
oana (Deut. 3.6); ?[fzml (Deut. 29.4); written short, reading long: 8ax1 (Exod
19.4); 57281 (Lev 20.26); Towx) (Deut. 9.21); written and reading long: own
(Num. 21.30); gal II-w/y—written and reading short: apn (Deut. 2.1); written
short, reading long: oiy&1 (Gen. 24.47); ppx1 (Lev 20.23); biyyi (Duet. 10.5); in-
variable: a1 (Gen. 24.42); 83n (Deut. 1.19); Prophets: hif‘il—written and
reading short: 2wy (Josh. 14.7); 77ix) (Josh. 24.3); Tpxy (Jer. 32.10); 7%ix1
(Amos 2.10); written short, reading long: Yrxy (Josh. 24.10); Sgx1 (Judg. 6.9);
ToR) (1 Kgs 2.42); kang; (1 Kgs 18.13); vawxy (Jer. 5.7); xaxy (Jer. 35.4); 1a81
(Jer. 42.21); -xvir) (Ezek. 28.18); 77px1 (Ezek. 31.15); anoxy (Ezek. 39.23);
anoR) (Ezek. 39.24); 1naR) (Zech. 11.8); written and reading long: 8'¢ix) (Josh.
24.6); xag) (Judg. 2.1); ®yiky (Judg. 6.8); >gx1 (1 Sam. 10.18); 7hnx (1 Sam.
12.1); ®axy (1 Sam. 15.20); 18] (Isa. 48.5); xaxy (Jer. 2.7); wjz;z; (Jer. 11.8);
~oR) (Ezek. 16.50); y'ary (Ezek. 36.19); TnwR) (Amos 2.9); o'px1 (Amos 2.11);
?[*‘7&;7:31 (Zech. 11.13); written pseudo-cohortative, reading long (ketiv-gere): X2
(Josh. 24.8); gal II-w/y—written short, reading long: op& (1 Kgs 3.21); opxi (1
Kgs 8.20); oy (1 Kgs 8.21); oivxy (Jer. 13.2); aWx) (Zech. 6.1); written and
reading long: o'y (1 Sam. 28.21); o'ivx) (Isa. 51.16); bipry (Ezek. 3.23); 21981
(Zech. 5.1); oiyx) (Mal. 1.3); written long, invariable vocalisation: 82131 (1 Sam.
10.14); riayy (Ezek. 3.15); Riaxy (Ezek. 8.10); riaxy (Ezek. 16.8); Non-LBH +

24 The total and citation list in Hornkohl (2013a, 160, 163 fn. 17) ex-
clude the cases in Lev. 18.25 and Num. 21.30.
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Writings: gal II-w/y—written and reading long: oiv8) (Job 38.10); LBH+:
hifil—written and reading short: 2w} (Ezra 10.2); written short, reading long:
7381 (1 Chron. 17.10); written and reading long: T3x1 (Neh. 2.18); 21 (Neh.
2.20); Topn (Neh. 4.3); 7apR) (Neh. 4.7); Tppx) (Neh. 4.7); 2wy (Neh. 6.4);
Tnux) (Neh. 7.1); 781 (Neh. 13.15); nmaxy (1 Chron. 17.8); gal II-w/y— writ-
ten and reading long: oipR) (Dan. 8.27); oipxy (Neh. 2.12); 23wy (Neh. 2.15);
WK1 (Neh. 2.15); oipRy (Neh. 4.8); 2w (Neh. 4.9 ketiv); 281 (Neh. 13.25);
oipR1 (2 Chron. 6.10); o'y (2 Chron. 6.11); written long, reading short: 2wy
(Neh. 4.9 gere); written long, invariable vocalisation: xiay (Ezra 8.32); Riax)
(Neh. 2.9); xiaxy (Neh. 2.11); riaxy (Neh. 2.15); xiaxy (Neh. 13.7).






