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3. THE SHORT YIQTOL AS A SEPARATE
VERBAL MORPHEME IN CBH

The theory of consecutive tenses hides the true nature of the short
yigtol. In one respect, it is put out of sight as the ‘jussive’, as if
the jussive were not also a yiqtol. Among the four principal
‘tenses’, only one yiqtol is mentioned. The short yigtol is again put
out of sight, because it is concealed in one of the other principal
verb forms: wa(y)-yiqtol, a ‘tense’ of its own in the consecutive
system.

The purpose of the present chapter is to clarify the inde-
pendent status of the short yigtol in CBH and its Semitic back-
ground (Isaksson 2021a). The wa(y)-yigtol clause-type is one of
four primary constituents of the ‘consecutive tenses’, and a cor-
rect analysis of the short yigtol is of utmost importance for a syn-
chronically correct understanding of wa(y)-yiqtol in CBH. The
false idea of only one yiqtol conjugation in the synchronic state
of CBH is so established in Biblical Hebrew grammars that this
alone motivates a separate chapter on the issue. Did the native
speakers and writers of CBH recognise two yiqtols or only one?

Already in Proto-Semitic, a short prefix conjugation stood
in opposition to a long prefix conjugation. In the earliest attested
stages, the long prefix verb was a formation with reduplication
of the second radical (type iparras). In Central Semitic, a probably
new formation emerged as a long prefix conjugation with an en-

clitic imperfective marker -u (type yaqtul-u).

©2024 Bo Isaksson, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0414.03



156 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

The distinguishing features of the PS short prefix conjuga-
tion (type yaqtul) were: (1) two meanings, perfective/past and
jussive,! and (2) a short form, as opposed to the long imperfective
prefix conjugation (Huehnergard 2019, 62; also Rabin 1984,
393). These features of the yaqtul gram were constitutive in the

earliest attested Semitic languages, and are found in CBH as well.

3.1. The Semitic Background of the CBH Short
Yiqtol

Cook (2012a, 118) writes:?

The historical-comparative data from Akkadian, Ugaritic,

and El-Amarna Canaanite have been revolutionary with re-

spect to the BHVS. The most important conclusion arrived

at through the historical-comparative investigations is that

WS originally possessed a Past prefix form yaqtul. Compar-

ison of the Akkadian Past iprus with BH wayyiqtol and the

Arabic syntagm lam yaqtul supported the supposition that

a Past prefix form yaqtul existed in WS.
It is possible to trace the origin of an old perfective yaqtul back
to Afroasiatic (Kouwenberg 2010a, 126ff.; Hasselbach 2013b,
329; Kossmann and Suchard 2018, 47, 52; Huehnergard 2019,
62). A plausible assumption would be that the Proto-Semitic
yagqtul is the result of a long grammaticalisation path that began
with a resultative periphrastic verbal morpheme with proclitic
pronominal element + verbal adjective, taprus ‘du (bist) getrennt
habend’ (Kienast 2001, 196f., 199; see also Huehnergard 2008,
238; Kossman and Suchard 2018, 41, 51).2 The yaqtul gram must
have been the standard perfective formation in PS, and it could

also be used injunctively (Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008,
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416; Huehnergard and Pat-El 2019, 7; Huehnergard 2019, 62).
However, in the individual Semitic languages, the grammaticali-
sation process of yaqtul is usually advanced. It is quite possible
that yaqtul in individual Semitic languages represents a ‘dough-
nut gram’, in which the prototypical use as a resultative is ob-
scured or completely lost (Dahl 2000, 10).*

In Akkadian, the old perfective iprus is primarily but not
exclusively preserved as a plain past tense (Tropper 1998, 158).
Anterior meanings are taken over by an innovative ‘perfect’ (ip-
taras), a typologically common process (Kurytowicz 1964, 22). In
the later Akkadian dialects, the use of the perfective recedes to
negative clauses only, in a development similar to Arabic lam
yaqtul (Soden 1969, §79b). In a shared single proto-language of
West Semitic, the innovative perfective gatal(a) to a large extent
replaced the perfective yaqtul (Huehnergard 2005, 163). The lat-
ter is retained in jussive and negated indicative clauses, as in Ar-
abic; only as a jussive, as in Aramaic;® or as a receding old past
perfective (yaqtul) competing with a new perfective (qatal), as in
Amarna Canaanite, Ugaritic, and CBH (Kurytowicz 1949, 49f.;
Rainey 2003a, 406f.).°

It has been regarded as a puzzle that the old Semitic per-
fective yaqtul, side by side with its realis and usually past mean-
ings, could be used with irrealis meanings in the Akkadian prec-
ative and the Central Semitic jussive.” But from a cross-linguistic
perspective, there is considerable variation as to the degree to
which a ‘past time reference only’ is manifested. In the prototyp-
ical properties of a perfective grammatical morpheme, “the as-

pectual properties could thus be seen as ‘dominant’ relative to
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the temporal properties: both kinds of properties characterize the
prototypical instances” (Bybee and Dahl 1989, 84). It is “fairly
frequent that perfective categories may have non-past reference
in non-indicative moods or (which is the same thing) certain non-
assertive contexts” (Bybee and Dahl 1989, 84).%

This fact, realis meaning side-by-side with irrealis, has re-
sulted in a theory of two separate, but morphologically identical,
yaqtul conjugations, one indicative and another modal.’ But the
use of perfectives in the marking of subjunctive clauses is widely
attested. According to Givén (2001, 1:362), it proceeds in several
related developments (see also Bybee 1995).'° It is reasonable to
assume that the domain type (81.2.4) determined the realis or
irrealis meaning in Proto-Semitic.!! In a modal domain, the irre-
alis meaning was understood, while in a narrative domain, the
realis meaning (usually with past time reference) dominated.
Such is still the case in Archaic Hebrew poetry, where the domain
type determines the irrealis or realis meaning of short yigtol.
Some Semitic languages have handled the dual nature of the old
perfective by the use of grammatical markers, in order to explic-
itly mark the intended irrealis meaning (Kogan 2015, 119). In
Akkadian, an irrealis marker became obligatory, as in the preca-
tive l-iprus'? and the vetitive (prohibitive) ay iprus (Soden 1969,
§81c, i; Tropper 1998, 158; Kouwenberg 2010a, 33, 130ff.);'* in
Arabic, the clitic - became a facultative signal of the irrealis
mood (in li-yaqtul).** If a proclitic [- ever existed in Hebrew, it
must have been entirely optional: its alleged use as clitic before
jussive yiqtol(@) rests on extremely shaky examples (Huehner-
gard 1983, 591).
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3.1.1. East Semitic: Akkadian

The past-tense usage of iprus in a narrative main line has the link-
ing pattern iprus-ma + iprus-ma + iptaras# (Soden 1969, §156c).
This iprus is neutral as to the durativity or punctuality of the
event, and thus compatible with durative meanings. The essential
nature of the perfective is to view the event as a bounded whole,
as completed. It is not specifically a past tense (Tropper 1998,
158f.; Kouwenberg 2010a, 127):*°

(1) iStu mitani 10 Sanatim abi ib-ld-at

‘after the plague, my father was (still) alive for ten years’
(Old Assyrian ArAn. 1, 48 n. 23 kt 88/k 507b:11-12)

It is also significant that this old perfective may take anterior or
pluperfect meanings (Soden 1969, §79b; Kouwenberg 2010a,
128):

(2) xa.$a se.gis.i Sa am-hu-ru itbalma alpi Sa ina mahriya il-qu-u
ana libbu x eqlim Suati [iS]talal
‘he appropriated the 2 bur of sesame field that I had re-
ceived and dragged the oxen which he had taken from me
to that 2 bur field.” (AbB 11, 116:13°-14" [OB], my empha-
sis)
The old perfective iprus in Akkadian competes with, and is re-
stricted in its usage by, the newly formed ‘perfect’ iptaras (Soden
1969, §79b). In this competition, iprus is neutral, and lacks
“speaker involvement, actuality, and recentness” (Kouwenberg
2010a, 128; also Tropper 1998, 157f.).
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3.1.2. Ethio-Semitic

The reflex of yaqtul in Ga%z' is a non-indicative (irrealis) form,
traditionally called ‘subjunctive’. In independent position, it
functions as a jussive (Butts 2019, 131): ydngar or yalbas contrasts
with an imperfective conjugation with geminated second radical,
yandggar (Tropper 2002, 90; Huehnergard 2005, 157). In subor-
dinate clauses, yaqtul often expresses purpose or result. This op-
position between a short prefix conjugation and a long one with
gemination of the second root consonant is usually regarded as a
retention from Proto-Semitic, since it is compared with the Ak-
kadian iprus/iparras opposition (Weninger 2011, 1131).'” The
jussive may optionally be preceded by the clitic la (Lambdin
1978, 150), which according to some grammars indicates an em-
phatic wish or command. The clitic la is especially frequent be-

fore third-person forms of the jussive (Tropper 2002, 150, 192):
(3) la-yaqrab
‘let him approach’
(4) “angor
‘let me speak’
(5) wa-kiyahu bahtito tamlak
‘and him only shall you serve’

The jussive yaqtul in Go‘9z can be used in all persons. There seem
to be very few, if any, traces of a realis usage of a perfective yaqtul
in Ethio-Semitic.'®

The modern Ethiopian dialects generally preserve a short
jussive that contrasts with an imperfective with an (originally)

geminated second radical: Tigrinya yagbdr versus imperfective
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yagdbbar (Voigt 2011, 1164); Amharic yasbdr ‘may he break’ (but
1cs with the [ clitic: lasbdr) versus imperfective yasdbr (Meyer 2011,
1193f.); Gurage yddlds versus imperfective yaddls-ona (Meyer
2011a, 1245);'° Harari yasbar versus yisabri (Wagner 2011, 1260).

3.1.3. Modern South Arabian (MSA)

The speakers of Proto-Modern South Arabian departed from the
West Semitic speech community very early, before the time when
Ethio-Semitic and Central Semitic developed into two distinct
branches of the West Semitic family tree (Kogan 2015, 109, 600).
This is not undisputed, of course, and some scholars prefer to
speak of a Western South Semitic group (Simeone-Senelle 2011,
1074).% In the present book, Central Semitic, Ethio-Semitic, and
Modern South Arabian (MSA) are regarded as three independent
West Semitic branches, among which there is “a special dia-
chronic unity” between Central Semitic and Ethiopian Semitic.
Of the six MSA dialects, Jibbali and Soqotri form an eastern
group and Mehri, Harsusi, Bathari, and Hobyot a western branch
(Kogan 2015, 115, 597; also Rubin 2014, 14; 2015, 313).

The reflex of the old perfective yaqtul in MSA is an irrealis
(jussive) category usually called the ‘subjunctive’: Jibbali y3sfor
‘May he travel’, which contrasts with a long imperfective,
yasifor ‘He will travel’ (Rubin 2014, 103). The term ‘subjunctive’
as used in the grammars is inappropriate, since this yaqtul can be

used in independent jussive clauses, as in (6):
(6) yafdrhak 52 ba-xdr

‘may God make you happy with good things’ (Jibbali, Ru-
bin 2014, 147; also in Mehri, Rubin 2010b, 128)
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The II-y verbs exhibit a shortening of the stem vowel in the jus-
sive: Jibbali yafst ‘may he die’, versus the long imperfect yafdt
(Rubin 2014, 190).

An [ clitic is added before all vocalic prefixes of the jussive
in the 1cs and 1cd forms in Mehri and Jibbali: I-dkdor ‘may I be
able’, l-ak3dr3 ‘may we two be able’, versus 3ms y3kdar ‘may he
be able’ (Rubin 2010a, 90; 2014, 103).%2

3.1.4. Ancient South Arabian

Ancient South Arabian is probably not closely related to the Mod-
ern South Arabian dialects.?® Ancient South Arabian is nowadays
generally classified as a Central Semitic language group, whereas
MSA is regarded a separate branch of West Semitic (Huehnergard
and Pat-El 2019, 5). A turning point in the classification of An-
cient South Arabian was a study by Norbert Nebes (1994b), who
was able to show that there is no indication in any Ancient South
Arabian language of an imperfective formation with geminated
second root consonant, such as is found in the Ethiopian yanaggor
(Tropper 1997a, 45f.; Huehnergard 2005, 160; Stein 2011,
1061).?* Nebes clarified that the graphically attested prefixed
conjugation had only one stem, and that this prefixed verb form
functionally corresponded to two conjugations in other Semitic
languages (a perfective and jussive yagqtul on the one hand and
an imperfective yVqattVl or yaqtulu on the other): “Diese Basis
lautet /qtVl/ und hat somit dieselbe Gestalt wie im Nordarab-
ischen und in den nordwestsemitischen Sprachen” (Nebes 1994b,
74f., 78).
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The defective consonantal script allows for matres lectionis
only in final position of a word structure, marking long i (by y)
and long @ (by w). This makes a distinction between two different
prefix conjugations, one short and one long, difficult to verify
(Stein 2013, 77).% If within the Ancient Arabian prefix conjuga-
tion there is one reflex of the Central Semitic yaqtul and another
reflex of the Central Semitic yaqtulu, as Huehnergard’s (2005,
161, 165) hypothesis presupposes,® then this distinction can be
verified only on the basis of typical uses and meanings of perfec-
tive verbs and imperfective verbs respectively.?

The jussive is marked by the proclitic particle | (probably
/li-/; Stein 2003, 240 n. 258; 2013, 112; also Huehnergard 1983,
584). An example is (7):

(7) w-lmghw l-ykrbn-k
‘May °LMQHW bless you’ (X.BSB 98/1-2; Stein 2011, 1064)

An interesting feature of Sabaic syntax is the use of chains
of w-yf‘l clauses in past contexts marking temporal succession in

narratives (cf. §1.2.4):%8

(8) w-bn-hw f-ygb’w ‘dy hgrn n‘d w-bn-hw f-yhsrn mlkn ’Isrh yhdb
w-d-bn hms-hw w-"frs-hw ‘dy ’rd mh’nfm w-ygm‘w w-hb‘ln
hgrnhn ‘ty w-ty w-ylfyw b-hw mhrgtm w-sbym w-mltm w-
gnmm d-‘sm w-bn-hw f-yt’'wlw b-ly hgrn dfw w-ykbnn b-hw
d-mdrhm w-§bn mh’nfm w-yhbrrw $‘bn mh’nfm b-ly mqdmt-
hmw w-hsht-hmw mqdmt-hmw ‘dy dt hml-hmw hgrn dfw w-
yhrgw bn-hmw mhrgm d-‘sm
‘And from there, they returned to the city of N‘D. And

from there, the king >LSRH YHDB and some of his troops
and his cavalry marched against the land of MH’NFM. And
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they overthrew and seized the two cities ‘TY and ‘TY. And
they got there trophies, captives, loot, and booty that were
numerous. And from there, they turned to the city of DFW.
And they found there the (clan) D-MDRHM and the tribe
MH’NFM. And the tribe MH’NFM came into the open
against their vanguard, but their vanguard defeated them
until they drove them back into the city of DFW. And they
killed a number of them that was considerable.’ (J 576/7-
9)

Traces of the narrative pattern in (8) are attested also in Minaic
and Qatabanic. As can be seen in (8), there is a narrative pattern
of the type w-f-yf1 involving the conjunction f, corresponding to
the Arabic fa.?* On the basis of such narrative chains, Tropper
(1997a, 39, 43) has argued that there must have existed in Sabaic
a perfective short yaqtul with past time reference.

In Qatabanic, a short plural prefix form yfIw is found in
past narrative contexts, which can be interpreted as *yif‘ali. It
contrasts with a long imperfective plural form yfin (*yif‘aliina;
Avanzini 2009, 213; Stein 2011, 1060; for Sabaic, Stein 2013,
80):

(9) w-ygb’'w w-h[t]b Ydmrmlk ’byt w-’rdty w-"qny Qtbn
‘Ydmrmlk gathered and returned the houses, the lands, and
the possessions of Qataban’ (Avanzini 2009, 213, my em-
phasis)

(10) w-yhrgw w-s'lgh Hdrmwt
‘and then they scattered death and destruction on the
Hadramawt’ (Avanzini 2009, 213, my emphasis)
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In many Minaic legal texts, there are prefix forms express-
ing past time “without the form necessarily having the w-prefix”
(Avanzini 2009, 213):

(11) kI ’klh ys'rbn byt Wd k-s'm

‘all comestibles marked in the bayt Wadd, whether belong-
ing to them’ (Avanzini 2009, 213, my emphasis)
Similar examples are found in Had’ramitic:
(12) d-’lys®b h-dt Hmym dt ynsf
‘he who did not offer to dt Hmym that which he had to pro-
vide according to the rite’ (Avanzini 2009, 214, my empha-
sis)
Though the orthography is not distinctive in most cases, Avan-
zini’s conclusion is that all Ancient South Arabian languages had
a prefix form yaqtul/yaqtulii for the past, and another prefix form
yaqtulu/yaqtuliina for the ‘present’, a fact that is most clearly dis-
played in Qatabanic, where the imperfective prefix form is pre-
ceded by the particle b (b-yfl/b-yfllwn), and the jussive is distin-
guished by the precative particle [ (I-yfl/l-yflwn; Avanzini 2015,
18).%° The past time prefix form is not always preceded by the

conjunction w, as in (13):*
(13) w-hgrn Ns’n yhhrm bn mwftm

‘and the city of Nashshan, he annihilated with fire’ (RES
3945, 16; Avanzini 2009, 215; 2015, 15f., my emphasis)

In verbs IIwy, the long vowel is generally not indicated in
the script. Only occasionally can a short, defectively written stem

vowel in a short jussive form contrast with a plene spelling of the
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corresponding long imperfective form (as is also pointed out by
Multhoff 2019, 332, 334):

(14) jussive
l-ySmn wfy
‘may he set up the well-being of (...)’ (J 611/16-17; Stein
2011, 1061)

(15) imperfective

dt Sym w-ySymn wfy
‘that he has set up and will set up the well-being of (...)’
(Miinchen VM 91-315 336; Stein 2011, 1061)

The North Sabaic idiom Amiritic exhibits a negation Im,
which is followed by a prefix conjugation form with past mean-
ing, as in Classical Arabic lam yaqtul (Stein 2011, 1047, 1063; see
also Smith 1991, 12, who refers to Beeston 1984, 47). For exam-
ple:

(16) fa-nazara l-lassu ’ila I-mawti wa-rama hilatan fi nagbin ’aw
manfadin fa-lam yagid

‘The thief faced death and searched for an escape through

a hole or an exit, but found none.’ (Brunnow et al. 2008,
9: lines 4-5)

3.1.5. Classical Arabic

In Classical Arabic, yaqtul is used as both jussive and ‘negative
preterite’ lam yaqtul (Fischer 2002, 103).3® The indicative use of
yaqtul is confined to negative clauses preceded by lam ‘not’ or
lamma ‘not yet’ (Lipifiski 1997, §39.16; Fischer 2002, §194; Blau
2010, 195; Huehnergard 2017, 7, 26):3*
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(17) lam ya’ti
‘he did not come’

(18) fa-lam yahfil Babaku bi-dalika wa-halaka fi tilka l’ayyami
‘but Babak took no notice of this and he died in those days’
(Tab. 1.816:5)

(19) lamma ya’ti
‘He has not yet come’

The lam yaqtul in Classical Arabic can take anterior meaning. It
is also independent of the temporal reference of the preceding

verb, as is shown by this example from Kalila wa-Dimna:

(20) ma li °arda-ka l-yawma habita l-nafsi wa-lam ’ara-ka mud
’ayyamin
‘Why is it that I see you today depressed and haven’t seen
you for days?!” (Marmorstein 2016, 181)%*

In some weak verbs, the Arabic yaqtul exhibits a distinctively
short form, as the examples ya’ti and ’ara-ka above illustrate
(Lipinski 1997, §39.14). In verbs Ilwy, the long stem vowel was
shortened in closed syllables, possibly already in Proto-Semitic
(Brockelmann 1908, 608, 613; Kienast 2001, §324.1),% resulting
in a change of stress, since word stress was non-phonemic (Hueh-
nergard 2019, 53): ydqum < *yaqim, ydsir < *yasir, ydnam <
*yanam. In verbs Illwy, a final root vowel is short in yaqtul: yarmi,
but imperfective yarmi ‘he throws’; yad‘u, but imperfective yadu
‘he calls’; yalga, but imperfective yalqa ‘he meets’ (Fischer 2002,
88244, 253b).%

In affirmative narrative clauses, the suffix conjugation

gatala has completely replaced the old past perfective yaqtul.
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An affirmative jussive yaqtul is practically always combined
with the particle li-, usually in the third person (li-ya’ti ‘Let him
come!’), and only rarely in the first and second persons (Brockel-
mann 1977, §94):

(21) li-tukabbiri-hi

‘make it (the tray of palm leaves) large’ (uttered to a
woman; Wright 1896-98, 1:35D)

In Arabic poetry, the particle li- is optional. Originally, the li-
must have been facultative also in prose (Wright 1896-98, 1:35D—
36A; Huehnergard 1983, 580).

3.1.6. Amorite

The data from the linguistic subdivision of Northwest Semitic
called Amorite come from several thousand West Semitic names
and loanwords in Akkadian and Sumerian sources, from the mid-
dle of the third millennium down to about 1200 BCE (Streck
2011, 452; Gzella 2011a, 427). Data also come most recently
from a publication of two lexical texts from the early second mil-
lennium BCE (George and Krebernik 2022). The speakers pos-
sessing the names are called Amorites in the extant sources, and
occupied roughly the same area as the first Aramaeans later came
to do: the Middle Euphrates and the Syrian steppe. The lexical
texts are two Old Babylonian tablets containing bilingual vocab-
ularies in which the left-hand column presents words and phrases
from a variety of Amorite dated to the early second millennium
BCE. At that time, Amorite was still a living language (George
and Krebernik 2022, 46). The two columns are typical of south-
ern Old Babylonian pedagogical scholarship. These two tablets
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confirm that Amorite was a Northwest Semitic language with
both a short prefix conjugation yaPRuS/yaPruSi and a long prefix
form yaPRuSu/yaPruSiina (George and Krebernik 2022, 2, 29).

The short prefix conjugation is attested as a ‘preterite’
yaqtul and jussive l-aqtul with (an optional) proclitic la- or li- (Go-
linets 2010, 287f., 336; 2020, 192f.; Streck 2011, 455; Cook
2012a, 119; George and Krebernik 2022, 29):

(22) Yasma‘“Hadda
‘Hadda has heard’
(23) °Annu-tasma‘
‘Annu has heard’ (fem. name)
(24) °Asab
‘T have turned’ (Golinets 2010, 337; 1cs, root IIw)
(25) ta-ah-ni-Sum el-ha-ku-un-na-ni-la-a-ka
‘The woman sent me to you.’ (2:14, George and Krebernik
2022, 5, 21, my emphasis)*®
In (25), the yaqtul-N is translated by an Akkadian iprus in the
second column.

An example of a jussive with precative particle is (26):
(26) li-ih-wi-i-ka [DIGIR]*

‘May the god (El) preserve your life!’* (George and Kreber-
nik 2022, 14f., 30)

Example (27) exhibits a jussive yaqtul without precative

particle:
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(27) ta-mar ha-as-ti
‘Talk with me!’*! (George and Krebernik 2022, 14, 30)

The typical Central Semitic shortening of the middle root
vowel in verbs Ilwy does not seem to be attested in Amorite
names:** Yasub-lim ‘The tribe has turned to face’. In verbs Illwy,
the final root vowel does not seem to be short: Yabni-dagan ‘Da-
gan has created’ (Streck 2011, 457).

3.1.7. Ugaritic

Ugaritic is now classified as a separate Northwest Semitic lan-
guage.* It is attested in more than a thousand texts from the thir-
teenth century down to ca 1180 BCE. The poetic texts seem to
represent a somewhat older stage (Gzella 2011a, 427).

It is possible to discern three indicative verb forms in Uga-
ritic: the long prefix conjugation yaqtulu (imperfective), the short
prefix conjugation yaqtul (perfective, mostly past), and the (with
non-stativic verbs) perfective suffix conjugation gatal (Tropper
and Vita 2019b, 493, 495). As in PS, the yaqtul in Ugaritic is a
category with two meanings, indicative perfective and jussive.
The indicative yaqtul is attested as past perfective only in the cor-
pus of narrative poetry. In that corpus, it can be used with or
without proclitic w, probably *wa- (Tropper 1998, 162; 2012,
454f., 696; Huehnergard 2012, 56):*

(28) t$u. ilm . rasthm

‘die Gotter erhoben ihre Hiupter’ (KTU® 1.2:1:29, my em-
phasis; Tropper 2012, 697)
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In such contexts, the yaqtul can be linked with the connective w:
(29) tSa / ghm. w tsh
‘Die beiden (sc. zwei Boten) erhoben ihre Stimmen und

riefen’ (KTU? 1.5:11:16f., my emphasis; Tropper 2012, 699)

The following is an example of a (graphically) proclitic w- before

a perfective distinctively short yaqtul:
(30) wyn. aliyn / b1

‘Then answered mighty Baal’ (KTU® 1.4.VIL:37f.; cf.
Huehnergard 2012, 57)*

With stativic verbs, the perfective yaqtul may refer to the
present. This shows that yaqtul in Ugaritic cannot be classified as

a general past tense:
(31) abn.brq.dl. td‘. Smm

‘Ich weild Bescheid iiber den Blitz, den die Himmel nicht
kennen’ (KTU® 1.3:11:26, my emphasis; Tropper 2012,
701)4

A jussive meaning of yaqtul, with preposed subject, is found
in (32):¥
(32) ilm. tgrk / tslmk*®
‘may the gods protect you (ms) (and) keep you well’ (KTU?
2.14:4-5; Huehnergard 2012, 56)

In Ugaritic prose texts, yaqtul is mainly a jussive.*’ As a past
perfective verb, yaqtul is largely replaced by (1) the suffix conju-
gation and (2) the diegetic present function of yaqtulu (Tropper
2012, 700; Huehnergard 2012, 56).>°
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Ugaritic has a ‘precative particle’ [, but it is infrequent and

its use is facultative.®® An example of precative [ with yaqtul is

(33):

(33)

[ tbrkn

‘let them (m) bless me’ (KTU® 1.19.iv:32; Huehnergard
2012, 78: /la-tvbarrikii-ni/; cf. Tropper 2012, 812)

In response to the heated discussion on the existence of a

short yqtl, Hackett has published a number of instances of dis-

tinctively short forms in Ugaritic, some of which are displayed
below (Hackett 2012, 112ff.).

(34)

Some examples of short jussive yaqtul are found in (34):

wa-yarid Kirta li-gaggati ‘adbu / ’akla li-qaryiti / hittata* li-
Béti Hubiiri / ya’pi lahma da-hamsi / magida taditi yarahima
/ ‘adanu nagubu wa-yasi’ / saba’u saba’i nagubu / wa-yasi’
‘adanu ma‘u

‘Now, let Kirta come down from the roof, [let him] prepare
food for the city, wheat for B&é&t Hubiir; let him bake bread
for five months, provisions for six. Let the equipped host
go forth, the great equipped host, let the strong host go
forth.” (KTU® 1.14.ii.26-31, vocalised and translated by
Hackett 2012, 112, my emphasis)

An example of short past reportive yaqtul is (35):

(35)

yarid/yarada Kirta li-gaggati ‘adaba / *akla li-qaryiti / hittata
li-Béti Hubiri / ya’pi lahma dahamsi / magida® taditi
yarahima, and so forth.

‘Kirta came down from the roof, prepared food for the city,
wheat for Bét Hubiir; he baked bread for five months,
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provisions for six (and so on).” (KTU® 1.14.iv.8-12, vocal-
ised and translated by Hackett 2012, 113, my emphasis)

3.1.8. Amarna Canaanite

Proto-Canaanite can be dated no earlier than 1550 BCE (Wilson-
Wright 2019, 509). Data about early Canaanite dialects are found
in more than 300 diplomatic letters from Canaanite vassal rulers
of city-states to their overlords in Egypt, written during the thir-
teenth century BCE.>* The letters are written in cuneiform Akka-
dian, but interesting traits of the scribes’ Canaanite native lan-
guage are revealed by their insufficient knowledge of standard
Akkadian in this peripheral area. The language of the Amarna
letters can be classified as an ‘institutionalised interlanguage’
which provides the data for an analysis of this early Canaanite.
Dialectal distinctions are “hard to establish in this corpus” (Gzella
2011a, 428; Baranowski 2016a, ch. 2).%®

The morphological distinction between a short yaqtul and

a long yagqtulu is clearly seen in many examples:
(36) short yaqtul: 3fs
4dNIN $a URU Gub-la ti-din ®ba-a3-ta-ka i-na pa-ni °sar-ri
‘May the Lady of the city of Byblos grant you honor before
the king, your lord.” (EA 73:4-6; Baranowski 2016a, 74)
(37) short yaqtul: 1cs
u as-pu-ur! *'[a]-na LUGAL be-li-ia
‘And I wrote to the king my lord’ (EA 138:31-32; cf. EA

362:18 u as-pu-ur; Tropper and Vita 2010, 68; Baranowski
20164, 79)
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short yaqtul: 3mp
u i-$a-ra-pu KUR.M[ES a-n]a IZ1

‘and they have set fire to the country.” (EA 126:52, Bar-
anowski 2016a, 80)%¢

long yaqtulu: 3fs
a-di ti-ik-$u-du *>a-wa-at Sarri

‘until the word of the king, my lord, comes to me.” (EA
221:14-15, Tropper and Vita 2010, 64)

long yaqtulu: 3mp
ru” a[l-lu-ti-mi] ***ta-as-pu-ru-na

‘And belhold, the men of the city of Byblos write’ (EA
138:121-22; similarly Tropper and Vita 2010, 65)

The old yaqtul in Amarna Canaanite was one of three pri-

mary verbal forms and was seemingly used interchangeably with

the new qatal gram (Baranowski 2016a, 184, 188). The yaqtul

exhibits the same dual nature, past indicative and jussive, as the

Akkadian iprus, except that a ‘precative particle’ - is not needed

to signal the jussive meaning (Baranowski 2016a, 77). The indic-

ative use of yaqtul is mainly as a past verb form that forms chains

of the type & yaqtul + u yaqtul. And there is a tendency to place

the yaqtul in initial position in the clause (Tropper 1998, 162f.;
Notarius 2015, 249; Baranowski 2016a, 137):%

(41)

[...] 0 yi-il-qé-$u *'Sti-ra-ta i yu-ta-Siry-Su *?is-tu URU Hi-na-

KI 33

tu-na™ **a-na E-$u

‘So Surata took him but he released him to his home from
the town of Hannathon’ (EA 245:30-33)
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Two coordinated morphologically distinctive short indica-
tive yaqtul in report are attested in (42):
(42) 1 a-nu-ma i-na-an-na Si-ih-td-at *'URU Su-mu-ur a-di a-bu-li-
$i '%$a-ha-at-$i i-le-1 1 sa-bat-$i *°la i-le-1i (EA 106:10-13)

‘And right now Sumur is besieged up to its city gate. They

are able to besiege it but they are unable to conquer it.”*®

The typical usage of the jussive is in a modal domain. A
distinctively short jussive yaqtul is found in the following modal
sequence:

(43) us-Si-ra ERIN.MES pi-td-ti *ra-ba ot tu-da-bi-ir *°a-ia-bi
LUGAL i$-tu *lib-bi KUR-$u a “**ti-né-ep-Su ka-li
*KUR.KUR.MES a-na $ar-ri
‘Send a large regular army and you can drive out the ene-

mies of the king from within his land and all the lands will
be joined to the king.” (EA 76:38-43)°

A focalised clausal constituent, or the negation la, may be
placed before yaqtul,®® as in (44), where yaqtul has anterior mean-
ing (Baranowski 2016a, 138):

(44) [...]1 u la-a ar-na-ku '*0 la-a ha-td-ku o la-a a-kal-li

GU.UN.HI.A-ia it la-a a-kal-li “Se-ri-is-ti, LU ra-bi-si-ia

‘and I am not a wrongdoer nor am I a criminal and I have

not withheld my tribute nor have I withheld the request
of my commissioner.” (EA 254:11-15)

With stative verbs, yaqtul usually refers to “the moment in
which the state began” (ingressive; Baranowski 2016a, 139), as
in (45):
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u i-nu-ma is-te-mé a-wa-at **LUGAL EN-ia i-nu-ma i$-tap-pdr
a-na IR-Su '®it yi-ih-di lib-bi-ia 1 '®yi--$a’-qi SAG-ia i in,-
nam-ru '72 1Gl-ia \ he-na-ia i-na $a-me *8a-wa-at LUGAL EN-
ia

‘And when I heard the word of the king, my lord, when he
wrote to his servant, then my heart rejoiced and my head
was lifted up and my eyes shone at hearing the word of
the king, my lord.” (EA 144:13-18)

A prohibitive meaning with yaqtul can have two different

negations, la interfering with ul spelled with the OB orthography

(t-ul). The latter use of ul is against Babylonian syntax and rem-

iniscent of the Hebrew negation “al (Rainey 1996, I11:221). Exam-
ples are (Baranowski 2016a, 156):

(46)

(47)

Si-mé ia~$H UGU-Su-nw >*d-ul ti-im-i
‘Listen to m<e»; do not refuse concerning <them.” (EA

122:50-51)

la-a ta-qi-ul L[UGAL a-na Gu-wb)-la'] ®°URU-ka 1t URU a-
bu-tli-ka] 7 is-tu da-ri-ti [...]

‘Do not keep silent, (O) k[ing, concerning Byblos], your
city and the city of [your] ancest[ors] from of old.” (EA
139:5-7)

The jussive is attested in all three persons. As a rule, the

verb occupies first position in the clause, except for the conjunc-

tion u and the particle lii (Baranowski 2016a, 156-158). Example

(48) is in the second person singular (Baranowski 2016a, 156):
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(48) [...] $a-ni-tam $um-ma ®ap-pu-na-ma a-nu-ma pa-at-ra
2rURU" Su-mu-ra it URU E-Ar-[h]a(?) *°[t]a-din-ni i-na qa-
at *"Ja-an-ha-mi 1 ia-di-na **SE.IM.HLA a-na a-ka-li-ia *a-
na-sa-ra URU LUGAL a-na Sa-a-su
‘Furthermore, if moreover now the town of Sumur and the
town of Bét-Arha have defected, assign me to Yanhamu
and allot grain for my sustenance so that I may guard the
city of the king for him.” (EA 83:27-33)%!

The jussive yaqtul is nearly always clause-initial. There are
some rare cases when a subject or object is placed in focalised
position before yaqtul (Baranowski 2016a, 158).%2

The indicative past yaqtul is often used in narrative se-
quences. In this type of domain also, the verb is usually placed
first in the clause (type @ yaqtul). This is the unmarked word or-
der of the narration. If another constituent of the clause is placed
before the verb, it is a signal of a specific discourse function (here

a left dislocation), as in (49):
(49) u'Sd-ra-tla ] *yi-il;-qé-mi 'La-[ab-a-ia]

‘But Surata took La[ba’aya]’ (EA 245:24-25)%3

3.1.9. Phoenician

The original language area of Phoenician coincided more or less
with the present state of Lebanon. At the beginning of the Early
Iron Age, Byblos became the centre of alphabetic writing, and the
Phoenician variant of the alphabet the standard medium for writ-
ing in the adjacent linguistic areas. Soon the dialect of Tyre and
Sidon “became a kind of ‘Standard Phoenician’ which replaced
or influenced others” (Gzella 2012a, 55).%*
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The Central Semitic morphological distinction between a
short prefix conjugation and a long prefix conjugation was up-
held in the 2fs, 2mp, and 3mp forms by the final -n (< *-ina,
*-fina) in the imperfective long yqtl.®> The corresponding short
forms lack this -n: the short prefix form ended in i (2fs) or @ (2mp,
3mp).%¢ In most forms, the morphological distinction is blurred,
at least in the script.®’

A syntactic distinction is upheld in negative clauses. The
jussive is preceded by the specific ‘prohibitive’ negation ’l, while
the long imperfective form is negated (mainly) by bal (Friedrich
and Rollig 1999, §318).

In the earliest stage of the Phoenician textual tradition,
about 1000 BCE, it is possible to point to a perfective usage of
the old yaqtul in a protasis domain (Friedrich and Rollig 1999,
§324).%® The speaker is Ittoba‘l, son of Ahirom, who threatens a

possible desecrator of his father’s grave:

(50) .5 .5%33.°5p . minn. &M . 03(2)0a . 1201 . Dahna L Thn . N
nnan. N, Aa5n . KDDL TANAN . AVAWA . VN . qoNNN . 1. 1R
ba3.pYb . oo . n . KM L AL Y.

‘Now, if any king among kings, or any governor among gov-
ernors, or any commander of an army has come up against
Byblos and has uncovered this coffin, may then the scep-
tre of his rule be torn away, may the throne of his kingdom
be overturned, and peace shall flee from Byblos!” (KAI® 1:2,
my emphasis)

The prefix form wygl in the example follows a suffix-conjugation

form 1y within the protasis (Korchin 2008, 339 n. 23; Gzella

2009, 63: ‘alaya). This is a construction with several parallels in

CBH.% The structure of the whole conditional linking, with the



3. The Short Yiqtol 179

protasis set within parentheses, is: (w-’illi-S.noun-qtl + w-yqtl)
+ O-yqtl + @-yqtl + wa-S.noun-yqtl. The form Iy expresses a
completed action. “Das ‘Perfekt’ fiir den Sachverhalt in der Prot-
asis driickt dessen relative Vorzeitigkeit gegeniiber seinem Ge-
genstiick in der Apodosis aus” (Gzella 2009, 66). And the same
can be stated for the form that continues the gtl, namely w-ygl,”°
which is “wohl Kurzimpf.” (Friedrich and Ro6llig 1999, §324; also
Segert 1975b, 90).”* The apodosis in (47) above, with its many
yqtl forms, expresses a wish (or possibly a prediction about the
future), and at least the first two (thtsp and thtpk) are jussives
(Friedrich and Rollig 1999, §264; Gzella 2013b, 190).

Apart from the Byblos inscription, there are only a few pos-
sible traces in the extant Phoenician texts of an indicative short
prefix form wyqtl for narration of past events (Friedrich and Rol-
lig 1999, §266; Rollig 2011, 477f.).”* In such functions, the old
perfective yaqtul is normally replaced by the suffix conjugation.
The possible, but shaky, examples of perfective narrative wyqtl
clauses are (text and translation from Friedrich and Rollig 1999,
§266):

(51) plamadvitpw hn

‘ML schor dieses Haar (?) und fleh[te an (??)’ (Kition III D
21, 1y73

(52) K39 WK TONA PRI
‘... und er kam’ (KAI° 23.4; cf. Lemaire 1983)
(53) [ ]io[>w] 25na bpan 7mr 72 531 ]

‘... und er machte...” (KAI® 23.5)
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Krahmalkov (2001) has added a few doubtful examples of past
perfective meaning of a wyqtl clause (with presumably short yqtl)
in Phoenician and Punic.” The paucity of examples might suggest
that “narrative tenses in Phoenician, including its lack of the waw-
consecutive, apparently reflect a more highly accelerated rate of
linguistic change than Aramaic and Hebrew” (Smith 1991, 20).
There are traces of a proclitic [ before jussive forms in Pu-
nic—Il-ySm¢ ql’ ‘May he hear (lisma°) his voice’ (Krahmalkov 2001,

190)”>—but in Phoenician, the jussive lacks this clitic:

(54) .owTp (5) Haadx . mnam . Yax (4) (n)dpar. oAw . Sya . TR
523 5y (6) wawt . Tonm . o

‘May the Ba‘al of the Heavens and the Lady of Byblos and
the assembly of the holy gods of Byblos lengthen the days
of Yahtimilk and his years over Byblos.” (KAI® 4.3-4, trans-
lated after Friedrich and Rollig 1999, §264)

3.1.10. Moabite

There is no consensus as to the internal classification of the Ca-
naanite dialects in the Iron Age, and this concerns especially the
Trans-Jordanian dialects Ammonite, Moabite, and Edomite,
which from the fifth century BCE were replaced step by step with
Aramaic. The debate is partly caused by the paucity of textual
material.”® Given the available data, there is no reason to regard
the Trans-Jordanian spoken varieties as three distinct national
languages. Rather they should be seen as located in an area with
dialectal variations.””

Ammonite is attested from about 800 BCE to the beginning

of the sixth century BCE, and the corpus consists mainly of seals
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and bullae, but also a number of inscriptions of up to 10 lines
(Ahituv 2008, 357-386; Lemaire 2013a). The Edomite corpus is
even smaller: two ostraca,”® and some seals, bullae, and seal-im-
pressions. The inscriptions in Ammonite and Edomite are very
short and “unrevealing of linguistic peculiarities” (Parker 2002,
47; Lemaire 2013b). The old Semitic yaqtul does not seem to be
attested in either of the two dialects.”

Only the Moabite corpus of inscriptions permits a reasona-
ble discussion of the verb forms and their meanings, and espe-
cially the Moabite stone from about 830 BCE (the Mésa“ stele,
now in the Louvre: Smith 1991, 17-19; Parker 2002, 49).8° The
oldest inscriptions are from the ninth century BCE and written in
the Hebrew script (Fassberg 2013a). Practically all linguistic fea-
tures of Moabite discussed below are drawn from the 34-line Mésa‘
inscription.®! The inscription at el-Kerak (KAI° 306) by Mésa“
(Swiggers 1982; Ahituv 2008, 387), or by his father KmSyt, adds
very little to our knowledge of the language (Parker 2002, 54).

The old yaqtul is attested both with jussive meaning and
with past perfective meaning. Despite the defective spelling, it is
possible to identify a short prefix form in some cases (Smith 1991,
17-19; Parker 2002, 49; Hasselbach 2013a). Several examples of
a narrative short yaqtul are found in the MéSa“ inscription (Garr
1985, 138; Schiile 2000, 164; Renz 2016, 629f.):

(55) wyRI|"ar.InR . onn L IR . WL whw L arn LYY L TOn L can
| AMApa . wnaY . nRt. nnan.

‘My father ruled over Moab thirty years, and I have taken
over the kingship after my father, and I have made this
high place for Chemosh in Qarchoh’ (KAI® 181: 2-3)%
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The syntactic structure of this quotation is w-S.noun-qtl + w-
S.pron-qtl + w-yqtl. We can see that the new perfective qatal has
been utilised for establishing the narrative frame of the inscrip-
tion (Dahl 1985, 30), whereas the old yaqtul (always with a pre-
ceding conjunction w) has been retained for successive narrative
events.® The reference to a building (hbmt 2’t ‘this high place’) in
the close neighborhood of the monument triggers an anterior
meaning of the w-yqtl (w->$ ‘and I have made’).®* Since the Trans-
Jordanian scribes usually marked long final vowels with corre-
sponding matres lectionis, the letters w-’S indicate a short form,
as in the CBH form with the same consonantal orthography (wa-
>a‘as). s

A passage with past perfective meaning of w-yqtl is found

some lines further in the same inscription:

(56) | maTAn . P[OR. 5] . AR . MNY LWL DY . TAR . TAR . HRIWN
| A" . WA . NavR . DW L AR . AL 0 L R L AL 1AL awm
1P . DR [J]aR. MWK . 3. WPRY . pndya . R . jan

‘But Israel is utterly destroyed forever: Omri took posses-
sion of the land of Medeba, and he dwelled in it in his
days and half the days of his son, forty years. But then
Chemosh restored it in my days. And I built Baal-Meon,
and I made in it a reservoir, and I bui[lt] Qiriathaim.’
(KAT® 181: 7-10)

The narrative frame in this case is again established by the new
perfective gatal (°bd), in a clause that functions as a subheading
or preamble, which could be followed by a colon in the transla-
tion.%¢ All in all, there are 35 attested realis w-yqtl clauses with

past time reference in the Mésa“ inscription.®”
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The old yaqtul with jussive meaning is attested in some
Trans-Jordanian inscriptions, but the forms are not distinctive in
the script. A semantically evident example is found in an Ammo-

nite seal:®
(57) n27anTea mnwyh 9T W aTaan

‘Abinadab, who has fulfilled a vow to ‘Astart in Sidon. May
she bless him!’ (Jackson 1983, 77, 101; Aufrecht 1989, no.
56)

3.1.11. Aramaic

Aramaic belongs to the Aramaeo-Canaanite group of Northwest
Semitic (Huehnergard and Pat-El 2019, 5). The Aramaic dis-
cussed under this heading is Old Aramaic (inscriptions) and Im-
perial (or Official) Aramaic, with an emphasis on the more an-
cient stage.®

The reflex of the Central Semitic imperfective marker -u/
-na was retained in Aramaic after the decline of short final vowels
in the form of the -n endings in 3mp and 2mp forms of the (im-
perfective) long prefix conjugation. This resulted in a preserved
distinction (in forms 3mp and 2mp) between a short yqtl without
-n and a long yqtl with -n in all verb classes (Degen 1969, §849-
50; Voigt 1987, 6; Kogan 2015, 162):
Table 5: Imperfective markers in Aramaic

short yqtl long yqtl

3mp Y-ooo-w y-....-n
3fp Yy-....n Yy-....n
2mp t-...-w t-...-n

2fp not attested  not attested
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The long yqtl (yaqtulu) is an imperfective formation and can be
used for present and future actions (“kursiven Aspekt,” Degen
1969, 875). The short yqtl can be both jussive and indicative
(past). The indicative past short yqtl occurs in clauses of the type
w-yqtl (Degen 1969, 114; Voigt 1987, 6). It is obvious that the
short yqtl in Old Aramaic is a reflex of the PS *yaqtul.

The indicative past meanings of the old yaqtul are confined
to the earliest inscriptions.”® Some of the oldest texts exhibit a
narrative past use of (w) yqtl reminiscent of the realis yaqtul in
Amarna Canaanite and CBH wa(y)-yiqtol (Tropper 1996; 1998,
163f.). Such is the case in the Zakkiir stela from the beginning of
the eighteenth century (Bron 1973-79, 607; Smith 1991, 18;
Rainey 2003a, 404f.; 2007, 79):°!

(58) .w . mm (10) [7]9m . 5y . 9en . HR <.> R2O0 <.> Ha . e
COR LT L RWNT (11) [AR]AN . 0L PN L IpRYm . TR L W L0

T[a] .58 . pavbya . [1a2(12)™ . (awdya <.> v . [ n]wbya
pawbyal. H(13). Rt ] T . A m.

‘all these kings put up a wall against Hazrak and raised a
siege wall higher than the wall of Hazrak and dug a trench
deeper than its moat. But then I lifted up my hands to
Ba‘al-gamayin, and Ba‘al-§amayin answered me... [and]
Ba‘al—éamayin [said to me]’ (KAI®° 202A:9-13)

In the example, the w-yqtl forms (bold in translation) express a
temporal succession or a response to the activities of the enemy.
Reacting to the hostile actions described by suffix conjugation
forms, Zakkiir, the king of Hamat, lifted his hands to Ba‘al-Sama-

yin, and as a result Ba‘al-Samayin answered him.
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If scholarly opinion was hesitant about the status of the w-
yqtl clauses in the Zakkiir inscription,®® the discussion came prac-
tically to an end with the discovery of the Tel Dan (Tel el-Qadi)
inscription from around 800 BCE (KAI® 310) by A. Biran and J.
Naveh (1993; 1995) and the judgement of T. Muraoka (1995a;
1995b; 1998).°* It is now widely accepted that a reflex of the
Proto-Semitic perfective *yaqtul was used as a past perfective
verb in the earliest attested stage of Aramaic (Emerton 1994;
Huehnergard 2005, 165; Fales 2011, 559; Renz 2016, 631f.).%

Lines 2-6 in (59) are a good illustration:

(59) (3)[.]1xxa. anmdana. mh . 1por. ar . T1[n]3[a]
CAlmaR . R T AR . 20wm

AR . paRa . o L HR(A)[w] 1o . S

.R(5) [oR [ 70 . TOnnt

JnpLTIn . g

.50 (6) [ .DPavw . in . par[y

. wnn bRy . 2a(7)[7 . abR . oR 1P[aw 1290 . Snpr

‘Bar Hadad, my father, went up [against him when] he was
fighting at A[..] *and my father lay down (and) went to
[his ancestors.] The king of Israel entered *formerly in my
father’s land, [but] then Hadad made me king. *And
Hadad went before me; [and] I departed from seven] ... ]
®of my kingdom. And I slew seve[nty kilngs harnessing
thou[sands of cha]’riots and thousands of horsemen.” (KAI®

310:2-6, my emphasis)

Following the discovery of this text, few scholars deny that
yqtl in w-yqtl clauses was used as a narrative past tense in early

Aramaic, and many maintain that the yqtl forms even without
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preceding waw can be analyzed as narrative pasts as well
(Kottsieper 1999, 62; Rainey 2003a, 405).% Though the inscrip-
tion is damaged, it seems that a perfective yqtl may be preceded
by a subject noun (°by ysq ‘my father went up’),* as is sometimes
found in Amarna Canaanite, and it appears that an asyndetic @-
yqtl (yhk ‘he went’) can be attached to a foregoing past tense w-
yqtl clause (wyskb by ‘and my father lay down’) as an elaboration
(Muraoka 1995a, 19; Gzella 2015, 81 n. 225).%® At least one form
appears morphologically ‘short’: line 9 w’§m ‘and I laid’ (Muraoka
1995b, 115; but against this, see Tropper 1996, 638f.). The con-
clusion is inevitable that the “altaramdische w-yqtl-Konstruktion
ist nicht nur formal mit der hebr. wayyigtol-Konstruktion ver-
gleichbar, sie teilt mit dieser auch die gleiche Hauptfunktion,
namlich die Bezeichnung singularischer (pfv.), im Progref} ver-
laufender SVe der Vergangenheit” (Tropper 1998, 163f.).

An indicative past usage of the old yaqtul is attested also in
the much disputed® Deir ‘Alla inscription from between 850 and
750 BCE, probably around 800 BCE,'® painted by a professional
scribe on a lime plaster wall in the mid-Jordan valley.'** There
are five clear examples of a realis perfective yaqtul in the inscrip-
tion, all showing an initial wa conjunction (Smith 1991, 18).'2 A
good example is (60):

(60) [.IRA[IIMOR.AM.OR.APa"a.]oPda. 190 [ . mr]

CTRT L OR L ROND (2) AH . Rt L] A3 L R L DR L IDRY

. pama. ohald

‘[This is] the book of [Balaam, son of Beo]r. He was a seer
of the gods. The gods came to him in the night, [and spoke
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to him] like an oracle of ’El. And they said to [Balaa]m,
son of Beor’!?® (KAI® 312:1-2, Combination I: lines 1-2)

The inscription starts with a headline: “[This is] the book of Ba-
laam, son of Beor.” After a verbless clause, a preamble with a
presentation of Balaam as a seer of the gods, there follow at least
two (possibly three) w-yqtl clauses that function as a historical
elaboration of the preamble in the form of a narration of single
events. In the narrative, details are given of Balaam’s career as a
seer. Instances of distinctively short jussive yaqtul are found in
I:7 %370 581 ‘do not remove’ (text quoted from KAI®° 312:7) and
II:6 7 ‘may he be satisfied’ (Garr 1985, 138).1

The instances of at least two distinctively short jussive
yaqtul (Lipiiiski 1994, 130, 163; Voigt 1987, 6), and especially
the construction with the negation 5& and a short 2fs form *3nn,
point to the existence of a short prefix conjugation in Aramaic.
Unfortunately, there are no clear cases of long imperfective
yaqtulu with final n in this inscription, such as we expect to see
in other Aramaic texts, “so it is impossible to know whether this
dialect employed the long form of the 2 f. sg. imperfect” (Hackett
1984, 46).

After the earliest (inscriptional) state of Old Aramaic, rep-
resented by the Tel Dan, Zakkiir, and Deir ‘Alla inscriptions, the
emerging perfective gatal came to replace the earlier perfective
yaqtul, and only the jussive meaning of the old yaqtul was re-
tained in Old and Imperial Aramaic (Gzella 2004, 305), as is in
fact the case in all the classical languages except Biblical Hebrew
(Huehnergard 2002, 126).'%> As a prohibitive, the jussive is ne-

gated by °L.'% The morphological difference in the consonantal
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writing is slight: only in the plural of masculine forms can the
characteristic final -n be a distinctive mark of the imperfective as
against the ending -w of the short form (Degen 1969, 65, 113;
Fales 2011, 568). In inscriptional Aramaic, this -n is an important
retention of a distinguishing feature of the Central Semitic (or
even Proto-Semitic; Kouwenberg 2010a, 95-103) imperfective

yaqtul-u, -tna:
(61) R[N R](22)WR 158 1287

‘May the Gods destroy that man!’ (jussive yaqtul, KAI® 222
1C: 21-22)

(62) 25n 10 .TPa TR PR U PR M

‘If a fugitive escapes from me... and they go to Aleppo...’
(imperfective yaqtulu, KAI® 224: 4-5)%

Verbs IIwy in Old Aramaic have short yaqtul forms (Gzella 2011a,
443), as is shown in the opposition between ow5 /lasim/ ‘may he
erect’ and 0w /wa-yasim/ ‘and he will erect’ (KAI® 309: 11,
12).1% In verbs IlIwy, the orthography has a distinction between
a final radical y (= ay)'® or w (= aw) in the short form, and a
final mater lectionis h (= é) in the long prefix conjugation (Degen
1969, §86-7, 62; Voigt 1987, 6; Gzella 2011a, 444).'*° This is
illustrated in (63) with initial position of the verb, and (64) with

non-initial (internal) position:
(63) Swx THn* 1 ©HN N2Yn Y1 nabna Anadn vnn

‘may his kingdom become like a kingdom of sand, a dream
kingdom that Assur rules!” (short yqtl, KAI® 222 1 A: 25)
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(64) *330M 1250 TN ANRY 1M

‘if some king comes and surrounds me...” (long yqtl, KAI®
222 1B: 28)

Word order is one of the features that help distinguish the old
yaqtul from the long imperfective yaqtulu. If a subject is preposed
before a prefix conjugation verb, the latter is always long in Old
Aramaic (Degen 1969, 108).!!'! A jussive yaqtul is always negated
by °l (al), while yaqtulu is negated by [ (la; Degen 1969, 113f.,
110f.; §884, 86b).!'? In Imperial Aramaic, the initial position of
the jussive is a tendency, and there are many exceptions to this
rule (Muraoka and Porten 2003, 199).113

The distinction between a short jussive and a long imper-
fective is generally maintained in Imperial Aramaic, “but not all
forms can be clearly distinguished on morphological grounds”
(Gzella 2011b, 580), and there are groups of texts, such as the
Ahiqar proverbs, that seem to indicate a less consistent spelling
(Muraoka and Porten 2003, 137, 198, 200; Gzella 2011b, 580).**
The examples of jussives that are graphically long (with final h
instead of y) are usually found in otherwise unambiguous syn-
tagms, such as clauses negated by ’l, used only before the short
jussive (Segert 1975a, 886.5.4.7, 6.6.6.3.2; Muraoka and Porten
2003, 138):

(65) mTm 5K 73235
‘Let not your heart rejoice!” (TAD3, p. 36: C1.1, 90)
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In Biblical Aramaic verbs IlIwy, the morphological opposi-
tion between a short jussive and a long imperfective has disap-
peared and the long form is used for both purposes (Folmer 2012,
156).

Early Aramaic developed a distinctive morphological fea-
ture that compensated for the partial collapse of the short and
long prefix conjugations. The short prefix conjugation always
takes suffixes without ‘energic’ n, and the long imperfective
shows a tendency to take suffixes preceded by the inherited ‘en-
ergic’ ending: in Old Aramaic, the 3ms suffix, and in Imperial
Aramaic, all suffixes attached to the long form are ‘energic’ (De-
gen 1969, 80; Hug 1993, 87f.):'"°

(66) Old Aramaic
long form + 3mp suffix without energic clitic
S onawnm DARPAN AP9

‘Rather you shall convince them and you shall bring them
back to me’ (KAI° 224, 6)

(67) Imperial Aramaic
long form + 3ms suffix with energic clitic
15 "n3InR
‘T give him to you’ (TAD2, p. 12: B1.1, 11)
(68) Imperial Aramaic
short form + 2ms suffix without energic clitic
THhova

‘May they kill you’ (KAI® 225:11)
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In summary: the earliest inscriptional stage of Aramaic ex-
hibits a morphological distinction between a short ygtl and a long
(imperfective) yqtl. The short yqtl has two meanings: jussive, and
a perfective past used in narrative and report in the clause-type
w-yqtl. In later inscriptions and in Official Aramaic, a perfective
qatal has replaced perfective past yqtl, while a jussive short yqtl

is retained.

3.2. The Short Yigtol in the Archaic Hebrew
Poetry

The reflex of the old Semitic yaqtul is fully attested in the archaic
poetry, both with indicative meaning and as a jussive.''* The
main divergences in comparison to the CBH corpus are syntactic:
the indicative short yigtol occurs in some contexts without the
proclitic conjunction wa (Finley 1981, 246; Hasselbach and
Huehnergard 2008, 416; Baranowski 2016b, 11), and in at least
one instance short yiqtol is used in non-initial position. So the
word order of the short yigtol is somewhat more free in the Ar-
chaic Hebrew poetry than in CBH, a situation that is even more
prevalent in the Canaanite of the Amarna letters (Baranowski
2016b, 11).

The anterior meaning is one of the steps on the grammati-
calisation path of a perfective gram. In distinction to simple pasts,
an anterior may, as a generalisation of its meaning, describe a
present state, even with a dynamic lexeme, which results in a
general, or gnomic, present (Bybee et al. 1994, 69). An example
is (69):
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(69) @-yiqtol(D)! + «DEF-qotel + wa(y)-yiqtoly
MR 1227 58N DIO™IpY TWID MIRIL 1w 715y W T

‘Dan is a snake by the roadside, a viper along the path, that
bites the horse’s heels and its rider falls backward.” (Gen.
49.17)

In (69), the wa(y)-yiqtol clause belongs to the gotel-clause, which
with its definite article functions as a relative clause that charac-
terises the viper (Dan).!’” Within this relative sentence, wa(y)-
yigtol (587) codes an action that is temporally sequential in rela-
tion to the previous clause (qotel). Both gotel and wa(y)-yiqtol are
gnomic and characterising, but they describe actions that are not
simultaneous (Ges-K §111r-w; J-M §1180).1!8

The past perfective meaning of the short yigtol is mostly
found in the narrative fragments. An example of short yigtol

(yiqtol(@)) without initial wa in narrative main line is (70):'*°

(70) O-X0 + O-XO + @-yiqtol(@)!'*° + °ki-X0D + D-XOD + °@-

yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(w)-N + @-yiqtol(w)-N + @-yiqtol(w)-

N + 1''%o-S.noun-yigtol(w)! + @-PrP-yigtol(w) + @-
yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(D)

5877 732 19007 0AY rYa3 Ay DTN *33 17903 oY P Smina

YITATOD 13p py Wi 11 Hipp piwra nygy Ny maae; thy

H2ROD R 0RY Pl Y AN

‘When the Most High apportioned the nations, when he di-
vided humankind, he fixed the boundaries of the peoples
according to the number of the gods.'* °The LORD’s own
portion was his people, Jacob his allotted share. '°He
found him in a desert land, in a howling wilderness waste:
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he shielded him, cared for him, guarded him as the apple
of his eye. 'As an eagle stirs up its nest, and hovers over
its young, he spread his wings, took them up, and bore
them aloft on his pinions.” (Deut. 32.8-11, Notarius 2013,
307, my verse numbers and emphasis)

Example (70) shows a narrative detached from speech time. The
main line is coded by yiqtol(@) clauses with the verb in clause-
initial position. The main function of a switch to a yiqtol(u) clause
is to express simultaneous habitual or iterative meaning. But the
yiqtol(u) verbs are also mainly clause-initial, so word order is not
decisive in distinguishing the perfective short yigtol from the im-
perfective yiqtol(u).'** And the conjunction wa is not used as a
connective of clauses in this section of the poetic narration. The

same poem also exhibits linkings with wa, as can be seen in (71):

(71) @-yiqtol(®) + wa(y)-yigtol + wa(y)-yiqtol
WY Yoo WaT W IY naun pMn pIR oningop maay
i Rvalabigls)
‘He set him atop the heights of the land, and fed him'#
with produce of the field; he nursed him with honey from

the crags, with oil from flinty rock.” (Deut. 32.13, Notarius
2013, 307, my emphasis)

This syntax, with an initial asyndetically attached past perfective
@-yiqtol(@) and two following wa(y)-yiqtol, is archaic.'* It is
found also in Amarna Canaanite (Bloch 2013; Baranowski 2016b,
11), but not in CBH. The two wa(y)-yiqtol clauses connect seman-
tically with the initial yiqtol(®@) clause, and have meanings that
might be temporally sequential, but not necessarily so. In CBH,

such a narrative chain might have been introduced by a gatal
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clause with past perfective meaning (see 887.7-8). The typical
CBH narrative/reportive sequence qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol is at-
tested in the relatively more innovative Blessing of Moses (Nota-
rius 2013, 290):1%°

(72) @-O.noun-qatal + °wa(y)-yiqtol!
"WRY ARRONI T2 1Y°3 I 3P Nap AWTin AWh G AN
2R "p3w T DY
‘Moses charged us with the law, as a possession for the as-
sembly of Jacob. °There arose a king in Jeshurun, when

the leaders of the people assembled—the united tribes of
Israel.” (Deut. 33.4-5, Notarius 2013, 239f., my emphasis)

The gatal form (Mmy) in (72) expresses a past perfective meaning
and codes the foreground in a retrospective report. The wa(y)-
yiqtol is temporally sequential to the event in the gatal clause.'?

But the archaic realis short yigtol may also have a future
meaning, as is the case when it follows a so-called ‘prophetic per-
fect’ gqatal.'®” This future meaning is achieved with a metaphori-
cal transposition to a future-time reference in prophetic prospec-

tive report, as in (73):

(73) ki-S.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-
yigtol

vRzn 772 Pk YaNm mpnn SIRYTTY TR AR ANTR W3

10" 701

‘For a fire will kindle by my anger, and it will burn to the
depths of Sheol; it will devour the earth and its increase,
and will set on fire the foundations of the mountains.’
(Deut. 32.22, Notarius 2013, 87, 282, my emphasis)
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In (73), the gatal form expresses a resultative aspect which is
“metaphorically relocated to the future;” it is “an expression of
the speaker’s illocutionary intention to warn about the coming
punishment” (Notarius 2013, 91, 88, 268 n. 6, 282).'% It seems
that the new perfective gatal has taken over (from short yiqtol)
the role of starting a chain of prospective report events viewed
as finished in the future (Bybee and Dahl 1989, 74), while the
discourse-continuous wa(y)-yiqtol clause-type is retained for the
expression of the sequential future actions in the sequence.

The short yigtol can also be used after a gatal clause to ex-
press a past action the effects of which are present in speech time
(anterior). In this case also, yigtol(@) occurs in a clause express-

ing discourse continuity:

(74) INT-PrP-yiqtol(w) + INT-16-X@-«qataly + @-S.pron-qatal +
wa(y)-yiqtol

TYR R 73R TR RINRDD DN N9 533 DY NNEORIR MM

TR

‘Do you thus repay the LORD, O foolish and senseless peo-

ple? Is not he your father, who created you, who made you

and established you?’ (Deut. 32.6, Notarius 2013, 86,
282, my emphasis)

In (74), the speaker “contributes to the argument which develops
within this conversational framework” (Notarius 2013, 87). The
meaning of wa(y)-yiqtol is present anterior rather than a remote
perfective.'®® An anterior meaning of short yiqtol is not frequent
in the archaic poetry. It seems that the new perfective gatal has
taken over this function in the verbal system too. The discourse-

continuous wa(y)-yiqtol (711271 hardly attests to a (temporally)
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sequential meaning; it can possibly be defined as an elaboration
(cf. Notarius 2013, 87).

The jussive meaning of the short yigtol is found in many
types of modal domains, such as prayer, blessing, warning, or
praise. This makes a confusion with indicative meanings impos-
sible in the archaic poetry. The jussive yiqtol(@) in affirmative

clauses is practically always clause-initial. An example is (75):
(75) @-yiqtol(@)! + wa-yiqtol(D)!

SR NN M DY) NiD YW1 nbR

‘Let me die the death of righteous ones, and let my end be

like this!”” (Num. 23.10b, Notarius 2013, 225, my empha-
Sis)lso

In at least one case, a perfective past yigtol() is non-initial.
The syntax is complicated, with an asyndetic relative clause and
a chiastic linking with the indicative short yiqtol in final position
in the first clause,’®! and an initial verb in the second clause
(Isaksson 2017, 232f.):

(76) @-O.noun-«@-qataly-yiqtol(@)! + wa(y)-yiqtol
FT22M % NaWm WR 717,
‘You were unmindful of the Rock that bore you; you for-

got the God who gave you birth.” (Deut. 32.18, Notarius
2013, 307, my emphasis)

Joosten (2012, 417f.) describes this language as “a system where
the preterite is free with regard to word order, and free of the
waw.” The statistics suggest, however, that it is a freedom bound
by relatively consistent conventions. There is only one example

of a non-initial affirmative jussive yiqtol(@) in an archaic text,
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also in a case with a chiastic word order (Notarius 2013, 78,
146f., 281, 294, 307; 2015, 240):

(77) @-yiqtol(@) + @-PrP-yiqtol(®)

..........

‘Most blessed of women be Jael, the wife of Heber the
Kenite, of tent dwelling women most blessed’ (Judg. 5.24,
Notarius 2013, 146f., 294, my emphasis)

Deviations from the word order rule are common when the

verb is negated (always with ’al), as in (78):
(78) @-PrP-al-yiqtol(@) + @-S.noun-PrP-’al-yiqtol(D)...
DI¥I1 YR 177 DANI °2 T3 TIEOR Opnpa "Ua Nanor Bba
MYIpY
‘May I never come into their council; may I not be joined
to their company—for in their anger they killed men, and

at their whim they hamstrung oxen’ (Gen. 49.6, Notarius
2013, 191, my emphasis)

Negative jussive clauses seem to have been employed with a free
word order, in contrast to the word order in affirmative
clauses.’*? Since the word order is relatively free also in the case
of imperative and ventive/cohortative clauses,'* I conclude that
the more restricted word order applies primarily to affirmative
yiqtol(@) clauses in the archaic poetry. And this concerns both
indicative and jussive clauses. It is not true that volitive forms in
general are clause-initial. The word order restriction pertains spe-
cifically to the old yaqtul verb form in affirmative clauses and

without the paragogic heh.
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The jussive yiqtol(@) is regularly employed in a specific type
of subordinate clause, the syntagm wa-yiqtol(@), predominantly

with the meaning of purpose in a modal domain, as in (79):

(79) @-IMP + @-IMP + @-IMP + wa-yiqtol(@)! + (IMP) + wa-
yiqtol(9)
T RN TR TN T3 ORW AT nigw arz a5 niny 301
‘Remember the days of old, consider the years long past;
ask your father, and he will inform you; your elders, and

they will tell you.” (Deut. 32.7, Notarius 2013, 80, my em-
phasis)***

The example exhibits an unusual distinctively short yigtol with
object suffix (77i; Notarius 2013, 101 n. 90). The semantic
meaning of the wa-yiqtol after the imperative is clearly the pur-
pose of the action. The second imperative is left out by ellipsis.
The wa-yiqtol(@) clause-type with purposive meaning
seems to have attained a certain independence (as a non-main
clause), and is not confined to modal series, an example of which

is shown in (80):

(80) @-16-X@ + wa-yiqtol(@) + wa-(10)-XD + wa-yiqtol(D)
DI DIXTI2 2A2MOR UK N7
‘El is not a human being, that he should lie, or a mortal,

that he should change his mind.” (Num. 23.19a, Notarius
2013, 226, my emphasis)

The same syntagm as in the purpose clauses already described
now expresses a subordination that is slightly more general than

‘purpose’. Notarius (2013, 226) calls this “the subjunctive mood
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in a purpose clause,” but it could just as well be regarded as a
consequence clause.'®

It has been argued that the jussive can also introduce a
protasis in a conditional clause linking.'*® This idea is based on

137 where

the Classical Arabic syntax of conditional sentences,
both short jussives and perfects may occur (seemingly indiscrim-
inately) in both protasis and apodosis. The prime alleged example

of a jussive introducing protasis in Archaic Hebrew is (81).

(81) @-yigtol(w)-N + wa-16-ADV + @-yiqtol(u)-N + wa-16-ADJ
+ @-qatal + wa-qatal + wa-qatal + wa-qatal + **wa-qatal
+ wa-qatal + wa-S.noun-qotel + '°wa-yiqtol(@)! + wa-
qatal

58770 bIW opy apwn 2212 777 2R N7 WPWR now N7 RN
WY M AW offR a1 18 :nwiathn TRt arin nxe pom
SRR T TR 2R TN 19 19 b SR vk 1o

‘I see him, but not now; I behold him, but not near—a star
shall come out of Jacob, and a scepter shall rise out of Is-
rael; it shall crush the borderlands of Moab, and ruin all the
Shethites. '®Edom will become a possession, Seir will be-
come a possession of its enemies, while Israel does val-
iantly. °So let one out of Jacob rule! He shall destroy the
survivors of Ir.” (Num. 24.17-19, verses 17-18 from Nota-
rius 2013, 220, verse 19 my translation)

The interpretation of wa-yiqtol(@)! (717) in verse 19 as a prota-
sis'®® is dubious in several respects. First, it is not a conditional
linking at all. There is no condition, not even a temporal clause.
Second, there is no other example of a jussive introducing a prot-

asis in CBH. The reference to Gesenius and Kautzsch’s grammar
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(Ges-K §109h) is pointless: this grammar bases the idea of a jus-
sive as protasis on Arabic grammar. The interpretations of the
adduced examples in Biblical Hebrew are strained (none repre-
sents mainstream exegesis), or refer to uses in LBH (in which the
distinction between short and long yiqgtol was gradually lost).'*°
In CBH, there is no example of a short yiqtol being a predicate in
the first clause of a protasis.

In summary: the short yigtol in the Archaic Hebrew poetry
is an authentic remnant of the Proto-Semitic *yaqtul and is
marked by a shorter form where appropriate. This short yigtol is
used both as past perfective and as jussive. With very few excep-
tions, it occurs in clause-initial position. This statement concerns
affirmative propositions.

There is no example of a negated past perfective short yiqtol
in the archaic poetry, and it seems that a gatal clause was used
in the corresponding cases, negated by l0. The jussive short yigtol,
on the other hand, could be negated (by °al). The negated jussive
seems to be unrestricted as to word order.

Since the imperfective yiqtol(u) may sometimes occur in
clause-initial position in the archaic poetry, this means, accord-
ing to Notarius (2013, 79, 281, 293), that

the morphosyntactic distinction between the preterite and

the imperfective form of the prefix conjugation is not suf-

ficient to distinguish between the two... one needs to take

into consideration semantic, pragmatic, and discursive

data in order to provide a more solid foundation for the
postulated distinction.

The independent use of the past perfective yiqtol(@) (with-

out proclitic wa) is archaic.'* With or without wa, it is typical of
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narrative discourse and tends to build chains of main clauses. In
this unrestricted usage, it was gradually substituted by the new
perfective gatal (Notarius 2013, 281), as was the case also in Uga-
ritic (Fenton 1973, 34f.).

The indicative wa(y)-yiqtol clause-type is occasionally at-
tested with future time reference after a ‘prophetic perfect’ (qatal)
in prospective report (Notarius 2013, 282:1c). This shows that
the perfective meaning of wa(y)-yiqtol could be used metaphori-

cally, describing a series of future events (cf. Fenton 1973, 37).

3.3. The Short Yigtol in the Pre-exilic Hebrew In-

scriptions

Saenz-Badillos (1993, 62) writes:

With the earliest inscriptions dating as far back as the close
of the second millennium BCE, the inscriptional material
as a whole is contemporary with a substantial portion of
the Bible, with the advantage of not having undergone re-

vision over the centuries.
The grammar of the pre-exilic Hebrew inscriptions is practically
identical to that of Classical Hebrew (Hackett 2002, 141; Hassel-
bach and Huehnergard 2008, 408; Hutton 2013; Sanders 2020,
283). The growing number of inscriptions, though reflecting sev-
eral strata of society, shows that the verbal system of CBH “was
part of everyday speech” (Pardee 2012, 285). A methodological
advantage is that the “epigraphic texts were not subject to the
exigencies of textual transmission” (Hutton 2013). As concerns

yiqtol(@), the predominantly defective spelling in the pre-exilic
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Hebrew inscriptions allows for only slight and sometimes disput-
able evidence for a morphologically distinctive yigtol(@).'** Only
in the case of verbs Illwy can a distinction be established (Gogel
1998, 95).!** In the inscriptions, the ‘long’ imperfective yigtol(u)
of verbs Illwy consistently exhibits a final vowel letter -h in the
non-affixed forms (Gogel 1998, 96). The yiqtol(@) verb form, on
the other hand, whether jussive or past perfective in meaning,
lacks any final mater lectionis.

There are a few morphologically distinctive yiqtol(@) forms

with jussive meaning, as is shown in (82):
(82) PrP + “@-yiqtol(@)!”
obw . nmh DYN DR IIN . D(Z)& M. R WIRY TR HR

‘To my lord Ya’ush. May YHWH cause my lord to see this
season in peace.’ (HI Lachish 6:1-2, Gogel 1998, 418, my
emphasis)'*

In this typical letter formula, the hif€l short jussive (87) occupies
the initial position in the clause, after the address (Gogel 1998,
95 n. 51, 141, 256 n. 19, 287). An example of a morphologically

distinctive jussive yiqtol(@) with proclitic wa is found in (83):
(83) @-yigtol(@) + wa-yiqtol(@) + wa-yigtol(D)!
*(10)[a]78 . op *mm (9) TInwn T(8)2.

‘May he bless and keep you, and may he be with my
lo[rd...]" (HI KAjr 19A:7-10, my emphasis)

The passage in (83) contains three jussive clauses, of which two
are linked by wa. All jussives occupy an initial position in their

respective clauses.!** The yiqtol(@) in the last clause has a
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morphologically distinctive ‘short’ form (*1°) without the h vowel
letter (Gogel 1998, 95 n. 51, 256 n. 19, 287).

In all other cases, the distinction between yiqtol(@) (jussive
or past perfective) and yiqtol(u) must be worked out by consider-
ations of word order, semantic context, and, when negated, the
type of negation employed (Gogel 1998, 93, 258; Renz and Rollig
1995-2003, 11/2:43). A semantically clear example is (84), from

the late seventh or early sixth century:
(84) wa-qatal + @-’al-yigtol(D)
anRN SR . 9NN nao(6)m

‘and you shall deliver (it) tomorrow. Do not be late!” (HI
Arad 2:5-6, my translation)'*

In (84), the jussive form is morphologically indistinctive and
could formally be parsed as an imperfective yigtol(u). But the
clearly deontic preceding wa-qatal clause (obligation), and the
modal negation 5&, indicate that 7nxn is a jussive form.

A disputed example of a past perfective IlIwy yiqtol(@) form
is found in (85):

(85) @-qatal + wa(y)-yigtol + wa(y)-yiqtol! + wa-qatal

5am (5) 772y 9ep . oo R(4)na . 71y . oL ep (3) 7Ty .
on* oo(7)R1 P DR T7A[Y .12 9wRD N(6)aw 1aY . DA™ DONI

‘As for your servant, *your servant was harvesting at Hasar
“Asam. And your servant harvested and measured and
stored, according to schedule, before quitting. *When your
servant measured the harvest and stored, “according to
schedule...” (HI Mesad Hashavyahu 1:2-7, line numbers in
translation inserted by me)**
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The passage starts with a gatal clause and continues with two
wa(y)-yigtol clauses, of which the second (527) is analysed by
Gogel (1998, 95, 131) as a qal or piel form of the IlIwy root
klh.'*" If this is correct, the verb would be morphologically dis-
tinctive, since a ‘long’ yigtol(u) form of a verb IIIwy would exhibit
a final h. Such long yigtol(u) forms are attested in yqrh ‘It will
happen’ (Arad 24:16),'*® ymhh ‘He will efface’ (En Gedi 2:1),'*°
ymnh ‘He shall count out’ (Samaria 109:3).'%° However, this in-
terpretation does not withstand an examination of the immediate
context. The temporal clause on line 6 contains a gatal verb (53)
which cannot be a gal or pi‘el of a verb Illwy, since 3ms gatal
forms of such verbs always have a final vowel letter h, indicating
the long -a. Gogel (1998, 129) concedes that such a gatal (53)
“simply has to be looked upon as anomalous.” The reasonable
solution must be that the hypothesis of a IlIwy root is wrong and
that a Ilw verb (kyl) ‘to measure’ is being used, attested at three
locations in the letter: line 5: 92" ‘and he measured’, line 6: 92 ‘he
measured’, line 8: nY2 ‘I measured’.'®' The conclusion is inevita-
ble that, though 5an is evidently a past perfective wa(y)-yiqtol,
and the form itself is not morphologically distinctive, the text as
a whole contains cases of narrative past perfective wa(y)-yiqtol
(Renz 2016, 634f.).1>?

A clear and commonly recognised example of a past perfec-
tive wa(y)-yiqtol clause following a gatal clause is found in the
Siloam inscription, dated to the end of the eighth century BCE
(HL, 500; Smith 1991, 17):
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(86) wa-PrP-S.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol

] .5 . 3L wn . Py L wR L Dagnna L 1o . Aapi(4)n . o
TR L ORY . BNRNA L 112730 . R L RN L L oan (5) 1.

‘And on the day of the breakthrough, the hewers struck,
each to meet his fellow, pick against [plick; and then the
waters flowed from the spring to the pool for twelve hun-
dred cubits.” (HI Silm 1:3-5, my emphasis and translation)

The Siloam inscription is divided in two parts, the second of
which forms a paragraph telling “the climax of the story, the mo-
ment of the actual breakthrough” (HI, 499). This paragraph starts
with a gatal clause (30n) and is followed by a wa(y)-yiqtol clause
(10%) which has a clear notion of temporal succession (Schiile
2000, 178; Renz 2016, 633f.). Both clauses express a narrative

past perfective.

3.4. The Short Yiqtol in CBH

3.4.1. The Morphological Contrast Yiqtol(®)/Yiqtol(w)
in CBH

Since short final vowels fell out of use at the end of the second
millennium BCE,'** the yigtol(u) singular forms of the strong verb
came to coalesce with the yigtol(@) forms, which resulted in an
extensive but incomplete grammatical homonymy (Garr 1998,
xlvii; Gentry 1998, 12; J-M 8846a, 114g n. 3; Hasselbach and
Huehnergard 2008, 416; Blau 2010, 145, 150f.; Gzella 2011a,
442)."* In a levelling process, this morphological merger came

to apply also to 2fs, 3mp, and 2mp yiqtol(u) forms with the suffix
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-na added (Gzella 2018, 27; 2021, 72; Huehnergard and Pat-El
2019, 9); see Table 6.1

Table 6: The morphology of short and long yigtol in Central Semitic and
CBH

Central Semitic CBH
qal yaqtul yaqtulu levelled form

3ms yaqtul yaqtul-u yiqtol
3fs taqtul taqtul-u tiqtol
2ms taqtul taqtul-u tigtol
2fs taqtuli taqtuli-na tiqtali
lcs ’aqtul ’aqtul-u ’eqtol
3mp yaqtulii yaqtulii-na yigtalit
3fp yaqtulna**® yaqtulna tigtolna*>’
2mp taqtult taqtulii-na tigtalii
2fp taqtulna taqtulna tigtolna
lcp naqtul naqtul-u niqtol

When short final vowels fell out of use at the end of the second
millennium BCE, only three forms in the regular paradigm re-
mained explicitly ‘long” those with an ending na after long
vowel: 2fs, 3mp, 2mp (Bauer and Leander 1922, 3000). This was
not enough for the speakers of Hebrew to uphold the morpholog-
ical distinction in the strong verb, and they levelled the old ‘short’
form across both meanings, except in the hif‘l (Bauer and Lean-
der 1922, 300r; Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008, 416; Gzella
2011a, 442). In spite of this, “the functional... oppositions under-
lying the NWS-Can yagqtul and yaqtulu paradigms remain opera-
tive in BH, and need to be heeded” (Korchin 2008, 341 n. 24; see
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also Tropper 1998, 165f.). The distinction was made clear by syn-
tactic and semantic signals. One such signal is the distinctive dis-
tribution of the negation: jussive yigtol(@) was negated by 5& and
yigtol(u) was negated by &5. The indicative yiqtol(@) was not ne-
gated at all, since 106 qatal had replaced negated indicative
yiqtol(®) in BH.'® Another signal is the &3 clitic after a prefix
verb, which indicates that the verb is a jussive yiqtol(@). Thirdly,
jussive yiqtol(@) in affirmative clauses is practically always
clause-initial (Kummerow 2008, 73-75).

There are about 300 cases of 2fs, 3mp, or 2mp prefix-con-
jugation forms in Biblical Hebrew with final in or iin, seemingly
with the same meaning as ‘normal’ yiqtol(u) forms (Hasselbach
and Huehnergard 2008, 416). It is reasonable to suppose that
verbal forms with a so-called paragogic nun represent a partial
retention (for unclear reasons) of the Central Semitic imperfec-
tive suffix na, which continued to appear as a biform and stylistic
variant in 2fs, 3mp, and 2mp, possibly reflecting a higher regis-
ter.' Apart from the special cases of forms with nun paragogicum,
Biblical Hebrew has lost this distinctive imperfective feature. It
is, however, preserved in Amarna Canaanite (see §3.1.8; also Bar-
anowski 2016a, 83), Ugaritic (83.1.7), early Aramaic (83.1.11),
Phoenician (§3.1.9), and Classical Arabic (§3.1.5).

The marking of the imperfective (yaqtulu) in Central Se-
mitic consisted of a special distribution of two suffixes, -u and -na,
which, according to most scholars, were added to the old yaqtul
(Kouwenberg 2010a, 97f.; Blau 2010, 205; Kogan 2015, 131,
159).160
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3.4.1.1. The Short Yiqgtol in the Morphology of the Strong
Verb: HifSil

In the strong verb, yiqtol(@?) presents distinctively short forms
only in the hif‘il (Kummerow 2008, 71f.). When short final vow-
els were dropped in the early Iron Age, we would expect both
*yagqtil (the hifil of the old yiqtol(@)) and *yagqtilu (the hif€il of the
imperfective yigtol(u)) to coalesce in one form *yagqtil (> yaqtél).
This form was retained only as the old yiqtol(@), whereas *yagqtilu
was transformed by analogy with weak verbs ITwy (i.e., hif‘l type
yagqim, as against yagém for the short yigtol). Thus, the short final
vowel dropped, but the distinction between the old yigtol(@) and
the imperfective yiqgtol(u) was upheld by a secondary lengthening
of the stem vowel: yiqtol(@) hif il became yaqtél and yiqtol(w) hif‘il
became yaqtil (Bauer and Leander 1922, 329 a-b; Blau 2010,
235).

3.4.1.2. The Short Yigtol in the Morphology of Verbs IIwy

The old yiqtol(@) of verbs Ilw developed from a form *ydqiim, in
which the stem vowel was shortened to *ydqum in the closed syl-
lable. This change had occurred already in Proto-Semitic (Bauer
and Leander 1922, 231b, 388i; Kummerow 2008, 73; Huehner-
gard 2019, 66, word stress 53).'®' In Hebrew, the stem vowel
was stressed and developed to 6. In the reading tradition, the pre-
fix vowel was lengthened: yagém (op;; Hasselbach and Huehner-
gard 2008, 416). This is the form of the short yigtol with both
jussive and indicative meanings in Biblical Hebrew, if not pre-
ceded by the proclitic wa.'®® When the short yigtol is preceded by

wa, a differentiation has occurred in the reading tradition. When
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wa precedes the indicative form (wa(y)-yiqtol), it has developed
a different stress pattern in the Tiberian tradition so that wa-
yagoém is changed to wayyaqdm (opn), with the stress on the pre-
fix syllable (Bauer and Leander 1922, 3891).!%® In pause (but in
the Babylonian reading tradition also in context), stress remained
on the stem vowel (Bauer and Leander 1922, 3900). The qal
yigtol(u) of verbs Ilw developed a form with retained long stem
vowel in the open syllable, ydgiim < *yaqiimu (Bauer and Lean-
der 1922, 388i; Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008, 416;
Huehnergard and Pat-El 2019, 10).

In a similar way, a morphological distinction was retained

— 2,2

in verbs Ily: yiqtol(@) yasém (o < *yasim < *yasim) in contrast
to yigtol(u) yasim (@ < *yasimu).'®*

In the hifiil, there was a similar shortening of the stem
vowel in yaqtul, yagém (op?), whereas the imperfective yigtol(u)
in the hifil retained the long vowel, ydgim (o'p) < *yaqimu
(Bauer and Leander 1922, 395p).

The distinctive morphology of the yiqtol(@) forms of verbs
[Twy is upheld only in the endingless forms, that is, in forms 3ms,
3fs, 2ms, 1cs, and 1cp. There is no formal distinction in verbs
with object suffixes.

Morphologically ‘long’ forms of realis or irrealis yiqtol(®)

of verbs Ilwy are rare in CBH. One such example is (87):
(87) wa-lo-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol
+ wa(y)-yiqtol
WURIN DYIR 0N RATTY MR DWIR NN AWROR WHNY N
:Wh BRow PN
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‘But they did not listen to Moses; some kept part of it until
morning, and it was full of worms and began to stink, and
Moses got angry with them.” (Exod. 16.20)

As the example illustrates, when morphologically ‘long’ yiqtol(®)
forms occur in the Pentateuch and the Book of Judges, they are

most often defectively written.'®®

3.4.1.3. The Short Yigtol in the Morphology of Verbs Illwy

In verbs Illwy also, shorter yiqtol() forms contrast with longer
yigtol(u) forms (Kummerow 2008, 72). This holds in all stems
except pu“al and hof‘al. In yiqtol(@) forms, we would expect res-
idues of the Proto-Semitic stem-final diphthongs aw, ay, iy in
some verbs (*ydstay, *yardaw, *yabniy).'®® But system constraints
led to a shortening of all yiqtol(@) forms irrespective of stem
vowel and word-final consonant (Bauer and Leander 1922, 408;
Birkeland 1940, 44f.; Blau 2010, 249): *yast > *yist > yest (with
final plosive, nwn, Gen. 9.21), *yard > *yars > yirs (p7m, Lev.
26.43), *yabni(y) > *yabn > *yibn (121, Gen. 12.7; Birkeland
1940, 44; Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008, 416; Gzella 2013c,
861).1¢7

The corresponding yiqtol(u) forms all present a long ending
-€ in the forms without another affix. This £ is practically always
written with the vowel letter h in the textual tradition: yisté
(npw»), yirsé (n¥Y) < *yirsayu, yibné (712?) < *yabniyu (Blau
1993, 27f.; Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008, 416). Such forms
are homophonous with short yigtol having a ventive/cohortative

suffix.168
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The morphological difference between short yigtol(@) and
long yiqtol(w) is upheld only in the forms without affixes. A form
like 1nw, with plural suffix, may formally be either jussive
yiqtol(@) or imperfective yiqtol(u). The same holds for verb forms
with pronominal object suffixes.

The distinctive morphology described above is realised
most consistently in the Pentateuch and the books of Joshua and
Judges (Stipp 1987, 120). The examples of long forms (with &
ending, written with the vowel letter h) intended to represent a
jussive or a past perfective yiqtol(@) are relatively few.'®® One

example is (88):
(88) O-yigtol(?) + wa-yiqtol(P)-V
MW N8I TR oipR-ox Bhwn nonn oha !

‘Let the water under the sky be gathered to one place so

that dry ground appears (for me).” (Gen. 1.9)

The clause that begins with nxIm is obviously intended as jus-
sive, here with a ventive suffix. What can be discussed regarding
this example is whether the discourse-continuous jussive should
be interpreted as a purpose clause or just a coordinated jussive
(J-M 8116).'7° Wa(y)-yiqtol clauses with past perfective meaning
may also contain verbs Illwy with ‘long’ forms. Most such in-
stances are in the first person singular and may hide a ventive/co-

hortative clitic, as in (89):
(89) wa(y)-yiqtol (‘long’)
PWYR WK 07277792 IR NI NP2 DINK RN

‘So I instructed you at that time regarding everything you
should do.” (Deut. 1.18)



212 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

It is conspicuous that deviations from the short form pattern are
found most prominently in the first person (Stipp 1987, 120; Rev-
ell 1988, 423-25).!”! The first-person forms with the ending -
can, however, be intended as forms with ‘hidden’ ventive-cohor-
tative clitic, in which case the -£ in both alternatives would be
regular, since the ventive/cohortative clitic -a is unattested on
verbs Illwy (Tropper 1997b, 402f.; Fassberg 2013b; Stein 2016;
Sjors 2023, 86.2; cf. J-M §79m n. 2, based on Stipp 1987, 110;
see §81.2.2, 3.4.2.3).

3.4.2. The Meanings of the Short Yiqgtol in CBH

The short yigtol displays the same double semantics in CBH as in
many other Semitic languages. It is able to express a realis
(mostly past perfective) and an irrealis (jussive; Bybee and Dahl
1989, 84; Palmer 2001, ch. 8).'7? The two basic meanings are
distributed evenly in the corpus (I have covered 871 short yigtol
in the database).

3.4.2.1. The Realis/Indicative Yigtol(®) in CBH

Table 7: The meanings of the indicative short yigtol in CBH

Resultative 2
Stativic verb present 3
Stativic verb past 23
Anterior 45
Pluperfect 17
Counterfactual 1
Perfective past 355
Habitual past 23

Total 469
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The grammaticalisation path of a perfective verbal morpheme
usually starts in a resultative construction. Prototypical resulta-
tive meanings of yiqtol(@) are rare in CBH, which indicates that
it is a residual grammatical morpheme (Dahl 2000, 10). One of
the few examples with present resultative meaning in the corpus
is (86). It is retained in a relatively complex linking, in this case

within a relative clause:
(90) ‘’al-na-yiqtol(@)! + «REL-PREP-VN + wa(y)-yiqtol»
13 gN SR DR OIR INRYE K> NP N RITOK
‘Do not let her be like a baby born dead, «which, when it

comes out of its mother’s womb, then half of its flesh is
consumed!» (Num. 12.12)

The relative sentence begins with the relative pronoun and an
infinite subordinate clause stating the relative time of the follow-
ing wa(y)-yiqtol clause. In this context, the nifal qatal of the dy-
namic verb 53x expresses a resultative with focus on the state of
being consumed, created by a previous action (‘consuming’), the
prototypical case of a resultative meaning.'”?

Another resultative wa(y)-yiqtol is found in (91), also in a

relative construction:
(91) @-hinne-S.noun-DEF-qotel + wa(y)-yiqtol!
PIRT PRTNN DN DIIRRN RYD DY "3

‘Behold, a people has come out of Egypt, and it covers the
face of the earth.” (Num. 22.11, Budd 1984, 249)

The participle with initial article functions as a descriptive rela-
tive clause. The wa(y)-yiqtol clause is a constituent in this relative

construction and continues the action described by the gotel. It is
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“a situation initiated in the past but continuing until the present”
(Joosten 2012, 185). Focus is on the present state.'”*

Perfective grams usually used in past narration may retain
early non-past meanings. Such grams can be used in future con-
texts, for example as future anterior or immediate future. With
stative verbs, a perfective can signal a present state, while simple
pasts have past meanings also with stative verbs. This is a proof
that the indicative yigtol(@) in CBH is not just a past tense (Bybee
et al. 1994, 95; Cook 2012b, 87). An example with a stativic verb

and present time reference is (92) below:

(92) gam-O.noun-«REL-qataly-yiqtol(u) + ki-qatal + wa(y)-
yigtol

DY3 JUTN PP 10 DRYR™D APYR D737 TN WA 13T07NK 03

‘Indeed the very thing you have spoken, I will do: because
you really have found favor in my estimation, and I know
you by name.’ (Exod. 33.17, Durham 1987, 444)

Within the context of a complex cause/reason sentence (Dixon
2009, 6) introduced by the conjunction ki, a gatal clause (nxgn)
has resultative or anterior meaning focusing on a state which is
the result of a previous event (Bybee et al. 1994, 63, 65). This
state persists in speech time. The following wa(y)-yiqtol clause
also belongs to the cause/reason sentence and can be interpreted
as also having resultative meaning ‘I have known you and still
do’, but the stativic verb y7 in wa(y)-yiqtol motivates a stativic
present translation.

Another example is found in (93):
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(93) wa(y)-yiqtol “@-X@ + wa-S.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol +
wa-S.noun-qatal”

7137 X7 b N0 TR TRR DIRT T2 12T 3R 3770 3TROR nsa

208 IR NG

‘We said to my lord, We have an aged father, and there is a

young boy who was born when our father was old. The

boy’s brother is dead. He is the only one of his mother’s
sons left, and his father loves him.’ (Gen. 44.20)

In direct speech, in a report of previous events, a stativic gatal
clause (nn) is followed by a wa(y)-yiqtol clause. The most natural
interpretation of this nif‘al of the root 71 is as a stativic verb with
present time reference (Westermann 1982, 140; Wenham 1994,
422).175

But indicative yigtol(@) with stativic verbs may, of course,
and more frequently, according to context, have past time refer-

ence, as in (94):
(94) wayhi + ki-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol
5730 122 DR NR RPN NRID PIY PRAM POY RIS

‘When Isaac was old and his eyes were dim so that he
could not see, he called Esau his older son’ (Gen. 27.1)

In (94), within a complex temporal sentence, a wa(y)-yiqtol
clause with stativic verb follows a gatal clause with stativic
verb.'”® Both clauses have past time reference and refer to the
same past state. The wa(y)-yiqtol clause (pinom) functions as an
elaboration, supplying additional information (‘his eyes were
dim’) about the state described by the gatal clause (Dixon 2009,
27; Ges-K §111q; Joosten 2012, 178).'"7
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In the anterior meaning, focus has shifted from a state to
the action that caused the state (Bybee and Dahl 1989, 70; Bybee
et al. 1994, 51-105). Such meanings of wa(y)-yiqtol are frequent
in the corpus. They differ, however, with regard to the remote-
ness of the state referred to. In some cases, the action described
by wa(y)-yiqtol is indicated to be close to speech time (‘present
anterior’), while other cases display actions whose temporal ref-
erence is more diffuse. In the major part of the anterior examples,
a wa(y)-yiqtol clause follows a gatal clause with anterior mean-
ing. This indicates that the gatal morpheme has to a large extent
taken over the function of expressing anterior meaning in CBH.
There are, however, not a few cases when a wa(y)-yiqtol clause
describes a shift to anterior without support from preceding qatal
clauses. In such cases, the anterior meaning must be inferred
from the semantic context or is indicated by adverbs within the
wa(y)-yiqtol clause. A case where the shift to an anterior meaning

must be inferred is (95):

(95) wayhi + ki-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol-A'”® + wa-hinne-X@ +
wa(y)-yiqtol!

03 WRTIRR M APRNARKTNR Annon (HRIToR RT3 )

273 ik 2wy Hwna 1902 innnny

‘When we reached camp and opened our sacks, there was

each man’s money in the mouth of his sack, to the full! So
we have brought it back with us.” (Gen. 43.21)

The passage is a report in the mouth of Joseph’s brothers in front
of the one in charge of his household.!”® The particle ki introduces
a complex temporal sentence (ki-gatal + wa(y)-yiqtol). The two

clauses in the temporal sentence have the same TAM value,



3. The Short Yiqtol 217

namely, past perfective (an event that is remote from speech
time). After the temporal sentence, the core of the report is coded
by an initial verbless clause (with the deictic particle hinne), fol-
lowed by a second wa(y)-yiqtol describing an action that is ful-
filled in speech time in front of the man in charge. This latter
wa(y)-yiqtol (2w1) expresses an understood ‘here and now’, and
this shift to another TAM value is only inferred pragmatically
(not specifically coded by a syntactic marker).'® The example
shows that the wa(y)-yiqtol clause by itself may introduce a shift
to an anterior meaning, although this is a rare phenomenon.

In some cases, a switch from a gatal clause to a wa(y)-yiqtol
clause in report also signals a shift from past perfective to ante-
rior meaning with clear reference to an action close to speech

time, as in (96):
(96) wa-0.noun-lo-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol!

1033 73270 "O100 2Wh 1733 13 Win KD 09U 2t oo

:71n o TR oYU
‘But the people of Benjamin did not drive out the Jebusites
who lived in Jerusalem, so the Jebusites have lived with

the people of Benjamin in Jerusalem to this day.” (Judg.
1.21)

In this retrospective report, the gatal clause has perfective past
meaning, but a temporal prepositional phrase (717 oi*'a Tp) indi-
cates that the wa(y)-yiqtol should be interpreted as anterior with
relevance in the present.

In some cases, a past time reference and anterior meaning
of wa(y)-yiqtol cannot be inferred from the surrounding clauses
at all, as in (97):
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(97) wa-qatal + ki-X@ + wa(y)-yiqtol
7 Y DRV BANK TN M I8 WiTR *2 TR 2 oo

‘You shall be holy to me, for ] YHWH am holy; therefore I
have set you apart from other peoples to be mine.” (Lev.
20.26, Milgrom 2000, 1301, my emphasis)*®

In this part of a long utterance of YHWH, a wa-qatal clause ex-
presses obligation. After that, a verbless clause states the reason
for Israel to be holy. The verbless clause is then followed by a
wa(y)-yiqtol clause with anterior meaning. It is not clear if the
temporal reference of the action (‘I have set you apart’) is a re-
mote or recent action. The wa(y)-yiqtol must be interpreted as
anterior, because it describes an action that has resulted in a state
that is valid and relevant in speech time.

In the most frequent case of an anterior yiqtol(), a present
anterior gatal precedes the wa(y)-yiqtol clause. This is a sign that
qatal is on its way to taking over as the prime anterior verbal
morpheme, resulting in a diminishing use of wa(y)-yigtol with
this meaning. In other words, indicative yiqtol(®@) is used with
anterior meaning mainly in discourse-continuity clauses after an

anterior gatal clause. A clear example is (98):
(98) wa(y)-yiqtol: “@-ADV-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + @-IMP”

% NN DD 2R 13T P2 [o0a NIV IWRYOR 1T N
IRRD 13
‘Delilah said to Samson, “Up to now you have deceived me

and told me lies. Tell me how you can be subdued.” (Judg.
16.13)
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The adverb (n37-7p) signals repeated actions and a state of decep-
tion at speech time. Focus is not on the state but on the actions
that have caused this state.'®?

In some cases, the anterior meaning of wa(y)-yiqtol has a
more general temporal reference, and its relation to speech time

is vague, as in (99):
(99) ki-O.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol

marn SR1a nRn AnRb nATRD piY IR nsunn AR Y2
:H87W7 13 NRN DIV PRy 11371 1050 1KY DK o oY

‘For the breast of the wave offering and the thigh of the
contribution offering I have taken from the Israelites out of
their peace offering sacrifices and I have given them to
Aaron the priest and to his sons from the people of Israel as
a perpetual allotted portion.” (Lev. 7.34)

The actions referred to in (99) have a more general character,
since they describe decisions made by God. They have a rele-
vance for a state in speech time but their temporal references are
vague.'8?

A wa(y)-yiqtol clause may also express an action that is an-
terior in relation to another past event (pluperfect), as in (100)

(see also Pardee 2012, 291).

(100)wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-lo-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol +
*wa-S.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol +
wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-l6-qatal
Ry xR N1 NIRRT Y Dk IR SR 12p: Yka 137 N30
137 723 DRYM 0HIRD"NR ANPY ST 50 Hka K2 AKX SIRD

QI N7 SNRTTO3TIN 137 WY DY2Y 2Um
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‘So Laban entered Jacob’s tent, and Leah’s tent, and the tent
of the two female servants, but he did not find the idols.
Then he left Leah’s tent and entered Rachel’s. **(Now Ra-
chel had taken the idols and put them inside her camel’s
saddle and sat on them.) Laban searched the whole tent,
but did not find them.’ (Gen. 31.33-34)

Within a complex background sentence, a gatal clause with initial
subject noun (5117) signals a pluperfect temporal reference, and
this pluperfect meaning is continued by two wa(y)-yiqtol clauses.
The storyline is resumed by a new wa(y)-yiqtol clause with
change of subject (129 wwnm; Ges-K §111q; Wenham 1994,
262).'%* This type of temporal ‘dependence’ on a previous pluper-
fect qatal clause is the most common case of linking with a plu-
perfect wa(y)-yiqtol.

The characteristic perfective past meaning of yiqtol(@) in
CBH represents a generalisation (Cook 2012a, 264). Such mean-
ings indicate a view of a situation as a single whole (bounded
viewpoint: Comrie 1976, 16). While the anterior indicates a past
action “with current relevance” (Bybee et al. 1994, 61), a perfec-
tive meaning has lost the connection to speech time and expresses
only the action itself. This is usually a past action (Bybee et al.
1994, 86). The perfective meaning represents a later stage in the
developmental path of an anterior-perfective grammatical mor-
pheme. Later meanings “overwhelmingly show inflectional ex-
pression” (Bybee et al. 1994, 52), which is certainly the case with
the yiqtol(@) gram. The perfective meaning, especially with past
time reference, is a dominant meaning of realis yiqtol(®) in CBH.
While anterior expressions are not normally marked on several

verbs in succession, perfectivity is “the aspect used for narrating
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sequences of discrete events” (Bybee et al. 1994, 54). This is the
typical usage of the realis wa(y)-yiqtol clause-type exemplified in
all grammars for the expression of discourse continuity in narra-

tive. One example is enough to show this:

(101)wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol! + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol!
+ wa(y)-yiqtol

707 oY RPN 1D M3 N TH0TNR TIM 00 InwRnR PR 10

*7iIn 13 oW

‘Cain had intercourse with his wife, and she conceived

and gave birth to Enoch. He became the founder of a city
and gave the city the name of his son Enoch.” (Gen. 4.17)

“Perfectivity involves lack of explicit reference to the internal
temporal constituency of a situation” (Comrie 1976, 21). A per-
fective grammatical morpheme may be used for situations that
are internally complex, for example, lasting for a period of time,
or including “a number of distinct internal phases, provided only
that the whole of the situation is subsumed as a single whole”
(Comrie 1976, 21). This type of perfectivity, which can involve a

habitual action during a long space of time, is illustrated in (102):
(102)9-X0 + @-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol

VY1 THI3 RWI MY 1wy THTIY 033w onwy 5
10730 MY PR Ny A7nm 783 oY

‘This was my lot for twenty years in your house: I worked
like a slave for you- fourteen years for your two daughters
and six years for your flocks, but you changed my wages
ten times!” (Gen. 31.41)
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In (102), an elaboration initiated by an asyndetic gatal clause
(7m72w) is continued by a perfective past wa(y)-yigtol (55nm)
which explicitly describes an iterative/habitual action (‘ten
times’; Notarius 2010a, 260 n. 55; cf. J-M §118n).18°

We have already noticed the invasive nature of the new
perfective gram gatal (Cook 2012a, 264). In the synchronic state
of CBH, a realis yiqtol(@) is attested exclusively in discourse-con-
tinuity clauses (wa(y)-yiqtol).'®® In all other positions, the new
qatal has replaced the (free-standing) realis yiqtol(@): in the be-
ginning of new narrative units, in negative clauses, in clause-ini-
tial position in relative clauses, in clause-initial position in prot-
ases (see further 86.7.2). The realis yiqtol(@) is not even found in
clauses with an initial subordinating conjunction. There is only
one possible example in CBH of a short yiqtol(@) following a sub-
ordinating conjunction, and even this must be doubted. This ex-
ample is (103), which exhibits a protasis with initial ki (as con-

ditional conjunction) and a prefix verb form:
(103) (ki-yiqtol + wa-qatal + wa-qatal) + @-O.noun-yiqtol(w)

2P (PR IR W ATPINR MW 07K ATV e )
10w 1072 290 Y
‘(If a man causes a field or vineyard to be grazed over,
and he lets the livestock loose and they graze in the field of
another man), he must make restitution from the best of his
own field and the best of his own vineyard.” (Exod. 22.4)

If -2 in (103) is a hifil jussive, it would be the only jussive after
ki or ’im in the whole CBH corpus, and the only example of a
jussive clause starting a protasis.'®” The philologists have not

given enough attention to the phonetic unity of yab‘r-’is, in
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which the first word is unstressed: yab‘er- < *yabqr- < *yabCir-.
The form -1p2’ is read with short stem vowel, but it is intended
as a long yiqtol (yiqtol(w)). Its position after the conjunction ki
was a sufficient syntactic signal for it to be identified as a

yigtol(u) form.

3.4.2.2. The Short Yigtol as Irrealis in CBH

The irrealis/jussive yiqtol(@) clause expresses deontic modality
in main clauses. Such meanings of yiqtol(@) are commonplace in
Hebrew grammars (J-M §46; Hornkohl 2019, 549). A typical ex-

ample is a clause-initial affirmative jussive clause, as in (104):
(104) @-yiqtol(D)!

ADY PINTIOM RN AROA APRY N Wa3 pIRD RYIR

‘Let the earth bring forth living creatures according to

their kinds—livestock and creeping things and beasts of the
earth according to their kinds.” (Gen. 1.24)

It is also well known that a discourse-continuity jussive
clause, type wa-yiqtol(@), often expresses purpose meaning after

a preceding volitive clause (J-M 8116d):
(105)@-IMP + wa-yiqtol(@)! + wa-yiqtol(®)

FTI20 TRYD W2 DR PR
‘Stretch out your hand over the land of Egypt for the lo-
custs, so that they may come upon the land of Egypt and
eat every plant in the land, all that the hail has left.” (Exod.
10.12)



224 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

It is less well known that a yiqtol(@) clause may code a
complement in relation to a previous manipulation verb. Com-
plement clauses in CBH are often introduced by ki (plus a predi-
cate other than yiqtol(@)), but after manipulation verbs, a
yiqtol(@) clause may form a complement without particle mark-
ing (Givén 2001, 1:152). Such clauses may be asyndetic, but are
more often syndetic (the latter with the conjunction wa-), and
they can be negated by °al. An example with an asyndetic

yiqtol(@) forming a complement clause is found in (106):
(106) @-IMP + @-IMP + @-’al-yiqtol(®)!
3o nix heho 77 pwn un T

‘Get away from me! Take care that you do not see my face
again!’ (Exod. 10.28)'%

This type of complementation, without marking other than a
switch from an imperative predicate to a jussive predicate, is im-
portant to recognise when the prefix verb is morphologically in-
distinctive. In such a case, the initial position of the yiqtol(@) is

the decisive syntactic signal, as in (107):

(107) @-XO-«REL-qatal + @-yiqtol(@)» + wa-yiqtol!
T T2 D2 R WLR NPT METIWK 9170 1Y
‘This is what YHWH has commanded you to do so that the
glory of YHWH may appear to you.’ (Lev. 9.6)

In this utterance of Moses, a complex relative sentence is built up
by a manipulation verb with a gatal verb form (m1y), followed by
a complement coded by an asyndetic irrealis yiqtol(@) (3wyn) in
the second person. This 1wyn is not morphologically distinctive,

but the initial position of the verb and examples such as Exodus
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10.28 above are helpful in the analysis. The next irrealis wa-
yigtol! clause (87M) is not part of the relative complex and ex-
presses a purpose meaning (J-M §116d).'%°

Complement clauses with yigtol()) may also be syndetic,
as in (108):

(108) @-IMP + wa-yiqtol(@)! + wa-O.noun-IMP + ki-qatal

YRR 1970 3R hRnRnTng o 1270 178713 IfHROR Ty
MWUTR 3 NPT

‘Order Eleazar son of Aaron the priest to remove the fire-
pans from the remains of the fire blaze and to scatter the
incense away, for they have [both] become holy—’ (Num.
17.2, Levine 1993, 409, my emphasis)

After an initial imperative with a manipulation verb (1hy), a
clause-initial syndetic irrealis yigtol(@) (o) expresses a com-

plement to the previous clause.'®®

3.4.2.3. The Short Yigtol with Ventive/Cohortative Clitic -a

It is a well-known phenomenon in CBH that a so-called cohorta-
tive form can be unlengthened, at least in the archaic poetry (No-
tarius 2010b, 398, 401). The paragogic heh is facultative. The
historical origin of the cohortative -a clitic is the West Semitic
ventive/energic morpheme added to the jussive yaqtul (Notarius
2010b, 407f.; Sjors 2019, 4; 2023, ch. 6). The cohortative in CBH
is not a separate ‘tense’; it is not a ‘mood’. It is just a jussive short
yigtol in the first grammatical person with an extra ventive/ener-
gic clitic having a meaning of interest and involvement of the
sender (Notarius 2010b, 412). The remnants of the old ventive



226 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

clitic in CBH also take the form of an energic morpheme before
an object suffix. For this reason, the clitic will be called ‘ventive/
energic’, following the terminology of Notarius (2010b, 394). In
the volitive system of CBH, I thus count one modal prefix conju-
gation, the jussive short yigtol, used with or without a ventive/en-
ergic morpheme. The ventive/energic clitic was not used in plu-
ral forms. Before object suffixes, the reflex of the West Semitic
ventive/energic morpheme emerges in CBH as the ‘energic’ verb
forms (Notarius 2010b, 408, 411).

In first-person forms in CBH, the ventive/energic clitic (-a)
came to be added to all forms of the jussive. First-person jussives
without this clitic were suppressed (Sjors 2019, 19; 2021a, 20).
This was possible because of the semantic nature of the first
grammatical person (Notarius 2010b, 413f.). The clitic -a, when
applicable, became a marker of the first person in CBH.'*!

The West Semitic ventive/energic morpheme could also be
added to imperfective yaqtulu forms (in the form of -na, the allo-
morph after a vowel). So -a(n) was the allomorph used after jus-
sive yaqtul, and -na the allomorph after yaqtulu (Notarius 2010b,
409).

In some Illwy verbs, the ventive/energic clitic came to be
‘hidden’ in a ‘full’ prefix form, though intended as a short jussive
with ventive/energic clitic. This is the case with verbs III->, and
especially verbs IlIwy (Sjors 2019, 14; 2021b, 276). An illuminat-
ing example is (109):

(109) Cim-yiqtol(w)) + @-yiqtol-A + @-yiqtol-V

RYR TING IPIR AHWK Ni 1370 Y nvpnror
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‘If you will do this for me, I will again pasture your flock
and keep it!” (Gen. 30.31)

In (109), the apodosis is asyndetic and consists of two jussives
with ventive/energic suffix. The jussives are serial verbs, of
which the first supplies the adverbial meaning ‘again’. As serial
verbs, they are syntactically equal: a short yigtol with ventive
clitic. In the first verb (n21wx), the ventive/cohortative suffix
takes the form of a lengthening with -a. In the second verb
(npR), the ventive/energic morpheme is hidden in the final long
-£. The example shows that a formally ‘full’ yigtol of a verb IlIwy
must in some instances be analysed as a jussive (short yigtol) with
ventive/energic clitic.

In other instances, a jussive verb Illwy with ‘hidden’
ventive/cohortative morpheme is syntactically equal to a verb
with ‘energic’ suffix. Both verb forms must be analysed as jussives

having a ventive/energic morpheme. An example is (110):

(110) @-IMP + wa-yiqtol-V + wa-yiqtol-N(= V)

T

‘Sojourn in this land, and I will be with you and will bless
you!’ (Gen. 26.3a)

This example illustrates how a first-person ‘full’ form (77781) must
be parsed as a short jussive yigtol with ventive/energic ending.
The following first-person jussive with energic suffix (7272x1) has
the same volitive meaning. The energic verb form must also be
parsed as a jussive with ventive/energic ending plus following
object pronoun. The two prefix forms in (106) cannot be ‘long’

yiqtols, considering the extremely frequent pattern IMP + wa-
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yigtol(@) in a modal sequence. The example shows that a verb
with ‘energic’ object suffix may have a ventive meaning express-

ing involvement of the speaker.'*?

3.4.3. The Distinct Identity of Yigtol(®) in Contrast to
Yiqtol(u): The Role of Word Order

Despite the partial loss of morphological distinctiveness, the later
Canaanite languages still preserved a regular semantic distinction
between the imperfective and jussive forms (Wilson-Wright
2019, 520). In CBH also, the identity of yiqtol(@) was retained
when many forms of the two prefix conjugations became identi-
cal. We have already discussed the consequent retention of mor-
phologically short prefix forms wherever possible, as well as the
distinguishing function of the negations Y& and &5 in nearly com-
plementary distribution (see §3.4.1).'%

In affirmative clauses, other signals helped to uphold the
distinction between a perfective/jussive short yigtol and an im-
perfective long yiqtol. The grammatical problem that had to be
resolved was the morphological ambiguity, or more precisely the
partial homonymy, between yiqtol(@) and yigtol(u).*** In most in-
stances, these forms coalesced.'® The grammatical development
that could answer this problem was a refinement of word order.
This refinement, or restriction, was incomplete in the archaic po-
etry and finished in CBH.'*® In the Archaic Hebrew poetry, word
order is a tendency: yiqtol(@) forms tend to be clause-initial,'®”
and yiqtol(u) forms are often non-initial. This is the case also in
the Amarna texts (Baranowski 2016a, 202). In CBH, word order

became a distinguishing feature: affirmative yigtol(u) was placed
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within a clause, while affirmative yiqtol(®@) was used in initial
position (Gentry 1998, 12).'* The short yigtol, irrespective of its
having realis or irrealis meaning, was put in initial position, and
the yigtol(u) morpheme had to be internal (Isaksson 2015d;
Driver 1892, 245; Finley 1981, 246; Revell 1988, 422; 1989, 2;
Gzella 2011a, 442; 2013c, 859).'°° Word order became the basic
signal for distinguishing yiqtol(@) from yigtol(u) in affirmative
clauses (Revell 1989, 21; Joosten 2011b, 214; Notarius 2013, 17
n. 53).2%° “[TThis formal/syntactic distinction must be held to re-
flect a distinction in function” (Revell 1988, 422).2°! There are
few exceptions in the corpus to this rule: an imperfective yigtol(w)
must have internal position in the clause (Rabin 1984, 392; Rev-
ell 1989, 1).

There was a drawback: the long yigtol(u) could no longer
be used in discourse-continuity clauses (type wa-VX), and had to
be replaced. The substitute became the wa-qatal clause-type, an
early CBH innovation (see §6).%°

This word order rule was helpful for affirmative clauses.?*®
In negated clauses, there was no need for extra clarity because of
the complementary distribution of the two negations. In negated
jussive clauses, word order remained relatively free (see §3.4.4).

The linguistic instinct did not count the proclitic wa- as a
(first) constituent, so in a wa(y)-yiqtol clause, the verb form
(yigtol) was perceived as clause-initial. All other conjunctions,
however, were felt to occupy the first position in the clause, and

therefore a *ki-yiqtol(@) clause would have been unacceptable:

In 'nm (Gen. 19.20), the verb is clause-initial (short jussive

yigtol).
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In 37 (Gen. 4.1), the verb is clause-initial (short perfective

yigtoD).
In 3 (Gen. 48.17), the verb is perceived as internal (long

yigtoD).

3.4.4. When the Word Order Rule Did Not Apply in
CBH

There are exceptions to the word order rule described in §3.4.3.
They can be divided into cases when the word order restriction
was uncalled for (negated clauses, §3.4.4.1); constructions that
only appear to break the rule (8§83.4.4.2-3); an archaic use of @-
yigtol(u) as asyndetic relative clause, rare in prose (§3.4.4.4); and
a late use of @-yigtol(u) in Deuteronomy (§3.4.4.5). Finally, I an-
alyse Baden’s (2008) ten cases of (long) wayigtol in a volitive se-
quence, which illustrate many apparent violations of the word
order rule, and demonstrate why in most cases a distinctively

long wa-yiqtol or @-yiqtol should be analysed as jussive (§3.4.4.6).

3.4.4.1. Negated Clauses

The negated clauses constitute an obvious case when word order
restriction remained unneeded. Since the negations & and X5 are
in complementary distribution (Kummerow 2008, 73),2°* a word
order restriction is unnecessary in order to distinguish between
short and long yiqtol. In negated jussive clauses, the initial posi-
tion of the negated verb is just a tendency, not a rule (as it is also
in Amarna Canaanite and the Archaic Hebrew poetry). This is
illustrated in (111):
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(111)wa-S.noun-16-yiqtol(u)! + wa-gam-S.noun-’al-yiqtol(@)! +
@-gam-S.noun-"al-yiqtol(®)

WK T30 IR 07523 KITOR WRDN TR Mo Yy
RN 00 0O

‘No one is to come up with you; do not let anyone be seen
anywhere on the mountain; not even the flocks or the herds
may graze in front of that mountain.” (Exod. 34.3, Revell
1988, 422)

In (111), first a command is issued by means of a negated
yigtol(u) clause, which seems to express a categorical prohibi-
tion.?* It is followed by two more specific commands in negated
jussive clauses. In both of the jussive clauses, the °al-yiqtol(®@)

syntagm is clause-internal.?

3.4.4.2. Apparent Violations of the Rule for Yiqtol(?)

The second category concerns cases where there only appears to
be a violation of the rule. In such instances, the constituent before
the jussive morpheme is perceived as not belonging to the clause.
Some such constructions are left dislocations (extra-position con-
structions; for a discussion, see Khan 1988, 78-86; Gross 2013),
vocatives (Hasselbach 2013b, 299), an honorary phrase, an ex-
clamatory particle,?” or an introductory (wa)-‘attd. This interpre-
tation is usually supported by the Masoretic accents: there is a
distinctive accent before the jussive form. An example of both a
left dislocation and an ‘atta before jussive forms is (112) (the left

dislocation is marked by square brackets):
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(112) wa-‘atta, @-yiqtol(@)! + wa-[S.noun]-yiqtol(@)!

.....

‘So now, please let your servant remain as my lord’s slave
instead of the boy. As for the boy, let him go back with his
brothers.” (Gen. 44.33)

In (112), an introductory wa-‘atta is perceived as a particle sig-
nalling the start of the main message.?*® It has the function of a
colon and does not belong to the following clause. The yigtol(®)
form that follows the wa-‘atta is distinctively short, and the par-
ticle na is a further signal that the verb is jussive. In the next
clause, the han-na‘ar has a distinctive accent and must be re-
garded as a left dislocation, not part of the main sentence.?”
Vocatives constitute a typical preposed element that does
not violate the word order rule, since there is a natural pause

after a vocative. An example is:?'°

(113) @-ADV-VOC, yiqtol(@)-na

......

‘Oh, my lord, please let your servant speak a word in my
lord’s ears’ (Gen. 44.18)

3.4.4.3. Apparent Violations of the Rule for Yigtol(w)

A corresponding violation of the word order rule for yiqgtol(w)
clauses may be caused by ellipsis: an element is understood to be
placed before the verb. The long yigtol(u) is only apparently
clause-initial, and linguistic competence perceives the yigtol(w)
to be non-initial because of the understood element. An example

of ellipsis with yigtol(u) is (114):
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(114) @-mi-yigtol(w)! + wa-yiqtol(@) + wa-[mi]-yiqtol(w) + wa-
yiqtol(?)-N

:nIYRI NOR PRV 1Y QRN IHYD NN R

‘Who will go up for us to heaven to get it for us, and [who]
will make us listen to it so that we may obey it?’ (Deut.
30.12)

(114) contains an evident ellipsis: the understood interrogative
pronoun (*n) in the third clause (.apnw~). The first clause has a
long yigtol (%) with futural meaning, and so we can expect that
the yigtol in the third clause is also long.?!* The second and fourth
clauses are jussive wa-yiqtol(@) expressing purpose, of which the
last (in the first person) has a ventive/energic morpheme (pace
Zewi 1999, 85).212

3.4.4.4. The Archaic Use of @-yigtol(u) as Asyndetic

Relative Clause

Asyndetic relative clauses with a yigtol(u) predicate may break
the word order rule. In such examples, the yiqtol(u) usually fol-
lows a head noun in the construct state (Zewi 2020). It is reason-
able to suppose that such constructions are archaic, since most

examples are from poetry. A rare example in prose is (115):'3
(115)wa(y)-yiqtol: VOC-IMP-na ba-yad-«@-yiqtol(u)»
YR RIMZY 37X °3 NN

‘But he said, O, my Lord, please send by the hand of anyone

else whom you wish to send!’” (Exod. 4.13)

In (115), the yiqtol(u) verb form is nominalised (‘of anyone else

whom you wish to send’) in annexation to the noun (-7°) in the
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construct state (Ges-K §130d; Zewi 2020, 94, 102). Some further
examples are found in prose, but they are more frequent in po-

etry.?4

3.4.4.5. A Late Use of @-yiqtol(w) in Deuteronomy

One of very few clause-initial yigtol(w) is found in Deut. 19.3. It
represents a clear break with the word order rule found in the

rest of my corpus:
(116) @-0.noun-yiqtol(w)! + *@-yiqtol(u)! + wa-qatal + wa-qatal
PR SANYYY T2 103 TR MM WK TR TN 7) 7130 0w wiy
Hai ek
‘you must set apart for yourselves three cities in the middle
of your land that the LORD your God is giving you as a
possession. *You shall build a roadway and divide into
thirds the whole extent of your land that the LORD your

God is providing as your inheritance; anyone who kills an-

other person should flee to the closest of these cities.’

The distinctively long @-yiqtol(u) clause in (116) supplies a fur-
ther detail in the same action, about how to allocate and organise
the three cities (elaboration). The asyndetic yigtol(u) functions as
an elaboration of the preceding yiqtol(u) clause in the context of

an instruction.
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3.4.4.6. Baden’s Supposed Cases of Wa-yiqtol(u) Expressing
Result

Baden (2008) has identified ten unambiguous examples of wa-
yigtol(u) in the corpus from Genesis to 2 Kings. The examples are
worth examining, because the forms are morphologically distin-
guishable as ‘imperfects’ and seem to violate the word order rule
discussed above. Baden (2008, 158) argues that such clauses
have a distinct purpose or result meaning, in contradistinction to
the more general meaning of a jussive wa-yiqtol(@). This conclu-
sion is unconvincing, and I agree with Joosten (2009, 497), who
maintains that the cases discussed by Baden “appear to belong
with the volitives,” except in one case, which will be evident be-

low.

(1) Genesis 1.9 (Baden 2008, 152)

Baden’s parade example of “wayiqtol in a volitive sequence” is
(117) below.

(117) @-yiqtol(D) + wa-yiqtol(D)-V
AW NI TN DipR o8 Bhwn noan 0 !
‘Let the water below the sky be gathered into one area, so

that the dry land appears (for me/us).’ (Gen. 1.9)

The long yigtol in the second clause (7&7m) can be analysed as a
jussive with ventive ending. The ventive of verbs IlIwy coincides
with the long yigtol in the third person (Sjors 2023, 105). At some
point in the development of the Canaanite languages, the para-

gogic heh became nearly exclusively restricted to the first person
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(Kogan 2015, 135 n. 369). However, this type of ventive mor-
pheme is sometimes also added to third-person forms (Sjors
2023, 113£.).2*> In (117), the verb in the second clause marks the
speaker (God the creator) as beneficiary of the action, so the
‘long’ yiqtol (nxn1) should be analysed as short with a ventive

morpheme. !¢

(2) Exodus 2.7 (Baden 2008, 152)
(118) @-INT-yiqtol(u) + wa-qatal + wa-yiqtol(@)-V
STPOTIR T PR N30T 1R NRID AWK T DRIp TR

‘Shall I go and call you a nursing woman for you from the
Hebrews, so that she may nurse the child for you?’

In Baden’s second example, a clearly long volitive yigtol in the
third person has a volitive, seemingly subordinate, meaning. This
is the typical syntax of a subordinate jussive expressing purpose.
The problem is the unexpected morphologically long form in the
third person singular feminine (py'n1). This is not a verb IIlwy, as
in Baden’s first example (117), but my thesis is that this form is
also a jussive with ventive marking. I will start by discussing sim-
ilar first-person forms, then continue with third-person forms, as
in (118).

In the archaic language type, there are examples of the
ventive-cohortative without the suffix -a (paragogic heh). In such
cases, the long form that is used before the paragogic heh is re-
tained even without the heh; the forms used in the first person
are either the full form with paragogic heh or the full form without
this morpheme (Notarius 2010b, 401, 413):
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(119) @-yiqtol(?) + @-yiqtol(@) + B-yiqtol(D) + O-yiqtol(D) +
@-yiqtol(@) + 0-yiqtol(D)

inY™in 30 PR Wo3 iDR7RN T2 phnK PPR T8 2R 0K
T

‘The enemy said, “Let me pursue, overtake, divide the
spoil, so that my desire shall have its fill of them. Let me
draw my sword, so that my hand shall destroy them.”
(Exod. 15.9, Notarius 2013, 122, my emphasis in text and

translation)

In this archaic series of volitives, four forms are in the first person
and of them two are long. Semantically, the first-person forms
are ventive-cohortative in meaning, but none exhibits a para-
gogic heh. If the verb forms are to be analysed as cohortatives, it
seems that the ventive-cohortative suffix can be left out, and
when it is left out, the resulting verb form remains long, as is
shown in »wx and 8. The principle indicated in this example
is that a long first-person yigtol without paragogic heh can some-
times, in a proper modal setting, be identified as a cohortative
with the paragogic heh left out.?’” That this syntax is retained in
CBH is confirmed in (120):

(120) @-IMP-A-na + wa-yiqtol(@)-A + wa-yiqtol(@)-V
13 o3 NI PDITTYOR N0 RITNDY

‘Come please, and let’s turn to this Jebusite city, that we
may spend the night there.” (Judg. 19.11)

In this modal sequence, the first two volitives are marked by

ventive-cohortative endings (paragogic heh). But in the third vol-
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itive (1"7;}), the paragogic heh is left out. Revell (1989, 18) ex-
pected a paragogic heh here and concluded that the paragogic
heh is facultative. With paragogic heh, the form would have been
nron; without paragogic heh, 111. The remaining ventive mark-
ing is a ‘long’ form of the yiqtol, which should be analysed as a
volitive (jussive) with ventive marking.

The following are my examples of ‘long’ first-person yiqtol
forms that are to be analysed as jussives with ventive marking
and meaning, some of them mentioned by Revell (1989) as co-
hortatives with paragogic heh left out (R):*¢ Judg. 19.11 (p51); 1
Sam. 12.3 (hvx1 and 2wy R 18); 12.19 (mina-5x); R 18); 2 Sam.
19.38 (npxy; R 18); 1 Kgs 12.9 (2wyy; R 18); 2 Kgs 4.10 (o'¥1; R
18); Zech. 1.3 (23wx)); Ps. 12.6 (mwR); 46.11 (0178); 55.3 (1IR);
55.8 (p'mx and PoR); 59.17 (vwx); 71.16 (721R); 95.2 ( ...n0TRI
p3); 142.3 (73R).

In Ancient Canaanite, the jussive with ventive was used in
the first and third persons, and less frequently in the second per-
son because the imperative was used uniquely in that person. In
CBH, the ventive-cohortative is mostly, but not always, used in
the first person. One example has already been treated (Baden’s

first example: Gen. 1.9). Another is:
(121) @-yiqtol(D)-V
MID 1377 "2 NP RO TnNm

‘She then said to her father, “Please grant me this one
wish!...”” (Judg. 11.37)

The jussive in (121) is ‘long’, but obviously volitive and speaker-

benefactive, and the same must be said of (122) below:
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(122) @-yigtol(@)-V + wa-yiqtol(@) + CONJ-yigtol(w)-N
Y03 12730 3p3 113 TEn DN a8 o)

‘Let my father sit up and eat of his son’s game, so that you
may give me your blessing!” (Gen. 27.31)

The initial volitive in (122) has a long form (yaqiim), which can
be analysed as a jussive with ventive marking to express that the
father is the beneficiary of the action of sitting up.?"?

Even second-person long jussives are sometimes to be ana-

lysed as having ventive marking. An example is (123):

(123)@-IMP + @-’al-yiqtol(@)-V + wa-al-yiqtol(®) + O-ADV-
IMP + pen-yiqtol(w)!

“19 VRPN 177 12207993 THYR R TINR 03O8 TYHIHY oD
aabaloly

‘Run for your lives! Don’t look behind you or stop any-
where in the valley! Escape to the mountains or you will be
destroyed!” (Gen. 19.17)

The action expressed by the negated jussive with ventive marking
is obviously beneficial for the receivers of the message, Lot and
his family. So the long yiqtol form is not a mistake. It is a proper
expression of a volitive, the obedience of which is beneficial for
Lot.?%°

The following are my examples of ‘long’ second- and third-
person jussives that should be analysed as jussives with ventive
marking and meaning:?*' Gen. 1.9 (nx7m, 3fs); 19.17 (vanxy,
2ms); 27.31 (op, 3ms); 41.34 (A, 3ms); Exod. 2.7 (pym, 3fs);
Josh. 1.7 (mom5%, 2ms); Judg. 6.18 (Wpn xiHR, 2ms); 11.37
(nipyr, 3ms);?*2 1 Sam. 25.25 (o 8175%, 3ms); 2 Sam. 13.12 (*5%
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nwen, 2ms); 14.17 (R3-m, 3ms); 1 Kgs 15.19 (nfzgj], 3ms); 2 Kgs
6.17 (78, 3ms); 18.29 (8w, 3ms); Zech. 9.5 ('nmy, 3fs); Ps.
51.20 (njan, 2ms); 68.2 (03p, 3ms); 90.16 (787, 3ms); 121.3 (-5x
oi¥f, 3ms).

(3) Deut. 13.12 (Baden 2008, 153)

(124) wa-S.noun-yiqtol(u) + wa-[]-yiqtol(u)-Npar
PRI WRY SR
‘Thus all Israel will hear and be afraid.’

The paragogic nun in the second clause clearly indicates a long
yigtol. The two long yiqtol in the example are indicative with fu-
ture meaning and the same subject. It is a matter of ellipsis: the
subject in the first clause is understood in the second. This means
that the word order rule for long yiqtol is not violated. For the
same reason, the word order rule is not violated in Baden’s (2008,
153) added parallels, Deut. 17.13; 19.20; 21.21. In all of them,
the two yiqtol are long with future time reference, and the subject

is understood in the second clause.???

(4) Judg. 19.11 (Baden 2008, 153)

This example involves a ventive marking in the first person, as

has already been explained above after (120).

(5) 1 Sam. 12.3 (Baden 2008, 153f.)

This example contains two jussives with ventive marking in the

first person, as explained and enumerated after (120).
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(6) 2 Sam. 19.38 (Baden 2008, 154)

This example involves a ventive marking in the first person, as

explained and enumerated after (120).

(7) 1 Kgs 12.9 (Baden 2008, 154)

This example involves a ventive marking in the first person, as

explained and enumerated after (120).

(8) 1 Kgs 15.19 (Baden 2008, 154)

This example involves a ventive marking in the third person, as

explained and enumerated after (123).

(9) 2 Kgs 4.10 (Baden 2008, 154)

This example contains two forms with ventive marking in the

first person, as explained and enumerated after (120).

(10) 2 Kgs 6.17 (Baden 2008, 154)

This example involves ventive marking in the third person, as

explained and enumerated after (123).

My conclusion is that, in one of Baden’s examples, the yigtol
is actually long and indicative (ellipsis in Deut. 13.12 with three
added parallels in Deut.), and in nine examples, the yiqtol is a

jussive with ventive marking.
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3.4.5. How the Two Meanings of Wa-yiqtol(@) Were
Distinguished in CBH

In Amarna Canaanite and Archaic Hebrew, the two meanings of
a free-standing yiqtol(@) were distinguished by the domain type:
in a narrative or reportive domain, a yiqtol(@) was automatically
identified as a perfective (usually past) verb form; in a modal
domain, the linguistic instinct identified yiqtol(@) as jussive.

In the synchronic state of CBH, however, the free-standing
indicative yiqtol(@), in all its various uses, had been replaced by
qatal. This means that a yiqtol(@) without proclitic wa- must be
jussive in CBH. With this change, one potential obscurity was
remedied, but another remained. Since the gemination of the pre-
fix consonant (way-yiqtol) is a later, probably Second Temple, in-
novation in the reading tradition (see §1.2.5), the syntagm wa-
yiqtol(@) could still have both realis and irrealis meaning in the
actual classical language (homonymy), and had to be identified
with the help of the domain. A wa-yiqtol(®?) in narrative was per-
fective, a wa-yiqtol(®@) in a modal domain was identified as jus-
sive. This was facilitated by the discourse function of the wa-
yiqtol(@) clause-type, which signalled pragmatic continuity: wa-
yiqtol(@) always followed after another clause that determined
the temporal reference and the modality of the clause. Tradition-
ally, the wa- in a jussive wa-yiqtol(@) clause is called ‘copulative’,
whereas the wa- in an indicative (perfective) wa-yiqtol(@) has
been termed ‘consecutive’. But both signal discourse continuity.
A jussive wa-yiqtol(@) practically always comes as part of a modal

series, an example of which is (125):
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(125) @-PP + wa-yiqtol(@)! + @-yiqtol(D)! + wa-yiqtol(D) +
wa-yiqtol(@)!

“9NNG 12U NatH DTN NEY NG TAY 1032 I BY TR Ain T3
1107 T3 W30 M oY

‘Blessed be the LORD, the God of Shem; and let Canaan be
his servant. May God enlarge Japheth’s territory, and let
him dwell in the tents of Shem, and let Canaan be his serv-
ant!’ (Gen. 9.26-27)

The example shows two separate modal series (two modal do-
mains), the first of which begins with a passive participle clause
(PP), and the second with an asyndetic jussive yiqtol(@) (na)). In
both domains, the initial volitive clause is continued by wa-
yiqtol(@) clauses, the identification of which poses no problem to
the listener. In one of the wa-yiqtol(@) clauses, the verb is non-
distinctive (j2w") but its jussive meaning is evident semantically
and syntactically (clause-initial).?** All wa-yiqtol(@) clauses in the
example signal discourse continuity (wa-VX) in relation to the
preceding clause (see §1.2.6).%%

In a narrative domain, a discourse-continuous wa-yiqtol(®),
that is, wa(y)-yiqtol, is easily identified as an indicative perfec-
tive. But the beginning and end of a narrative domain are often
more complicated to identify than those of a modal series, be-
cause the historical setting and temporal reference is presup-
posed and the narration just continues with new wa(y)-yiqtol
clauses. An example of an easily identifiable beginning of a nar-

rative domain is (126).
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(126) wa-S.noun-lo-qatal + wa-X@ + *wa(y)-yigtol + “..” +
wa(y)-yigtol + *wa(y)-yigtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + “*wa(y)-
yigtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol
NP 2 30 AW nen Anaw AR 1 17 N7 0Ya8 nwR M)
MIAN 2R NNAWOR RITN2 N7 NI 2308w RETIN 09aRTOR MY
IR DIIRIWR Y npm 3 i Siph Djar ypwn napn
ANR 1AM D12 PIN3 DIIR NIWH O0IY WY Ppn ANNSY hmynd
2R AN 2 R DM ORI 4 nwRG T AYR 00aKD

PPP3 AR

‘Now Sarai, Abram’s wife, had not given birth to any chil-
dren, but she had an Egyptian servant named Hagar. *So
Sarai said to Abram, “Since the LORD has prevented me
from having children, have sexual relations with my serv-
ant. Perhaps I can have a family by her.” Abram did what
Sarai told him. 3So after Abram had lived in Canaan for ten
years, Sarai, Abram’s wife, gave Hagar, her Egyptian serv-
ant, to her husband to be his wife. “He had sexual relations
with Hagar, and she became pregnant. Once Hagar realised

she was pregnant, she despised Sarai.” (Gen. 16.1-4)

The domain starts with a background section involving a gatal
clause and a verbless clause. This states the historical setting and
the temporal reference. Narration continues with wa-yigtol
clauses. The point here is that perfective wa-yiqtol clauses are
easily identifiable in a narrative domain, even though the wa-
yiqtol syntagm is homophonous with a jussive wa-yiqtol(®@) syn-

tagm.
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3.5. Summary: The Independent Status of the
Short Yiqtol

In this chapter, I have shown that the short yigtol is inherited
from Proto-Semitic. It has a dual character as both past perfective
and jussive. This is a property that the short yiqtol shares with its
cognate yaqtul in other ancient Semitic languages, like Akkadian
(iprus), Amorite, Ugaritic, Amarna Canaanite, and the most an-
cient inscriptions of Aramaic. Even in the Archaic Hebrew poetry,
the short yigtol could function as a ‘free’ narrative verb form with-
out being restricted to the wa-yigtol (short) clause-type.

The indicative short yigtol in CBH is used only in the clause-
type wa-yiqtol, with normal wa- and short yiqtol. This clause-type
is mainly used in narration. In the present book, it is written
wa(y)-yiqtol, because the Second Temple reading tradition after
the CBH era introduced a gemination of the prefix consonant in
order to make a distinction in the reading between the indicative
(perfective past) wa-yiqtol(@) and the jussive wa-yiqtol(®).

The jussive short yigtol in CBH was less restricted. It could
be used with or without a preceding wa-. With a preceding wa-,
that is, as the clause-type wa-yigtol, it often expresses purpose.

Both the indicative short yigtol and the jussive short yigtol
are restricted as to word order; they are used in initial position
of the clause: the indicative short yiqtol in the clause-type wa(y)-
yigtol, and the jussive short yigtol with a restriction to initial po-
sition in affirmative clauses. The reason for the more restricted
syntax of the indicative short wa-yiqtol in CBH was the ongoing
intrusion of the new powerful anterior/perfective formation gatal

(see §5). The new gatal took over more and more functions from
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the indicative short yigtol, also in narrative. In CBH, only the dis-
course-continuous past perfective wa-yiqtol (here written wa(y)-
yiqtol) was left to the indicative short yigtol. The rest of the uses
had been taken over by qatal.

The restricted word order of the non-negated jussive is of
great help when distinguishing jussive forms from the (partly)
homophonous imperfective long yigtol forms (see §4), which are
used in internal position.

Word order is of paramount importance in the syntax of the
two yiqtol, the short and the long. Word order makes it easy to
distinguish the two.

The impression given by the theory of consecutive tenses
that there is only one yigtol is false. It is typologically false and it
is false in the synchronic state of CBH.

Past perfective wa-yiqtol(@), written wa(y)-yiqtol in this
book, and jussive wa-yiqtol(@) were homophonous in CBH, seem-
ingly without causing any problems. Other Semitic languages
solved this potential problem of homophony by using a proclitic
precative particle (PS *la-) before the jussive yaqtul. But Hebrew

never came to use this particle.

! Huehnergard (1983, 575): “*yagqtul in PS was both injunctive (jussive)
and preterite.”

% Similar conclusions are expressed by Bloch (2013) and Baranowski
(2016b, 1).

3 Unfortunately “the data do not allow a confident etymological recon-
struction” (Cook 2012a, 220, 263). A resultative signals that “a state
exists as a result of a past action;” completive means “to do something
thoroughly and to completion” (Bybee et al. 1994, 54). Past tenses do
not arise directly, but have a long history (Givén 1991, 305; Bybee et
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al. 1994, 51-105). Huehnergard and his followers reject the idea of
grammaticalisation paths (and thus the empirical results of the investi-
gations of Joan Bybee and Osten Dahl). Without this theoretical foun-
dation, it is impossible to make any statement about the origin of yaqtul.
Huehnergard instead supposes that it was “unmarked for TAM catego-
ries” (Huehnergard 2019, 62).

* For the term prototypical, see §1.2.1.

> This is true of Aramaic except for the earliest inscriptions, where a
narrative yaqtul is retained, as in the Tel Dan inscription. Muraoka
(1995b, 114): “all that can be claimed with certainty is that both idioms
attest to an ancient preterital prefix conjugation.”

5 In West Semitic, the extended use of the new perfective gatal gradually
reduced the application field of yaqtul, which came to be limited to spe-
cial text-types or specific syntactic contexts (Tropper 1998, 162). But
the volitive use of yaqtul (‘jussive’) was not affected by the intrusion of
qatal, which only took over the indicative functions of yaqtul.

7 For discussion, see Bergstrasser (1918-29, II, §3b); Kurytowicz (1949,
48f.); Rainey (1986, 5); Tropper (1998, 161, 167); Gzella (2011a, 441);
Cook (2012a, 96 n. 26); Kossmann and Suchard (2018, 47). For the
concepts of realis and irrealis, see Bybee et al. (1994, 236-240). Yaqtul
“was a single morpheme, perfective in meaning, that occurred both in
statements and in injunctions” (Huehnergard 1988, 22; see also Blau
2010, 195). A short survey (without attempt at an explanation) of the
perfective with both past and jussive meanings in the classical Semitic
languages is found in Gai (2000). Kurylowicz (1972a, 64) compares the
Semitic ‘preterite’ yaqtul with the modern European languages, in which
the indicative preterite is used to express an irrealis: English if he wrote,
French s’il écrivait, Russian esli by (na)pisal. Fleischman (1989, 2-3) adds
to this discussion the notion of temporal distance from the speaker: the
past tense expresses a distance from the speaker that may be used to
express irrealis nuances. The past, with its high degree of remoteness,
is used as a “metaphorical vehicle for the expression of other linguistic
notions” such as non-reality and non-actuality (Fleischman 1989, 3).
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8 See also Diakonoff (1988, 103): “the Jussive was originally a special
application of the Old Perfective;” also Palmer (2001, ch. 8); Gzella
(2012b, 229; 2018, 23).

® Some scholars maintain that yaqtul was originally two conjugations
with different stress, the preterite with stress on the prefix (ydqtul) and
the jussive with stress on the verbal stem (yaqtiil): see Hetzron (1969);
Lipinski (1997, §§825.8, 38.2); Muraoka (1998, 77). But Hetzron is
wrong (thus Goerwitz 1992; Garr 1998, Ixxvii n. 240). Word stress
seems to have been non-phonemic in Proto-Semitic: it was “assigned
automatically (i) to the rightmost nonfinal heavy syllable (CV: or CVC),
or (ii) in words having only nonfinal light syllables, to the initial sylla-
ble” (Huehnergard 2008, 232; also 1983, 587 n. 165; 2019, 53). In
Proto-Hebrew as well, stress was not phonemic, “rather, it was auto-
matic” (Blau 2010, 145, 150). At Blau’s (2010, 150) stage iii, when final
short vowels had dropped, stress became phonemic, but it did not dis-
tinguish irrealis yiqtol from realis yiqgtol. According to Blau (2010, 150-
51), stress created a distinction between the short yigtol form *yiSmor
and the long yiqgtol form *yiSmér (example forms from Blau); later, how-
ever, stress shifted to the ultima also in the short prefix form, so that
both yigtol and yiqtol(u) converged. In Blau’s (2010, 151) view, the pe-
nultimate stress was retained in some occurrences of realis wa(y)-yiqtol
where the penultimate syllable was open, as in wayyasdb. Rainey (1996,
11:221) separates an indicative ‘preterite’ yaqtul from an injunctive ‘jus-
sive’ yaqtul in Amarna Canaanite, so that “a certain symmetry may be
observed” between three conjugations in each mood: the indicative has
three, yaqtul, yaqtulu, and yaqtulun(n)a; and the injunctive has three,
yaqtul, yaqtula, and yaqtulan(n)a. But symmetry is not something that
must be expected in a verbal system; such an idea can instead be decep-
tive (Cook 2012a, 104; similarly also Dallaire 2014, 169). Similarly
Korchin (2008, 325): Rainey is “influenced by a desire for symmetry.”

10 A first step is to use the past tense to mark a low certainty in condi-
tional clauses (a phenomenon attested also in Semitic ‘if’-clauses): “If
you told them the real story, they would understand.” Second, there is
a historical shift of using past forms in non-past (present) volitive use:
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“I should return soon.” Such subjunctives of lower certainty may de-
velop to deontic modals, as in the English “You should go” (Givén
2001, 1:363).

1 Bybee (1995, 514): “it is not the past tense alone that is contributing
the hypothetical meaning, but rather the past in combination with a
modal verb, a subjunctive mood, a hypothetical marker (such as if), or,
in some cases, the imperfective aspect.”

2 This form shows a reflex of the asseverative PS proclitic particle *la-;
see Huehnergard (1983, 592; 2019, 68).

13 “The distribution of the precative lamedh between East and West Se-
mitic indicates that it was common to the entire Semitic language
group” (Garr 1985, 118). For the development of the clitic I- to mark
the modal meaning of the perfective in Akkadian, see Kouwenberg
(2010a, 130ff.). The particle lu (< *law) is obligatory in Old Assyrian
as a proclitic particle before iprus (Kouwenberg 2017, 633f.). In first-
millennium Northwest Semitic, the particle is attested only in Samalian
and Fekheriyeh, i.e., in the eastern Aramaic area. “In later times, this
feature became characteristic of eastern Aramaic as a dialect group”
(Garr 1985, 119).

!4 The particle li- is usually not omitted in Classical Arabic prose, but in
poetry its use is free (Wright 1896-98, 11:35D; Huehnergard 1983, 578).

5 Such durative examples of iprus are found also in Old Assyrian
(Kouwenberg 2017, 616).

16 Lexicostatistics unambiguously points to a rather close genealogical
relationship between the dialects of Ethiopian Semitic (Kogan 2015,
449, 465).

!7 This is a disputed position. For a survey of research, see Kogan (2012,
314f.). Many scholars regard the optative yangar/yalbas as a residue of
both the Proto-Semitic perfective yaqtul and an (possibly Proto-Semitic)
imperfective yaqtulu, while the imperfective yanaggar is analysed as an
inner Ethiopic development, diachronically unrelated to Akkadian ipar-
ras (thus Rundgren 1959, 50, 54; also Knudsen 1998; Stempel 1999,
133). Avanzini (2009, 209 n. 11) remarks: “maybe Marrassini is right
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that ‘one has got rid too hastly [sic] of the Rundgren hypothesis on the
réemploi de linstensif (Rundgren 1959).”” In Rundgren’s (1959, 44f.)
own words: “Es kann daher wirklich keinem Zweifel unterliegen, dass
das akk. Prasens iparras eine urakkadische Neuerung darstellt, die als
ein Fall vom réemploi de Uintensif zu beurteilen ist.” Kouwenberg (2010a,
95-123), with many references to Rundgren, even regards the Akkadian
imperfective iparras as an innovation from a Proto-Semitic ‘pluractional’
conjugation. In a review of Kouwenberg’s position, Kogan (2012, 315)
remains “sceptical about the possibility of a peaceful coexistence of
yaqtulu and iparras in PS,” and maintains that “the fundamental struc-
tural parameters of the PS verbal system should be broadly identical to
what we observe in its most archaic daughter tongues” (that is, the ipar-
ras should be regarded as Proto-Semitic), the more so since correspond-
ing imperfective formations are found in Berber and Beja (Kogan 2012,
316). Kogan’s scepticism seems to be well-founded, and if so, an enigma
remains to be explained: the complete morphological correspondence
between the Akkadian subjunctive iprusu and the Central Semitic im-
perfective yaqtulu.

'8 There is a restricted usage of realis yaqtul after ’em-qedma ‘before’ and
(za)’enbala ‘before’ (Nebes 1994b, 67; cf. Smith 1991, 12f., who refers
to private communication from J. Huehnergard). Schramm (1957-58,
5) and Hetzron (1969, 6-8; 1974, 189) identify the irregular past tense
form yabeé ‘he spoke’ (of the root *bhl) as a survival of realis yaqtul (see
also Tropper 1997a, 39).

9 In eastern Gurage, the short “jussive template” is used with negated
perfective verbs (Meyer 2011b, 1245).

%0 Kogan (2012, 320): “I am confident that ‘South Semitic’ is a mythic
concept which has to be abandoned as soon as possible.” Similarly
Huehnergard and Rubin (2011, 262f.), but cf. Blau (2010, 17).

% This is the term used by Simeone-Senelle (2011, 1092). The imper-
fective formation with a bisyllabic stem is often regarded as a retention
from Proto-Semitic yVqattVl (Huehnergard 2005, 157f.). Other scholars
regard the MSA yasifar and the Ethiopic yandggar as internal innovations
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(réemploi de lintensif), independent from the Akkadian iparras (Cohen
1984, 67; Avanzini 2015, 7).

22 The dialectal distribution of this I clitic is complicated. It is not found
at all in Harsusi, while in Soqotri and the Mehri of Qishn it is used also
in the third-person masculine forms, where the initial y is realised as
vocalic [i] (Simeone-Senelle 2011, 1093, 1095).

% Avanzini (2009, 216; 2015), on the other hand, suggests that there is
a closer genealogical affinity between Ancient South Arabian and MSA
than generally thought. The Modern South Arabian dialects have not
developed directly from Sabaic, but “these languages could derive from
the archaic linguistic substratum of Yemen” (Avanzini 2015, 7). At the
heart of the matter lies the question as to why the geographically re-
mote Ancient South Arabian exhibits prototypical features that corre-
spond to the Central Semitic languages in the northern part of the Se-
mitic linguistic area. The answer of a majority of scholars has been a
supposed migration of groups of speakers of Central Semitic, at least of
speakers of Proto-Sabaic, from the southern Levant to the southernmost
area of the Arabian Peninsula in the early first millennium BC (thus
Nebes 2001; Kottsieper and Stein 2014, 85). Avanzini on this point ar-
gues that there are no archaeological or textual traces of such a migra-
tion, and that it is more probable that the Ancient South Arabian lan-
guages developed within Southern Arabia. According to Avanzini
(2015, 4, 6), recent archaeological research provides an overall picture
of an “endogenous formation process of settlements on the plateau.”

24 Avanzini (2015, 9, 33) maintains that this is just a hypothesis because
of the defective writing system, and that an imperfective yVqattVl in
Ancient South Arabian is still another possible working hypothesis,
since there are a few possible traces of a geminated second radical in
verbs Ily: the y is written plene in the imperfective example dt s’ym w-
ysZymn wfy... ‘that He has set up and will set up the well-being of...’
(Miinchen VM 91-315, 336, quoted from Stein 2011, 1061), which
could possibly indicate a geminated consonant y, but defectively in the
jussive example l-ys?mn wfy... ‘may He set up the well-being of...” (Ja
611, 16-17, quoted from Stein 2011, 1061). In Avanzini’s (2015, 33)
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opinion, the arguments that Ethiopian yanaggar represents an innova-
tion independent from Akkadian iparras (= Rundgren’s hypothesis) are
convincing (and so also the corresponding formations in MSA).

% The distinction between short and long prefix conjugations does not
refer to the endings with -n in Ancient South Arabian, for which earlier
research used the ‘short/long’ terminology (yfin = ‘long’ form, yfl =
‘short’ form). It is to be presumed that the -n endings in Ancient South
Arabian are reflexes of the ‘energic’ endings attested in Central Semitic.
The yfn form seems to occur in all syntactical uses, except that the past
tense narrative w-yf‘l tends to be used without n (Stein 2013, 77, 80). It
must be pointed out that Stein’s terminology presupposes only one pre-
fix conjugation (“Die Prafixkonjugation (PK)”, Stein 2013, 79). This
does not prevent him from talking about “eine morphologische Kurz-
form” in the case of the jussive, while rejecting the idea that the w-yf1
in past narrative contexts might be derived from the Proto-Semitic realis
*yaqtul that corresponds to the Akkadian iprus. According to Stein
(2013, 132f.), the general meaning of the PK in Sabaic is to express
“Sachverhalte, die gleich- oder nachzeitig zum jeweiligen Relationswert
liegen,” and therefore it can also “Fortschreiten der Verbalhandlung
(ProgreR),” and “[d]iese Verwendung entspricht ganz und gar dem
sogenannten Konsekutiv-Imperfekt oder ,Narrativ’ (way-yiqtol) im
Hebréaischen.” The idea of a Biblical Hebrew ‘imperfect’ yigtol that is
somehow turned into a narrative tense is nowadays generally discarded
by Biblical Hebrew scholarship (which derives it from the old Semitic
‘preterite’). Only the unhappy terminology (‘imperfect consecutive’) is
retained, and this unfortunate terminology becomes an argument in the
discussion about the prefix conjugation(s) in Ancient South Arabian.
Avanzini (2009, 212-216; see also Tropper 1997a) identifies the An-
cient South Arabian prefix form in past narrative with the Proto-Semitic
‘preterite’ (Akkadian iprus), but this standpoint is cautiously rejected by
Stein (2013, 165), since it “durchaus im Sinne eines Progresses (und
damit nachzeitig) erklart werden kann.”

% Huehnergard refers to Voigt (1987) and Nebes (1994b), but neither
of these authors argues for a reflex of yaqtulu in Ancient South Arabian.
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% According to Multhoff (2019, 332, also 334), “a morphological dif-
ferentiation between indicative (IND) and jussive (Juss) forms can be
deduced from some roots IT w/y.” Tropper (1997a, 36, 43f.) detects the
following meanings for the ‘@-Form’ (without n-suffix) in main clauses:
(a) “Gegenwart und Zukunft,” (b) “Vergangenheit im Sinne des ‘Pro-
gresses’ in der Vergangenheit,” (c) “Modale Aussagen.” Such meanings
of the ‘@-Form’ and comparative reflections on the existence of two pre-
fix conjugations lead Tropper (1997a, 39) to conclude that it is “nicht
nur moglich, sondern geradezu zwingend, daf3 Reste des Prateritums
auch im Sabéischen, insbesondere in dessen élteren Sprachschichten,
nachweisbar sind.”

8 Example quoted from Stein (2011, 1064, my emphasis on presumably
short perfective yaqtul forms), cf. Avanzini (2006, 259). Avanzini
(2006) maintains that the verbal forms in such examples must be re-
garded as reflexes of the old Semitic past tense yaqtul (thus also Nebes
1994b, 68; Kottsieper 1999, 71).

2 A corresponding Arabic negated (with lam) clause is: fa-lam-yagqtul.

% Thus Qatabanic has achieved a morphological distinction between
three prefix forms: past tense yfl/yflw, jussive l-yfl/l-yflwn, and im-
perfective b-yfl/b-yflwn. It seems that the distinguishing clitic [ in
Qatabanic caused a morphological merger in the (originally short) jus-
sive: in the jussive, the speakers could dispense with the morphological
opposition between a short plural form (exhibited in yfiw) and a long
plural form (yfwn).

31 Avanzini (2009, 215) goes so far as to describe the Proto-Ancient
South Arabian verb system as “a protowestern not only a proto-north-
western verb system.”

32 The differentiation is easier to work out in Qatabanic and Minaic,
where the expression of the imperfective has been renewed by a b-pre-
fix, as in the modern Syro-Palestinian Arabic dialects (Avanzini 2009,
212f.). This b-prefix is not found in Sabaic.
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3 It is strange that this indicative use of the perfective yaqtul is called
‘jussive’ in Arabic grammars (thus Fischer 2002, §194). From a scien-
tific standpoint, this represents a ‘dead end’ terminology, blocking fur-
ther thoughts.

 Im yfl is also a feature of the North Arabian dialect Safaitic
(Huehnergard 2017, 25).

% It is Marmorstein’s emphasis in the transcription but mine in the
translation.

% The stem vowel of the iprus of verbs Ilwy was conspicuously long in
Old Assyrian imiit, 2ms tamiit (Kouwenberg 2017, 562), and Old Baby-
lonian imiit, igip (Soden 1969, §104f.; Kouwenberg 2010a, 476). It is
strange that Kouwenberg (2010a, 476) maintains that the Akkadian per-
fective imiit agrees “perfectly... with the Arabic Pfv (usually jussive)
yamiit, -ii,” without noticing that the Arabic jussive/perfective has a
short(ened) form yamut (Wright 1896-98, 1:82C).

% Brockelmann (1908, 620, 627f.) regards this shortening of a final
vowel, in Classical Arabic as well as in Biblical Hebrew, as a secondary
phenomenon that developed by analogy with verbs IIwy (yaqum as
against yaqimu). But such a shortening is found also in Akkadian, pret-
erite ibni ‘he built’ instead of ibni; and Amarna Canaanite, optative ia-
aq-bi ‘may he speak’ (Lipinski 1997, §39.14).

3 The verb is to be analysed as el’akunn-anni < *yil’akun-, a yaqtul ‘pret-
erite’ with ventive/energic clitic; the verb has the same root as
mal’akum ‘messenger’.

¥ DIGIR is the only logogram used in the left-hand column and should
probably be identified with the proper name of the senior deity, El
(George and Krebernik 2022, 15).

0 The verb is a 3ms yaqtul with precative particle from the root hwy in
the causative stem.

* The verb is a 2ms jussive yaqtul without precative la from the root
mr.

2 For another view, see Knudsen (1982, 9).
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*3 Another Northwest Semitic group is Aramaeo-Canaanite (Huehner-
gard and Pat-El 2019, 5). Huehnergard (1991, 284, 292) posits North-
west Semitic as a subbranch of Central Semitic, the innovative feature
of which is the specific distribution of the a-insertion in the plural stem
of qatl (example of plural marking: *malak-ima ‘kings’, *malak-atu
‘queens’), qitl, and qutl forms, together with the external plural marker
(thus having a double marking of the plural), and to this short list Kogan
(2015, 228) adds the shift of word-initial *w into y, and the pattern
*qattil- (instead of *qattal-) in the D-stem suffix conjugation. According
to Huehnergard (1991, 285f.), common Northwest Semitic shared the
following features: (1) lack of a (graphically explicit) definite article;
(2) “the relic consecutive prefix conjugation for past tense;” (3) preser-
vation of final -t in the 3fs form of the suffix conjugation; (4) the N-
stem; (5) the 2fs suffix pronoun ki; (6) the infinitive da‘t ‘to know’; (7)
the imperative likii ‘go!’. Kogan (2015, 240f., 601), however, finds little
evidence, if any, for a Northwest Semitic speech community as a histor-
ical reality. If such a community existed, it must have been “a very
short-lived and amorphous one,” since they might not have shared
grammatical or lexical innovations that would justify the supposition of
a Northwest Semitic genealogical unity (Kogan 2015, 240, 600f.).
Kogan concludes that the subdivision of Northwest Semitic (within Cen-
tral Semitic), comprising Canaanite and Aramaic, is hard to maintain;
and thus also Blau (2010, 22): “Perhaps there existed no period in which
the speakers of the languages that we call Northwest Semitic lived to-
gether.”

4 Thus also, in the main, Sivan (1997, 99, 103; 2001, 96-102), who
follows the scheme of Rainey (1996, 11:221-64). Some Ugaritologists
regard the past tense use of yqtl in the poetic corpus to be a usage of
the imperfective yaqtulu; for this view, see especially Greenstein (1988,
13; 2006), who has been followed by Bordreuil and Pardee (2009, 46).
They see in the use of past yqtl in poetry a “free variation with the
/YQTLu/ forms,” and Greenstein (1988, 17) extends this scepticism to
Canaanite in general: “It may well be that in earlier Canaanite, in dif-
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ferent stages and/or dialects, prefixed verb forms indicated both nar-
rated past and present-future;” but cf. the critique by Smith (1991, 66f.),
and Bloch (2009, 39 n. 20); see also Greenstein’s (2006, 81) step back
on this point. Against this view, Huehnergard refers to the counter-evi-
dence by Hackett (2012). It is clear that Greenstein (2006) managed to
show that yaqtulu is extensively used as a historical present in the epic
poetry. His corpus is this poetry (Baal, Aghat, Kirta), but his claim con-
cerning the Ugaritic language at large that it has no yaqtul preterite is
unproven and remains unconvincing. Greenstein’s (2006, 81) view of
linguistic change seems to be one of a sudden innovation and substitu-
tion of verbal forms (a view criticised also by Hackett 2012, 112): “Nev-
ertheless, one does not expect to find an extensive use of yaqtul preterite
in Ugaritic, or in any other Semitic language, in which suffixed gatala
regularly expresses past (or completed) action.” But Greenstein (2006,
81) also adds, “[t]he development of the gatala as past tense (or perfect)
eventually supplants that function of the yaqtul form,” thus it is a step-
by-step process. The period of Greenstein’s “eventually” may represent
more than a thousand years. In the meantime, there were two compet-
ing forms with past time reference (yaqtul and qatal), as can be seen in
Amarna and CBH. Greenstein’s most important contribution in his 2006
article is a clarification of the lack of certainty about the identification
of many past perfective yaqtul in Ugaritic epic (Hackett 2012, 111). But
he has not shown that there is no ‘yaqtul preterite’ in Ugaritic at all
(Renz, 2016, 440; Andrason and Vita 2017; also Gzella 2018, 23 n. 7).

* Tropper (1998, 162). The short form was pronounced wa-ya‘ni
(Huehnergard 2012, 57). The corresponding ‘long’ imperfective yaqtulu
would have been written *y‘ny.

6 The form td¢ (3mp, perhaps *tada‘@) is distinctive, since the subject is
the plural smm (Tropper 2012, 634, 701).

47 Non-negated jussive yaqtul is more frequently attested in the third
person than in the second person. In the letter corpus, the imperative is
practically always used instead of the second-person yaqtul. The second-
person yaqtul is used in connection with a vocative, after the affirmative
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particle [, and after an imperative in a modal sequence (Tropper 2012,
722, 810).

* Huehnergard (2012, 56): /iliima taggurii-ka tv3allimii-ka/ .
49 This usage is not disputed (Hackett 2012, 112).

% As for verbs Ilwy, Tropper (2012, 643f.) alleges a short vowel in the
endingless forms—as Gzella (2011a, 443) also suggests—but unfortu-
nately the orthography is not distinctive on this point, which Gzella
(2011a, 444) admits: “The situation in Ugaritic and other epigraphic
languages is unknown.” Thus tud (KTU® 2.26:19, v’wd): Tropper ta’ud
< *ta’iid (2ms); yn (KTU? 1.3:1:23, etc., V'yn): Tropper yain < *ya‘in
(3ms). It is possible, even probable, that verbs IIIwy exhibited a second-
ary shortening of the endingless forms, as is attested in Akkadian (ibni
< *ibniy), Hebrew (yigel < *yigl < *yigli < *yigliy), and Arabic (yarmi
< *yarmiy), but this cannot be substantiated in the Ugaritic orthogra-
phy (Tropper 2012, 656).

> 1t is disputed whether there were two homographic particles [ in Uga-
ritic (la and lii), or only one (thus Tropper 2012, 810). Huehnergard
(2012, 78) supposes only one “asseverative or topicalizing particle” [,
which he transcribes la (with question mark).

°2 This is a misprint for KTU® htt (hittata); the same misprint for hittata
is found in example (35) (KTU® 1.14.iv.10); the word is hittatu ‘wheat’.
3 KTU® 1.14.iv.12: m[g]d ‘food’.

>* Huehnergard (1991, 285f., 291): “By about 1400 we may also isolate
a sub-group we will call Canaanite, which has likewise separated itself
from the rest of Northwest Semitic.” Proto-Canaanite shared a number
of linguistic innovations that distinguished Canaanite from the rest of
Central Semitic (and also from the rest of Northwest Semitic): (1) the D
and C stem suffix conjugation forms *qittila and *higqtila (thus in at least
one Amarna dialect but not in Ugaritic) in contrast to Proto-Northwest
Semitic *qattila and *hagqtila; (2) 1cs pronoun ’andki (dissimilation from
*anokii), and the concomitant change of 1cs suffix conjugation ending
*til > -t; (3) generalisation of the 1cp suffix to -nii in all positions (lev-
elling).
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% On the methodological problems of drawing comparative linguistic
data from the texts in the Amarna letters, see Baranowski (2016b, 2-3).

% Knudtzon (1915, 543) translates this as jussive: “daR sie verbrennen
die Lander [mi]t Feuer.”

57 There is no evidence of the West Semitic wa in the Amarna letters,
which must have been the form of the conjunction in the native lan-
guage of the scribes (Rainey 1996, 111:97). The conjunction is practically
always written as the Akkadian . The conjunction u is not necessary
before a realis yaqtul, which shows “daf} die Progre@markierung durch
die Konjunktion @ und nicht durch die verbale Kategorie selbst bezeich-
net wird” (Tropper 1998, 163).

%8 Baranowski (2016a, 139), translates: ‘Sumur is now raided up to its
city gate. They have been able to raid it, but they have not been able
to capture it.’

%9 Baranowski (2016a, 161), translates: ‘Send me a large archer host so
that it may drive out the king’s enemies from his land and so that all
lands be joined to the king.’

% This is also noted by Rainey (2007, 77) with an example from EA
245:16-18.

¢! The translation follows EA, but ia-di-na is third person: ‘so that he
will give me’.

52 As for verbs IIwy, it is not possible to discern whether the perfective
yaqtul has a short vowel or a long one: ti-din (EA 73:4) and ti-di-in, (EA
108:4); cf. Baranowski (2016a, 74). In verbs ITlIwy, the final root vowel
seems to be preserved: ia-aq-bi (EA 83:34) and yi-ig-bi (EA 85:32), as
against the imperfective yi-ig-bu (EA 129:84; Rainey 1996 I1:245).

63 Baranowski (2016b, 10) translates ‘and (it was) Zurata (who) took
Lab’ayu’, which seems to assume a cleft sentence.

6 See also Amadasi Guzzo (1997, 318). As for the verbal system, Rollig
(2011, 474, 477) states that Biblical Hebrew “bore a close resemblance
to the language spoken in Tyre,” and in spite of the highly official style
of the inscriptions and the limited text corpus, he thinks it is possible to
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distinguish two prefix conjugations, corresponding to the short Proto-
Semitic yaqtul and the Central Semitic long yaqtulu. Greenstein (1988,
14) denies any trace of a “preterite in Phoenician.”

% The 2fs long yqtl form is not attested.

% Friedrich and Rollig (1999, §§135a, 264); Krahmalkov (2001, 183);
Gzella (2012a, 66); Chatonnet (2020, 312); pace Segert (1976,
864.522). Hackett (2008, 96) adduces yaqtul jussive tntn /tantini/ ‘may
you (fs) give!” (KAI 50:3), in contrast to yaqtulu ygsn ‘they (mp) will cut
off” (KAI® 14:22, root gsy). However, this reading of a distinctively short
fs jussive tntn, though supported in Hoftijzer and Jongeling (1995, 479),
is no longer maintained in KAI® 50:3, which reads mtw.

57 Friedrich and Réllig (1999, §177a) give some examples of a ‘Kurz-
imperfekt’ that should be morphologically distinctive in verbs Illwy of
the type 3ms *ydbni > *yabni > yabn in old Byblian. This is shown by
the example yh = ydhii < *yahw in the name yhmlk ‘Milk has shown
himself living’ (KAI® 4:1, Friedrich and Rollig 1999, §8174bis, 264); the
corresponding long form should have been written yhw = yahwi. The
ygl in KAT® 1:2 should accordingly be read yagl (but this is disputed; see
Smith 1991, 18). Unfortunately, there are no corresponding distinctive
long forms (such as yhw) in the Byblian inscriptional material.

%8 Segert (1976, §864.444, 77.63) calls the w-yqtl a “consecutive imper-
fect following a perfect” and translates both gt and w-yqtl with present
tense: “and if a king... goes up (perf.) against Byblos and uncovers (con-
secutive imperfect, cf. 64.444) this sarcophagus.” But Friedrich and R6l-
lig (1999, 229) call it “wohl Kurzimpf.”

% Num. 5.27 7Awra Svn Sbnm Axnvi-ox ‘if she has defiled herself and
behaved unfaithfully toward her husband’; Num. 35.16 |52 %2308
nin an2n ‘But if he has struck him down with an iron object, and he
died’; Num. 35.17 nin 11201 A2 My~ wx 7 183 of1 ‘And if he struck him
down with a stone tool that could cause death, and he died’. Gzella
(2009, 64 n. 5) adduces “eine paar wenige Belege” for the construction
(Num. 5.27; Job 9.16), and calls the w-yqtl forms “einfache ‘w-Imper-
fekta’ (imperfecta copulativa), die erst sekundér als imperfecta consecutiva
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vokalisiert worden sind, nachdem der eigentliche Gebrauch dieser Form
langst in Vergessenheit geraten war?” Referring to Gibson (1982, 15—
16), Gzella (2009, 65 n. 5) expresses scepticism “an der tiberischen
Lesung.” As can be seen, the examples are not so few as Gzella asserts
and his doubts about the textual tradition appear unfounded.

70 Instead of this simple solution, Gzella (2009, 65f.), interprets Iy gbl
as a background clause and wygl as ‘Langimperfekt’ (against Friedrich
and Rollig 1999, §177a), and translates: ‘if someone, having conquered
(‘ly) Byblos, uncovers (wygl) this sarcophagus: the sceptre of his king-
ship may wither away’ (same in Gzella 2013b, 179).

71 “[Bloth these verbal forms are projected into the future” (Segert
1976, §64.444). Bron (1973-79, 608) concludes concerning this
passage: “La non plus, on ne peut guére parler purement et simplement
de temps converti.” He is right.

72 “Das (Kurz-)Imperfekt mit Waw consecutivum, das der Erzdhlung ver-
gangener Tatsachen im Hebrédischen ein charakteristischen Geprige
gibt, kommt in den phonizischen und punischen Texten, wenn iiber-
haupt, dann nur selten vor” (Friedrich and Roéllig 1999, §266). Similarly
Amadasi Guzzo (1997, 321). According to Smith (1991, 18), “Phoeni-
cian generally replaced the converted imperfect with the infinitive.”

73 This text is dated to 800 BCE based on the palaeography. The reading
accords with the interpretation of Dupont-Sommer (1972, 292-94). In
an earlier publication (Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, III D
21:1, pp. 149-55), the reading of the first line is “ Jkr ml§ ‘r z plb
wypé/col[ $]trt w [” and the translation is “En souvenir. Voici un
pétrissage de genévrier et un gateau; et (1’) a offert[. . . «§] TRT et [.”

74 Krahmalkov (2001, 7, 11, 13, 180) maintains that some wyqtl exam-
ples “express past perfective action” and adduces three Phoenician texts
to prove this. The first text is an inscription from Cyprus (ninth century
BCE) and I presume Krahmalkov has line 3 in view, which exhibits the
verbal clause 7axn (KAI® 30:3). This verb is interpreted by Donner and
Rollig (1971-76 11, 48) as a yifil imperfective ‘and he destroys’, but by
Friedrich and Rollig (1999, §146) as possibly jussive, “sie mdgen
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zugrunderichten.” Krahmalkov takes the verb as past perfective short
yaqtul. The text is extremely fragmented and the context does not con-
firm that a narration is intended. Krahmalkov’s second example is from
Sakkara (sixth century BCE), a letter with many imperatives. Nothing
invites an interpretation of a prefix verb as past tense. There is a @-yqtl
form obw 79 ‘May they give you peace!’ (KAI® 50:3). In the same text,
there is a possible (jussive) wyqtl clause,5[p]wn 5 1mim ‘and you must
give me the weight’ (KAI® 50:3-4). But nm (KAI® 50:5) must be inter-
preted as a suffix conjugation 1cs *yatatti < *yatanti ‘I gave’ (Friedrich
and Rollig 1999, §§155, 158; Donner and Rollig 1971-76 11, 67). Krah-
malkov’s third example is CIS I 5510. In this case, the context is narra-
tive or reportive and the only w-yqtl clause is w-ylk on line 9: ©a7 7o
whHY 3797 RN 13 naYnm 390 12073 12 HYaiTR ‘Bt venerunt rabim Adoniba‘al
filius Gersaconis, 6 rab, '° et Himilco filius Hannonis, 6 rab isti...” (text
and translation CIS I 5510, 9-10); ‘And the rbm Adnibaal son of Gescon
the rb and Himilco son of Hanno the rb went to (H)alaisa’ (English
translation Schmitz 1994, 11, my emphasis). This interpretation of wylk
is adduced also by Février (1971, 193) and Korchin (2008, 339 n. 23),
but the other narrative forms in the passage, before and after ylk, are
past time wqtl (suffix conjugation: wint, wtmk, wst), so it is reasonable
to expect wylk to be a form of the suffix conjugation (yifl) as well, and
that the suffix conjugation was conjugated as the root ylk (thus Garbini
1967, 10; Bron 1973-79, 609; Friedrich and Rollig 1999, §§158, 163).
Since the root is hlk, we would expect a 3mp suffix form to be hik, but
cf. the 3ms suffix form ytn ‘he gave’ in KAI® 24:8. Friedrich and Rollig
(1999, §8§158, 163) regard *hlk in Phoenician as forming the suffix con-
jugation from a root *ylk. Krahmalkov (2001, 11, 187), however, vocal-
ises weyelekil (‘they proceeded’) and regards it as a sentence-initial past
perfective yqtl. In sum, the example from the historiographic text CIS I
5510 seems to be Krahmalkov’s prime example of a past perfective wyqtl
clause; all the others are jussives or imperfectives. This is not enough to
prove the existence of a past perfective wyqtl in a separate Punic dialect,
even if it “showed divergences from standard Tyro-Sidonian” (Krah-
malkov 2001, 10). According to many scholars, there is no evidence in
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Phoenician or Punic that a w-yqtl was used as a realis past perfective
clause-type in narrative (Schmitz 1994, 11). Olmo Lete (1986, 44) says
that “un imperfecto narrativo... no se comprueba en fenicio,” and per-
haps the cautious position of Friedrich and Rollig (1999) is the most
reasonable to adopt in the present state of research.

75 Thus also Segert (1976, §64.533); Kienast (2001, 266). Krahmalkov
and Segert quote the example from Berthier and Charlier (1952-55,
32:3). The example lypth from KAT® 27:22-24 (Arslan Tas, seventh cen-
tury BCE) quoted by Segert (1976, §57.4, with hesitation; see also KAI®
I1:42) is dubious and should probably be read Ipthy (thus KAI®). Segert
(1976, §864.533, 57.4) seems to identify the “desiderative particle” [
with .

76 The only longer text is the Mésa® inscription (KAI® 181), of which 34

lines are preserved.

7 1t is quite possible that we are “dealing with a dialect continuum ra-
ther than with three ‘national languages’ (Hasselbach 2013a; also Par-
ker 2002, 44). All three appear to be closely similar to the Standard
Hebrew we know from the Bible. There are some attested dialectal iso-
glosses that separate the Trans-Jordanian languages from CBH, but
these differences do not seem to concern the usage of the verb forms.

78 One is from Horvat ‘Uzza, dated to the beginning of the sixth century,
and the other from Tell el-Kheleifeh, dated to the seventh or sixth cen-
tury (Ahituv 2008, 351-56).

79 The most interesting verb form in the corpus is w-hbrktk ‘Now I have
blessed you’ (clause-type wa-qatal), an example of an epistolary blessing
formula (Ahituv 2008, 351f.).

8 Lemaire (2004, 368) dates it to about 810 BCE. An up-to-date collec-
tion of all Moabite texts is found in Ahituv (2008, 387-431; cf. Fassberg
2013a).

81 For the syntax, see Schiile (2000, 164-72).

82 It is obvious that the vertical strokes mark off meaningful small sec-
tions in the text. They “indicate the end of a syntactic and/or semantic
unit” (Niccacci 1994, 234); pace Andersen (1966, 88), who calls this
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“parallelism,” and Segert (1961, 235) who proposes, “dass diese Satz-
trenner die Ausbildung von zu grossen Sitzen verhiiten sollten.”

8 The Mésa“ inscription, with its first-person narrative clauses, is not a
genuine narrative, in which we would expect a third-person account of
the events and an absent narrator. The genre is close to Phoenician and
Old Aramaic ‘dedicatory inscriptions’, in which five elements are usu-
ally found: (1) object dedicated (line 3, ‘I have made this high place for
Kemosh in Qerihoh’), (2) name of official dedicating, (3) position of
official, (4) patronym, (5) deity to whom the object is dedicated, ‘dedi-
catory inscription’. It has also an element that belongs to the genre of
‘memorial” “[m]ajor events, especially military victories, and building
projects” (Drinkard 1989, 135, 140).

84 Thus also Schniedewind in the Accordance translation (Schniedewind
and Abegg 2005-2007).

8 Muraoka (2001, 391). Other graphically short perfective forms in the
Mesa“ inscription are: w-r’ (1. 7), w-"bn (1. 9 twice), w->$ (1. 9), w-ybn (1.
10). A special problem concerns verbs IIIw which seem to retain the
third radical in the short prefix form (Donner and Rollig 1971-76,
I1:172): w-ynw ‘he oppressed’ (1. 5), and the first-person jussive *nw ‘I
want to oppress’, which means that Moabite has retained the distinction
between verbs IIIw and Illy, a difference that is not upheld in Phoeni-
cian (Friedrich and Rollig 1999, §175a). Segert (1961, 214, 227), in-
stead, without convincing arguments, reads the -w as -i.

8 The qatal can also be translated with the English perfect: ‘But Israel

’

has been utterly destroyed for ever:...".
8 But Segert (1961, 223): “Imperfectum consecutivum 33mal.”

8 Also semantically evident but morphologically inconclusive is the
Ammonite ygl wysmh bywmt rbm wbént rhqt (KAI® 308:6-8), with clear
jussive meaning and syntax (verb in clause-initial position)—'May he
rejoice and be happy for many days and in years far off'—reminiscent
of CBH (Ahituv 2008, 363; cf. Jackson 1983, 36).

8 Features of Proto-Aramaic that constitute innovations shared by all
Aramaic dialects are (Huehnergard 1991, 289): (1) change of *n to r in
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the words for ‘son’, ‘daughter’, and ‘two’; (2) levelling of the 1cp ending
*.nd in all environments (as against the Proto-Canaanite levelling to
*-nil); (3) a new Ct-stem *hittaqtal; (4) loss of the N-stem. Later Aramaic
shared innovations are (Huehnergard 1991, 288): the 3fp form yigtalan
(also 2fp tigtalan), the feminine noun plural ending in -an, the G-stem
infinitive miqtal, and the definite article *-a’.

% There was most probably a regional diversity already in Old Aramaic.
I follow Fales (2011, 555, 558; see also Folmer 2012, 130; Gzella 2015,
53) concerning the chronology of Old Aramaic down to the beginning
of the Assyrian imperial system of provinces in the last half of the eighth
century BCE. An overview of the diversity in early Aramaic is found in
Gzella (2015, ch. 2; 2017). Two Aramaic texts from a transition period
between Old and Imperial Aramaic are the Nérab inscriptions (KAI®
225-26) from about 700 BCE (seven kilometres south-east of Aleppo).
For an analysis of these texts and a discussion of the transition from Old
to Imperial Aramaic, see Yun (2006, 40).

! Bron (1973-79, 607) quotes Cohen (1976) and maintains concerning
this verbal usage that “il s’agit d’inaccompli convertis. D’aprés D.
Cohen, I’accompli converti serait une forme plus récente.” This is an
unfortunate conclusion, since the past verbal usage of yaqtul is a reten-
tion from PS. There is no necessity of a conversion.

92 Degen (1969, 114) identifies this w-yqtl as a ‘Kurzimpf.” in the func-
tion of the ‘Erzdhlform’, always at the beginning of the clause. The dom-
inant opinion about the w-yqtl forms in the Zakkir inscription, before
the appearance of the Tel Dan inscription, was that they represented
very special cases, solemn expressions, Canaanite dialectal influence, or
a deviant Aramic dialect. For an overview of the previous scholarly
opinions, see Degen (1969, 114f. n. 21). Degen’s conclusion in his foot-
note is: “Es gibt m.E. keine schwerwiegenden Griinde gegen die An-
nahme, daf§ die wayigtol-Konstruktionen auch im Aa. geldufig war. Die
bisher geringe Zahl an Belegen ist blof3 durch die Text-Gattung der uns
bekannten Denkmailer bestimmt; in weiteren erzihlenden Texten kon-
nen jederzeit neue Belege auftreten.” Emerton (1994, 258) evaluates
the wyqtl examples in the Zakkir text in the light of the Tel Dan and
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Deir ‘Alla inscriptions, and concludes that “the presence of waw consec-
utive with the imperfect does not tell against its identification with a
form of Aramaic.”

% For example, Segert (1975a, §85.6.4.1.6; 6.6.3.3.2): “Man darf in
diesem »imperfectum consecutivum« einen Hebraismus bzw. Kanaanis-
mus sehen.”

94 Thus Lipifiski (1994, 87); Kottsieper (1999, 55f.); Gzella (2004, 322);
Renz (2016, 631f.). For a discussion of dating, see Fales (2011, 558f.),
who follows Athas (2003). Lemaire’s (2004, 369) dating is the second
half of the ninth century BCE. For a survey of research on the Tel Dan
inscription, see Hagelia (2006).

% Gzella (2015, 81) admits that this is “a consensus view,” although he

argues against it.

% The alternative interpretations—for example, as a circumstantial @-
yqtlu like in Arabic or a purpose clause or “consecutive imperfects”
(thus Athas 2003, 202, 205, 213; 2006, 251, but he analyses yhk as
jussive: 2003, 207)—are all less convincing (see Muraoka 1995a, 20 n.
4; 2001, 389).

% This interpretation rests on an identification of the clausal bounda-
ries, which cannot be established with certainty because of the damaged
text. In Rainey’s (2003a, 405) interpretation, the two yaqtul without
preceding waw are clause-initial ([...]1°by ysq ‘[...] my father, went up’;
wyskb *by ‘and my father passed away, he went ...”). Lipifiski (1994, 89)
restores the text before yhk and arrives at ‘(he went] out agai[nst] my
father, so as to go up [to .....]>, which means that ysq is analysed as
clause-initial, introducing a purpose clause.

% The asyndesis in wyskb ’by yhk is certainly noticeable. If the two
clauses are both main line, we would expect syndesis in both. The rea-
son could be that the ‘(and) went to [his ancestors]’ is an elaboration,
being a more explicit expression of the same event. Tropper (1996, 641)
argues that the lack of wa before yhk must mean that there is no tem-
poral succession between the two events, and that one of the possibili-
ties is that the two clauses are paratactically connected, “wobei yhk



266 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

logisch gleichbedeutend ist mit (w)yskb.” Hagelia (2006, 154) suggests
that yhk could be “an epexegetic explanation” (thus close to an elabo-
ration). The other possibility for Tropper (1996, 641) is that yhk is a
subordinate clause expressing “eine Begleit- oder Folgehandlung zu
wyskb.” Muraoka (1995a, 20) is decidedly for an interpretation of both
yhk and ysq as “preterit prefix conjugations,” and thus also Halpern
(1994, 64), Miiller (1995), and Kottsieper (1998, 61). In all these inter-
pretations, the yhk is supposed to be the old perfective yaqtul. Lipifiski
(1994, 91; see also Gzella 2004, 323 n. 65) has argued in favour of a
‘long’ imperfective (yaqtulu) interpretation of yhk (also of ysq): “It is an
imperfect that expresses the finality or the consequence of the action
signified by the preceding verb, without the use of any coordinating
conjunction” (but cf. J-M §116h-i and Ps. 13.6).

% It is quite possible that this inscription—as well as the Samalian (KAI®
214-15; cf. Gianto 2008, 12)—should not be classified as Aramaic, since
it does not contain enough of the features that are commonly regarded
as constitutive of the Aramaic language group. Huehnergard (1995,
281f.) suggests the term ‘Proto-Aramaoid’ (without being happy with
it), and this is a type of classification that Kogan (2015, 600) arrives at
in his conclusions: the ‘Aramaoid’ branch of Central Semitic comprises,
according to him, the three groups Deir ‘Alla, Samalian, and Aramaic.
Lemaire (1991, 49; 2004, 371) classifies it as “araméen archaique” (also
Pardee 1991, 105). For the purpose of the present book, it is not of
decisive importance whether to classify the Deir ‘Alla text as Aramaoid
or Aramaic or even Canaanite. Huehnergard and Pat-El (2019, 5),
whom I as a rule follow, classify Deir ‘Alla as Canaanite of the Aramaeo-
Canaanite branch of Northwest Semitic. However, the proposal that the
past narrative usage of yaqtul might be a southern (or southwestern)
early Aramaic dialectal feature cannot be easily dismissed (Tropper
1993a, 404f.; Schniedewind 1996; Kottsieper 1998, 73; Rainey 2007,
81). Rainey (2007, 81) speaks of “Transjordanian languages,” among
which he includes the language(s) of the Zakkiir, Tel Dan, and Deir ‘Alla
inscriptions as well as Moabite and Biblical Hebrew; and Kaufman
(2002, 303) regrets the rigidness of the classification models and says,
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“[t]he language of Deir ‘Alla is what it is; it is what it should be, some-
thing in between Hebrew, Aramaic, and Ammonite. What it is not is an
example of linguistic interference.” The position of Rainey and Kaufman
is close to the opinion of Parker (2002, 46), who prefers to name the
language after the geographical location of Deir ‘Alla: “It is not a priori
necessary that the Deir ‘Alla plaster texts should have been written in
any other than the local dialect... we should be content simply to clas-
sify them as written in a Deir ‘Alla dialect.” But the problem with only
a geographical designation is the giving up of a genetic classification.

190 The dating of the Deir ‘Alla inscription is based on *C samplings and
concerns the physical painting on the wall, which means that the (prob-
ably papyrus) original text may be from an earlier date (Fales 2011,
559, who refers to Lemaire 1991, 45). The inscription was initially clas-
sified as Aramaic (thus the editio princeps: Hoftijzer and Kooij 1976,
183), but later on, many scholars, with Hackett (1984), have argued
that the language is South-Canaanite with an Ammonite type of script.
Against this, Lipinski (1994, 109) maintains that the script “is typolog-
ically Aramaic, with no peculiar features that might be termed ‘Ammo-
nite’.” Folmer (2012, 131), on the other hand, argues that the inscrip-
tion is “difficult to classify as Aramaic at all.” Gzella (2013a) expresses
extreme scepticism as to the Aramaic nature of the inscription and puts
forward the suggestion that it constitutes “the transformation and ex-
pansion of a Canaanite original by speakers of Aramaic.” Moreover, in
Gzella (2017, 23), he suggests “that the text goes back to a local, and
perhaps oral, tradition in a Trans-Jordanian language that was then rec-
orded in a basically Aramaic grammatical code or literally translated
into Aramaic after the shift from a Canaanite to an Aramaic literary
culture as a result of political developments.”

191 Thus Lipifiski (1994, 105f.). Lemaire (1991, 44; 2004, 371) main-
tains that the plaster writing was copied from an older scroll (quoting
Millard 1978, 25). The arguments of Lemaire and Millard are based on
palaeographic data, and these data are confirmed by the linguistic ar-
guments of McCarter and Pardee, who maintain that the language of
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the Deir ‘Alla inscription, with its numerous Northwest Semitic reten-
tions, is “typologically a very archaic form of Aramaic” (Pardee 1991,
105), and “much older than the particular copy of the text that was
made at Deir ‘Alla” (McCarter 1991, 95, who is hesitant as to the purely
Aramaic affiliation). Schniedewind (1996, 82) writes concerning the
yqtl preterites: “this new evidence suggests that in the earliest period a
yagqtul preterite survived in southern Aramaic dialects.” And he argues
that “[i]t is no longer possible to posit a sharp break between Canaanite
and Aramaic until a later period.” According to Rainey (2007, 81), “we
now have enough evidence (three inscriptions) in Southern Old Ara-
maic to show that the prefix preterite narrative sequences were com-
mon to that dialect just as in Hebrew and Moabite.” The natural con-
clusion is that the w-yqtl sequences in narrative represented a survival
from Proto-Northwest Semitic (McCarter 1991, 93, referring to Garr
1985, 186). McCarter’s (1991, 93) conclusion is that ‘consecutive im-
perfect’ is not an appropriate term from a comparative Semitic perspec-
tive. More appropriate is Pardee’s (1991, 101) term “w + yagqtul pret-
erite... [a] proto-Northwest Semitic retention attested in both Canaan-
ite and Aramaic.”

192 pardee (1991, 101f.) on the ‘w + yaqtul preterite’: “it remains indis-
putable that this feature is present in one Old Aramaic inscription, the
Zakkur inscription (KAI® 202), and this fact makes the appearance of
the feature in another dialect of Aramaic plausible” (see also Emerton
1994). The attested cases are: Combination I: wy’tw (line 1), wy’mrw
(line 2), wygm (line 3), wy4 (line 4), and wy’mr (line 4-5). A probable
additional instance is wy[ Jh bl‘m brbT ‘and [they said to] him: Balaam,
son of Beor’ (line 4 in the text by Hackett 1984, 25, which differs some-
what from Ahituv 2008, 435). Lipiniski (1994, 162, 166) counts as many
as “seven or eight” instances and describes them as “the ancient Semitic
preterit yiqtul/iprus.”

193 Huehnergard (1991, 289) maintains that the words brB‘r ‘son of Beor’
belong to the name and therefore the construction (with the typical Ar-
amaic word bar ‘son’) “is external to the dialect in which the text was
written.” For this reason, he reckons that the word br ‘son’ is unattested
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in the dialect and that the text therefore lacks any typical Aramaic fea-
ture. For the opposite view, see McCarter (1991, 89). In this connection,
it should be observed that the name in the corresponding Biblical nar-
rative (Num. 22-24) is given as Bil‘am ben-Ba‘or (Num. 22.5), with the
Hebrew word for ‘son’ (Pardee 1991, 103 n. 7).

194 There is no certain example of a distinctively short realis yaqtul (Garr
1985, 138).

105 A jussive with the prefix [ is attested in Mesopotamian Old Aramaic
(Folmer 2012, 146), for example, Tell Fekheriyeh lhyngn ‘may they
suckle’, but this is probably an Akkadianism (Fales 2011, 568; against
him, Garr 1985, 118f.).

196 According to Gzella (2004, 272), the syntagm °al yaqtul is a retention
from Proto-Semitic.

197 The imperfective form w-yhkn depends on the conditional particle hn
in line 4, and is part of a complex protasis construction.

198 These examples are from the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription (KAI® 309)
with optative particle I before yaqtul (the example is adduced by Folmer
2012, 146). As for Imperial Aramaic, Muraoka and Porten (2003, 129f.)
suppose that there was a shortening of the jussive in verbs Ilwy: IIw
tdgom and Ily tdsim. Concerning the accent in Aramaic, Beyer (1984,
142) proposes that from the tenth century there was a shift to stress on
the final syllable of endingless forms of the long prefix conjugation, as
against stress on the initial syllable in the short yaqtul forms: thus KAI®
309 has in line 11 a jussive short yaqtul /14Sem/ ‘er setze!’, but in line
12 a long imperfective /yasim/ ‘er setzt’. According to Beyer, this dif-
ference in stress prevailed in Aramaic until the seventh century BCE.
Segert (1975a, §6.6.6.3.1) suggests that it is “nicht ausgeschlossen” that
a verb IIw with defective spelling, as in Dan. 4.11 7n ‘let her (the ani-
mals) flee’, reveals a distinctive spelling of the short jussive; however,
as the reduced prefix vowel shows, the accent lies on the stem in the
Masoretic text. There are some seeming counterexamples in the Ahigar
proverbs, such as [1] *npy m[l]k °l tqwm ‘Before the king you should not
stand up!” (TAD1 A1.1:85), possibly because of “occasional failure of
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the author (or redactor) of the Proverbs of Ahiqar to keep the indicative
and jussive apart” (Muraoka and Porten 2003, 130).

199 Segert (1975a, §85.6.5.2.3, 5.7.8.3.1) says instead that y = i < *-iy
in the jussive; and h = é < *ay in the long form, as in Dan. 6.8 ybnh =
yibné < *yibnay.

119 There are very few examples of this distinction in Biblical Aramaic:
Dan. 5.10 izmw5x& 711 ‘and do not let your face be so pale!” (Rosenthal
1995, §152).

1 5p0 R . 77[n]3[a] ‘Barhadad my father went up’ (KAI® 310:2) might
be a counter-example, but it is difficult to determine the beginning of
the clause.

112 This is also the case in Imperial Aramaic (Muraoka and Porten 2003,
104, 322; Rosenthal 1995, §108).

113 Muraoka and Porten (2003, 199) give the following distinctive ex-
ample (3mp short form and not initial): 77 521 "anbw Hrw 53 RO
‘May all gods seek after your welfare at all times!” (TAD1, p. 40: A3.7,
1).

14 The distinction was upheld in Egyptian Aramaic and Biblical Ara-
maic, and in some inscriptions from the fifth century BCE, but, since
most of the paradigmatic forms were identical, the morphological dis-
tinction was lost in later Aramaic dialects (Bauer and Leander 1927,
830n; Segert 1975a, §85.6.5.2.3, 5.7.8.4.4).

15 ‘Energicus’ is the usual designation of this morpheme in Semitic lin-
guistics, but n in Aramaic seems unlikely to possess such a connotation
(Degen 1969, 80).

116 For a discussion of the concept of Archaic Biblical Hebrew, see Pat-
El and Wilson-Wright (2013); Gianto (2016). My intention is to give a
contrasting survey of yiqtol(@) in the archaic texts on points that are of
interest in relation to its use in CBH. I follow mainly the results pre-
sented in Notarius (2013; 2015), and my examples will be taken from
the poems that are most archaic: the Song of Moses (Deut. 32), the Song
of Deborah (Judg. 5), the Song of the Sea (Exod. 15.1-18), and the epic
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poetry in the Song of David (2 Sam. 22/Ps. 18. 5-20, 33-46); cf. Nota-
rius (2013, 296; 2015, 238).

7 The initial distinctively short yiqtol(@)! of the copula verb () is
problematic and possibly diachronically innovative, with a semantic
merging between volitive and non-volitive (thus Notarius 2013, 205,
299f. and §813.1.10, 13.3.2). According to Joosten (2012, 187), it is
jussive; according to Tropper (1998, 174), future. Westermann (1982,
267) designates ' “eine Jussivform mit indikativer Bedeutung...
keinesfalls kann es den Spruch als einen Wunsch bestimmen oder als
futurisch.”

118 According to Joosten (2012, 187), the wa(y)-yiqgtol continues a rela-
tive participle. Notarius (2013, 197): “The whole passage is generally
held to have habitual semantics and there is no way to interpret v. 17b
as a retrospective report.” The wa(y)-yigtol “comes in clear syntactic
and semantic connection to the preceding circumstantial participial
phrase” (Notarius 2013, 197); it is “a sequential form that does not have
any past tense reference” (Notarius 2013, 197). It “rather represents a
generalizing sentence” (Notarius 2013, 60, 195). Examples of general-
ising present-time wa(y)-yiqtol are sometimes found in texts that are
usually regarded as CBH, and often in linkings with a preceding qotel-
clause. Some such cases are:

1 Sam. 2.6 (@-qotel + wa(y)-yigtol!)—thus Ges-K (§111u); Gross (1976,
111); J-M (8118r); Notarius (2010a, 260), who calls this “generic;”
Joosten (2012, 187). This passage is commonly regarded as archaic,
but, considering the use of gotel in predicative position and the fol-
lowing general present wa(y)-yiqtol “used in the same syntactic slot
as the participle with waw... namely without any past-time refer-
ence,” the syntax is probably late; qgotel and yiqtol(u) are inter-
changeable with wa(y)-yiqtol (Notarius 2013, 256 n. 15, 259).

1 Kgs 19.14 (wa(y)-yigtol + wa(y)-yiqtol).

Isa. 3.16 (@-CONJ-qatal + wa(y)-yiqgtoD—according to J-M (8§118p),
“After a stative gatal with a present meaning.” See also Driver
(1892, 40 §36); Gross (1976, 126).
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Isa. 24.6 (@-ADV-S.noun-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtol)—according to Watts
(2007a), present: “Therefore a curse devours the land, and inhabit-
ants in her are held guilty;” pace Wildberger (1978, 912), who con-
siders it anterior: “mufiten es biifSen, die auf ihr wohnten.”

The Book of Amos has several passages with a gotel and following gno-
mic wa(y)-yiqtol: 5.8 (Ges-K §111u; Gross 1976, 99; J-M §118r;
Joosten 2012, 187); 6.3 (Hoftijzer 1985, 4; Notarius 2007, 266;
Joosten 2012, 187); 9.5 (Ges-K §111u, Gross 1976, 102; J-M §118r;
Joosten 2012, 187); 9.6 (Gross 1976, 89).

119 Bergstrésser (1918-29, II, §34h); Gross (1976, 144); Rainey (1986,
15); Waltke and O’Connnor (1990, 498); Saenz-Badillos (1993, 58);
Tropper (1998, 170); Notarius (2007, 23; 2013, 280, 307; 2015, 239);
Joosten (2012, 417).

120 1t is a special problem if this morphologically short yigtol should be
analysed as clause-initial, or not. It is preceded by two infinitive clauses,
and infinitive construct morphemes are normally perceived as constitu-
ents in another verbal clause. But in forming a separate hemistich, the
VN clauses have a more independent status, marked by the atnah; it is
possible they are to be interpreted as verbless clauses, in which case the
yigtol(@) form is clause-initial. This is indicated by @- before the form
in the pattern. If the infinitives are analysed as constituents in the
yigtol(@) clause, the pattern for verse 8 is: @-PREP-VN-PREP-VN-
yiqtol(@)!; in this case, the short yigtol is one of very few past perfective
yiqtol(@) that are clause-internal.

!21 For this interpretation, see Isaksson (2017, 244 n. 25).

122 In this instance, the presence of ‘energic’ suffixes indicates that the
verbs are imperfectives (long yigtol).

123 This translation by Notarius is semantically attractive, but presup-
poses an emendation to a hifil form. An interpretation that retains the
text with its change of subject, e.g., ‘and he ate of the produce of the
fields’ (NET), does not affect the presentation of the short yigtol.

124 All three are ‘preterites’ according to Rainey (1986, 16); Notarius
(2015, 240).



3. The Short Yiqtol 273

125 For a relative diachronic evaluation of the archaic poems, see Nota-
rius (2013, 296f.).

126 9 is “consistent with classical usage,” and so are five more wa(y)-
yigtol in the Blessing of Moses (Notarius 2013, 240f.).

127 Bybee and Dahl (1989, 74) give the example “Morgen bin ich schon
abgefahren, ‘Tomorrow I will already have gone’.” See also Ges-K
(8106n); J-M (88112h, 118s). According to Notarius (2013, 88 n. 49),
“the prophetic perfect and historical present are cognate pragmatic phe-
nomena, but opposite semantic categories. The historical present is
based on a metaphorical transmission of ST into the narrative past,
while the events are simultaneous with this metaphorically transmitted
ST. The prophetic perfect demands that ST be metaphorically transmit-
ted into the future, while the events occurred before this metaphorically
transmitted ST.” Cf. Cook (2012a, 216).

128 The temporal interpretation of the passage is disputed. See the dis-
cussion of alternatives in Notarius (2013, 87-89).

129 On this point, I slightly disagree with Notarius (2013, 87), though
she is open to an anterior interpretation in n. 42 (“anteriority/simple
past”).

1% Notarius (2013, 225 n. 43), against tradition, interprets 1103 as re-
ferring to ‘the death of righteous ones’. Other examples of clause-initial
jussive yigtol(@) in affirmative clauses: Gen. 49.8b; 49.26; Exod. 15.9;
Num. 24.7; Deut. 32.1 (@-IMP + wa-yiqtol(?)-A + wa-yiqtol, probably
not purposive, pace Notarius 2013, 101); 32.2; 32.38; 33.6 (@-yiqtol(D)!
+ wa-’al-yiqtol(@)! + wa-yiqtol!); 33.10 (D-yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(D),
jussives; Notarius 2013, 248); 33.24; Judg. 5.21b (@-yiqtol(®@), archaic
second-person jussive; Notarius 2013, 140, 147, 292; Ges-K §118m).

13! The verb form *wn is regarded as a (distinctive) short yigtol by most
scholars. See further Finley (1981, 246); Waltke and O’Connor (1990,
558); Tropper (1998, 170); Notarius (2013, 78, 240, 286; 2015, 240).

132 Another example is Gen. 49.4 (@-VN-al-yiqtol(@)! + ki-qatal + ’az-
qatal), where VN is adverbial (Notarius 2013, 191: ‘Unstable as water’).
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133 According to Notarius (2013, 293f.), “volitive forms are commonly
non-initial in the clause.” Examples: Judg. 5.2 (ba-VN-ba-VN-IMP); 5.3b
(@-S.pron-PrP-S.pron-yiqtol(@)-A + @-yiqtol(@); Notarius 2013, 140,
145f. n. 86, 292); 5.9 (P-X0@ + @-VOC-IMP); 5.10 (@-VOC-VOC-VOC-
IMP); Ps. 18.50 (@-ADV-yigtol(®) + wa-PrP-yiqtol(®)-A); but 2 Sam.
22.50 (@-ADV-yiqtol(@) + wa-PrP-yiqtol(@))—pace Notarius (2013,
153, 169), who analyses the two prefix forms as “present progressive
for immediate future use,” in spite of the ventive/cohortative clitic
(with -a) in Ps. 18.50.

134 Notarius’ (2013) translations generally conform to the NRSV, and
this is the case here.

135 Gibson (1994, §129) writes: “Consequence may be expressed by sim-
ple Vav with jussive.” See also J-M (8§8116e, 169b). Other wa-yiqtol
clauses expressing various shades of purpose or consequence in archaic
poetry: Deut. 32.1 (@-IMP + wa-yiqtol(D)-A + wa-yiqtol(@), possibly
with purpose meaning; Notarius 2013, 101); 32.38 (@-yiqtol(?) + wa-
yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(D)!); 32.41 (@-’im-qatal + wa-yiqtol(@), jussive
with future purposive force; Notarius 2013, 293).

1% It is to be regretted that Notarius uses imprecise terminology on this
point. She employs the term “conditional mood” (Notarius 2013, 220),
disregarding the fact that the syntaxes of protasis and apodosis are dif-
ferent and must be held distinct from one another, since they constitute
separate domains (see §1.2.4).

137 1 use the imprecise term ‘sentence’ (with hesitation) when it is obvi-
ous that it involves several clauses. The term ‘conditional clause’ refer-
ring to the linking of protasis and apodosis (thus Notarius 2013, 99,
116) is not appropriate, since the term clause should be confined to a
syntagm with one predication.

138 Notarius (2008, 83) says this is a jussive used in “conditional or ra-
ther subjunctive mood.” Her translation (Notarius 2013, 220) is neither
conditional nor subjunctive: ‘The one who will rule out of Jacob will
destroy the survivors of Ar’.



3. The Short Yiqtol 275

139 Unfortunately, Ges-K (§§109h-k) makes no attempt to classify the
examples diachronically. The adduced passages are (in order):

1)

(2)

(3
(4

Ps. 45.11-12 has the pattern "'@-IMP + wa-IMP + wa-IMP + *wa-
yiqtol(@)! + ki-X@ + wa-IMP. The wa-yigtol(@) clause expresses a
logical consequence or purpose after the IMP clauses in verse 11.
The wa-yigtol(@) concludes the first hemistich in verse 12, and there
then follows a ki-clause, so this cannot be a protasis. NET takes the
wa-yiqtol as a volitive consequence: ‘Listen, O princess! Observe and
pay attention! Forget your homeland and your family! Then the
king will be attracted by your beauty. After all, he is your master!
Submit to him!’. Kraus (1978, 486) takes wnn as a wa(y)-yiqtol
clause, ‘Und er begehre deine Schonheit’.

Ps. 104.20 is as dubious as Ps. 45.12. The pattern @-yiqtol(®)! +
wa-yiqtol(@)! represents a late usage of the short prefix form to ex-
press a general present, in the same way as in Gen. 49.17 (Notarius
2013, 197, 205f., 299f.; thus also Westermann 1982, 267), a stage
with a semantic merging between volitive and non-volitive moods
of the prefix conjugation, in such a way that clause-initial forms are
represented as morphologically short and non-initial forms are writ-
ten long.

Exod. 22.4; see §3.4.2, example (103).

Lev. 15.24 has the pattern (wa-’im-VNabs-yiqtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(D)")
+ wa-qatal, where the protasis is set within parentheses. It is intro-
duced by a ’im... yigtol(u) construction and the internal wa-
yiqtol(@)! constitutes a result clause within the protasis. This is a
possibility that Milgrom (1991, 940) is open to, but Driver (1892,
§172) argues that in this case an infinitive lihyot “might be substi-
tuted for the jussive,” which semantically means a consequence
clause within the protasis. Milgrom (1991, 941) falsely concludes
that, since “MT’s ditéti rather indicates a consequence,” it must be-
long with the apodosis. If the wa-yiqtol(@)! in Lev. 15.24 belongs to
the protasis, it is certainly not a good example of a short yiqtol(®)
expressing a condition.
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Isa. 41.28 (with preceding verse) shows the pattern 2@-ADV-PrP-
wa-PrP-O.noun-yigtol(u) + **wa-yiqtol(@)! + wa-X0 + wa-X@ +
wa-yiqtol(@) + wa-yiqtol(@), and the distinctively short wa-yiqtol
(®k) is best interpreted as a purpose clause, as are also the two
concluding wa-yigtol in the verse (:127 32w ohxwyy), as Elliger
(1978, 171) translates: “dal? ich sie fragte und sie Antwort gaben.”
My translation: “’I first sent a message to Zion, and a herald to
Jerusalem, 28 to look, but there was no one, among them there was
no one who could serve as an adviser, so that I might ask questions
and they give me answers’; the introductory wa-’éré is never inter-
preted as a condition, but sometimes, without support in the text,
as a temporal clause, as in Watts (2007b, 645), ‘When I looked,
there was no one’. Elliger (1978, 175f.), on the other hand, emen-
dates the text, deleting the initial wa-yiqtol(@)! clause.

Ezek. 14.7 is LBH and the pattern is conditional linking: (ki-S.noun-
REL-yigtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(@)! + wa-O.noun-
yigtol(w)! + wa-qatal) + @-S.pron-yigtol(u)!. The short wa-
yiqtol(@)! (wa-ya‘al) is an internal part of the complex protasis, but
does not initiate the protasis. It has the same meaning as the pre-
ceding wa-yiqtol(u) and shows that the writer’s linguistic compe-
tence did not correctly perceive the difference between short and
long yigtol.

Job 34.29 is late, probably from the Persian period (Horst 1974,
xii). The verse is constructed by two conditional linkings, in which
the first protasis has the structure wa-S.pron-yiqtol(u)!, and the sec-
ond protasis, apparently parallel, has the pattern wa-yigtol(?)! In
this stage of the language, the semantic distinction between the two
prefix forms has been lost. What remains of the old distinction is
that clause-initial forms are short and, in non-clause-initial position,
long forms are used (Joosten 2015, 33f.).

2 Kgs 6.27: this is not CBH proper, and belongs to a linguistic state
later than the Pentateuch. The adduced form is not morphologically
distinctive, but the classification as short yiqtol(@) is seemingly se-
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cured by the preceding negation (i Tpwir5R). Ges-K (§109h) in-
terprets the utterance erroneously as a negative protasis, possibly
presupposing an emendation to 85 ox (thus also HALOT). But, ac-
cording to HALOT, the particle ’al may also be an emphatic nega-
tion ‘no!’, which yields the plausible translation ‘No, let the LORD
help you!” (thus NET, NRSV). If the text is emended ( Tpwi &5 oy
nin?), the verb must be interpreted as yigtol(w) and is no longer a
proof of a yigtol(@) starting a protasis.

140 On this point, it reflects the usage of the equivalent form in Ugaritic
poetry: “Ugaritic yn, for example, means ‘he replied’, whether preceded
by w, wyn ‘and he replied’, or used alone” (Fenton 1973, 32).

141 There are few, if any, traces in the Hebrew inscriptions of the so-
called nun paragogicum, which in other Northwest Semitic languages
may distinguish a long imperfective form yagqtuliin (3mp, similarly 2fs
and 2mp) from a short perfective (usually jussive) yaqtulii. A possible
but unclear example of nun paragogicum is Kuntillet ‘Agrad 15:2
Ywbzrh . °l. br[ *lwymsn hrm[ '] and when God shone forth ... [ 2]
and the mountains melted’, where wymsn is seemingly a nif‘al wa(y)-
yiqtol clause with nun paragogicum, a combination that occurs now and
then also in CBH (Deut. 1.22; 4.11; 5.23; Judg. 8.1; 11.18; see also Amos
6.3). This example from the early eighth century is quoted from Dobbs-
Allsopp et al. (2005, 287); cf. Renz and Rollig (1995-2003, 1:59 n. 3)

142 Pace Gogel’s (1998, 95 n. 51) estimation of the IIwy hifSil jussive
form, y’r ‘may he cause to shine’ (root °wr), which he puts on a par with
the morphologically distinctive ‘short’ Illwy forms that will be quoted
below (yhy, yr’, ykD). It does not help that Gogel quotes parallel uses of
y’r in BH. He is right that the y’r in Ketef Hinnom 2:8 is a jussive, but it
must be stated emphatically that y’r is not morphologically distinctive.
It is also strange that Gogel (1998, 95) calls ykl a “jussive” in wykl ‘and
he finished’ (Mesad Hashavyahu 1:5). For a critique of Gogel’s morpho-
syntactic analyses, see Rainey (2001).

143 The text of the Hebrew inscriptions in this section follows Dobbs-
Allsopp et al. (2005 = HI).



278 The Verb in Classical Hebrew

144 The example 2n5wH Sxw mnr (Arad 18:2), which Gogel (1998, 288)
translates as jussive, is probably an expression of assurance with long
yigtol: ‘YHWH will concern himself with your well-being’.

1451 follow HI’s (14) interpretation of the 2ms hif‘il naom as ‘hand over’,
but I prefer not to translate it with an imperative.

146 This example is datable to the late seventh/second half of the seventh
century BCE (Gogel 1998, 24). My translation follows in the main that
of HI (p. 359).

47 This hypothesis is attractive because of the frequency of the verb in
BH. See, for the scholarly discussion, Renz and Rollig (1995, 1:325 n.
1), Gogel (1998, 95 n. 52), and Schade (2006, 272).

148 The translation is Gogel’s (1998, 92). The context is 17 1 n& A1
127 ‘lest something happens to the 7 city’.

49 The translation is Gogel’s (1998, 92). The (rather fragmentary) con-
text is: AnAN*-IwR-IR ‘Cursed be the one who effaces...’.

10 The context is fragmentary and we do not know what precedes the
verb: 3 nayw mam 3 [---], but it is reasonable to translate as an obligation
‘he shall count out three (seah-measures) of barley’.

31 Thus convincingly Schiile (2000, 173f.), HI (360f.), and Ahituv
(2008, 161).

52 The syntagm Dox1 is commonly analysed as a wa-qatal clause with
the same meaning as the preceding wa(y)-yigtol clauses. Renz and Rollig
(1995, 1:325 n. 2) suggest instead that it serves “zur Kennzeichnung der
Umstédnde der mit Impf. consec. bezeichneten Haupthandlung,” but pre-
fer to interpret ook as “Inf. absol. als Fortfithrung der beiden vorange-
henden Impf. consec.” The syntagm oox could theoretically also be an-
alysed as a 1cs wa(y)-yiqtol form with weak pronunciation of the first
root consonant (J-M 8873a, g), if a switch to first person would be ac-
ceptable in this type of context (cf. Schade 2006, 272). However, at the
time of this ‘letter’ (the genre is disputed by Dobbs-Allsopp 1994), we
may expect wa-qatal to regain the temporal value of a gatal in some
positions, for example after a gatal clause, as can be seen in Isa. 40.12
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(qatal + wa-O.noun-qatal + wa-qatal + wa-qatal), which is an example
of transitional Hebrew syntax (Hornkohl 2016a).

153 This loss of final short vowels occurred both in Canaanite and in
Aramaic (Hasselbach and Huehnergard 2008, 412, 414; Baranowski
2016b, 11).

5% An early résumé of the main arguments for a separate origin of the
yigtol part in wa(y)-yiqtol as opposed to the long yigtol is found in Finley
(1981, 242). The dropping of final vowels is Blau’s stage iii. According
to Blau (2010, 150f.), long and short prefix forms were first distin-
guished by stress, short form *yigtol, long form yiqtol < *yiqtolu. Later,
stress shifted to the ultima also in the short prefix form, yigtdl, so that
the two converged in most paradigmatic positions.

155 Hans Bauer was the first to argue that yaqtul was the more ancient
form; see Cook (2012a, 102). Contra my false position in Isaksson
(1986), Bauer’s arguments for the priority of yaqtul (the “Kurz-Aorist”)
were weak, but his position was correct.

1% On this point, I follow Brockelmann (1908-13, I, §260g); see also
Huehnergard and Pat-El (2019, 7). Bauer and Leander (1922, 297c) pro-
pose 3fp *yaqtuld and 2fp *tVgqtVlia.

157 The prefix t- developed by analogy with the singular feminine form.

138 The ld yaqtul clause-type is attested at Amarna, but is not found in
Biblical Hebrew, not even in the archaic language. In Biblical Hebrew,
*16 yiqtol(@) has been replaced by 16 gatal.

159 Bauer and Leander (1922, 3000); Voigt (1987, 8); Garr (1998,
xlviif.); Hasselbach and Huehnergard (2008, 416); Kummerow (2008,
76); Bloch (2009, 41 n. 31); Blau (2010, 152, 205); Gzella (2011a, 442;
2013c, 859; 2018, 27); Kogan (2015, 162f.). Sjors (2023, 114 n. 51)
also concludes that paragogic nun may reflect the imperfective mor-
pheme *-nV, since “[t]he “function of paragogic nun of the imperfective
has proven difficult to determine.” There are also some rare cases where
the nun paragogicum is added to a wa(y)-yiqtol syntagm (Deut. 1.22; 4.11
twice; 5.23; Judg. 8.1; 11.18; Isa. 41.5; Ezek. 44.8; Amos 6.3), or to a
gatal form (Deut. 8.3; 8.16).
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160 The problem with this hypothesis (an imperfective built on the old
yaqtul) is that “there is no attested grammaticalization path between
the resultative-perfect-perfective path with which *yaqtul is associated
(based on its iprus Akkadian reflex) and the progressive-imperfective
path with which *yaqtulu is usually associated” (Cook 2012a, 220). The
alternative that offers itself is to recognise the apparent morphological
affinity between the infinitive, the imperative, the short yiqgtol, and the
long yigtol, and to consider the infinitive to have been an original build-
ing block of both short and long yiqtol (and the imperative). As for the
long yigtol, its origin is then “fully in keeping with a common lexical
source of progressives: locative constructions involving infinitives”
(Cook 2012a, 220, 263 n. 98, referencing Bybee et al. 1994, 128; Heine
and Kuteva 2002, 202).

61 1 follow Bauer and Leander (1922, 231b, 388i), who regard this
shortening of the long stem vowel in closed syllables to be Proto-Se-
mitic, but this is not certain. The shortening seems to be supported,
however, by the data in Central Semitic.

162 The free-standing indicative short yigtol is attested in the archaic
poetry (see §3.2).

103 Blau (2010, 151) instead regards the stress pattern in op” as a reten-
tion of the general penultimate stress of the short prefix form in stage
iii.

64 The latter form in Proto-Hebrew according to Blau (2010, 196).

185 Other examples of ‘long’ yigtol(@) forms in the Pentateuch and
Judges: Gen. 19.17 (2ms irrealis, unusual plene writing); 27.31 (3ms
irrealis, defective writing); Exod. 2.7 (3fs irrealis purpose, defective);
19.4 (1cs realis, defective); Lev. 20.23 (1cs realis, defective); 20.26 (1cs
realis, defective); Judg. 6.18 (@-’al-na-yiqtol(®@) ‘long’, 2ms irrealis, de-
fective).

1% Third radicals w/y were preserved in Proto-Semitic. They were elided
in the individual Semitic languages (Blau 2010, 249).

67 1t seems that the shortening of the yaqtul forms of verbs Illwy was a
development after the Proto-Semitic stage, and for this class of verbs
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the term ‘apocopation’ is appropriate. Historically, it is a false conclu-
sion to regard this as an apocopation of the yiqtol(u) form. The yiqgtol(u)
form is not involved at all. The shortening concerns the expected result
of the original endings aw, ay, iw, iy, uw, uy in the short yiqtol. In some
lexical cases, the root may also have been biradical (Blau 2010, 249,
251).

18 For the short yigtol with the ventive/cohortative clitic -@, see §1.2.2
and §3.4.2.3.

169 According to J-M (§79m n. 2), “In the OT there are altogether 1,300
properly apocopated forms of Lamed-He verbs as against 110 non-apoc-
opated ones, of which only three occur in the Pentateuch, all 1 sg. (see
Stipp 1987). The non-apocopated 56 cases of 1sg. may be interpreted
as cohortative in form.” See also Ges-K (8§49e); Stipp (1987); Tropper
(1998, 164f.).

170 Ges-K (§75t); Gross (1976, 41: “wohl... koordinierter Injunktiv”);
Stipp (1987, 138); Waltke and O’Connor (1990, 566); J-M (879m, and
p. 376, n. 1); Diehl (2007, 36). Robar (2014, 80) regards it as a long
yigtol with jussive meaning. I prefer the reading as purpose clause, as in
Westermann (1976, 107, 167): “dal das Trockene sichtbar werde.”

71 Tropper (1998, 165) suggests that this is due to a slackening of
awareness of the distinction betwwen the short and long prefix form
and that “das Wissen um die unterschiedliche Herkunft und Funktion
von PK" und PK¥ im Laufe der hebr. Sprachgeschichte offenbar bereits
frith im Schwinden begriffen war.” The data given by Stipp concern
primarily indicative, not jussive, long wa(y)-yiqtol forms. The other in-
stances of indicative yigtol (mostly wa(y)-yiqtol) forms in the Penta-
teuch, Joshua, and Judges are: Gen. 24.48 (wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol,
long 1cs); Deut. 1.16 (wa(y)-yiqtol, long 1cs); Josh. 9.24 (wa(y)-yiqtol
+ wa(y)-yiqtol, long 1cp); 10.40 (wa(y)-yiqtol (long) + @-l6-qatal,
3ms); 19.50 (wa(y)-yiqtol (long) + wa(y)-yigtol, 3ms); Judg. 2.1 (@-
yigtol(@) (long) + wa(y)-yiqtol (long), 1cs)—this is a disputed past per-
fective without proclitic wa, thus Tropper (1998, 16), but Joosten
(1999, 24; 2012, 117), regards it as yiqtol(u), and J-M (§113g) alleges
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“Durative action,” while, according to Bloch (2009, 46 n. 49), it is a
scribal mistake due to the following ‘long’ form wa-’abi; 12.3 (wa(y)-
yigtol (long), 1cs); 19.2 (wa(y)-yigtol (long) + wa(y)-yiqtol, 3fs).

172 For realis, I also use the term indicative.

173 Joosten (2012, 184) translates: ‘whose flesh is half consumed when

it comes out of its mother’s womb’.
174 Ges-K (§111u) describes this as a present action.

175 Of the six attested examples of nif‘al wa(y)-yiqtol clauses of this root
in the Hebrew Bible, three are part of a narrative chain and have stativic
past reference (‘was/were left over’: Gen. 32.25; Josh. 18.2; Judg. 9.5),
but three are in direct speech report and best interpreted as stativic
presents: Gen. 44.20; 1 Kgs 19.10; 19.14 (De Vries 2003, 232, 233,
236). Only one additional example of a stativic wa(y)-yiqtol with pre-
sent meaning is found in my corpus: Deut. 22.16, best interpreted as a
stativic verb with present meaning, as in Christensen (2002, 513) ‘and
he hates her’. Outside my corpus, there are only a few cases in probable
CBH texts: 1 Sam. 2.29 (Ges-K §111r; J-M §118q; Waltke and O’Connor
1990, §33.3.3c); 14.28 (Driver 1913, 114); 2 Sam. 1.27, in poetry,
translated by Anderson (1989, 11) as ‘How are the warriors fallen! Lost
are the weapons of war!’.

176 Tt must be admitted that 1pr is ambiguous and can be an adjective.
This does not affect the analysis of the following wa(y)-yigtol.

77 Wenham (1994, 197) translates, ‘When Isaac was old and his eye-
sight was too poor for him to see’. Westermann (1981, 525) translates,
‘und seine Augen erloschen waren’. Other examples of wa(y)-yigtol
clauses with stativic verbs and past reference: Gen. 2.25; 6.6, 11
(Joosten 2012, 168); 25.28, 34; 27.1 (Wenham 1994, 197); 29.18; 34.7;
35.16 (Joosten 2012, 169 n. 24); 39.2; 46.12; Exod. 20.11; 38.24; Num.
3.17; 11.26 (within a series of wa(y)-yiqtol clauses: ‘and the spirit rested
upon them’; Budd 1984, 123); Judg. 3.11, 30; 4.21—the accents support
Sasson (2014, 251, 269), that PP and the first wa(y)-yiqtol belong to-
gether in the description of a state; 5.31; 8.28; 18.31; 19.2; 20.46.
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178 For the ventive meaning of this paragogic heh, see Sjors (2023, ch.
6).

179 T am aware that the particle ki can be interpreted as a general deictic
subordinator ‘that’, as in Brockelmann’s (1956, §159a) translation: ‘und
es geschah, daf} wir in das Nachtquartier kamen’. This does not alter
the interpretation of the last wa(y)-yiqtol clause.

180 1 XX translates with aorist and viv. Westermann (1982, 125) trans-
lates with present tense, ‘Dies bringen wir hiermit zuriick’. Wenham
(1994, 414) translates, ‘so we have brought it with us’.

181 According to Milgrom (2000, 1762), “Whereas holiness is God’s na-
ture and is apprehensible solely from his selfrevelation, separation is the
result of his act.”

182 Other examples of anterior wa(y)-yiqtol clause(s) after anterior gatal
clause(s): Gen. 19.9 (Gross 1976, 125; Joosten 2012, 191; Bergstrom
2014, 127); 19.19 (Bergstrom 2014, 127); 24.35 (Joosten 2012, 182;
Bergstrom 2014, 128); 27.36; 27.36; 30.6; 32.5b-6 (Joosten 2012,
185); 32.29; 32.31; 33.10 (Westermann 1981, 636, but close to stativic
present); 45.8; Exod. 1.18 (Joosten 2012, 180, 182); 3.8a (preceded by
both present anterior gatal and present stativic qatal); 31.3; 32.8; 35.31
(ro’ii @-qatal + 3'wa(y)-yigtol); Num. 14.24a; 23.4; Judg. 6.13c; 10.10b
(Butler 2009, 253); 16.10 (Boling 1975a, 246; Joosten 2012, 182).

183 Thus Milgrom (1991, 381, 432). Other examples of a more general
anterior expressed by wa(y)-yiqtol clauses: Gen. 30.27; Num. 11.20;
Deut. 4.33 (with ‘double-duty’, elliptic, interrogative particle; Joosten
2012, 191 n. 70).

184 T disagree with Moshavi (2010, 113), who assumes that the two
wa(y)-yigtol clauses that follow nnp% A7 do not share its pluperfect
meaning. Other wa(y)-yiqtol clauses with pluperfect meaning: Gen.
26.18 (within a relative clause: «REL-qatal + wa(y)-yiqtoly; Ges-K
§111q); 28.6, 7 (both Ges-K §111q); 31.19 (Ges-K §111q); 39.13 (Wen-
ham 1994, 371); Exod. 2.11 ‘Moses had grown up’; 12.35; Num. 14.36
(within a complex relative sentence; Ges-K §111q); 21.26; 26.19; Judg.
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1.16; 3.26; 4.11 (niprad is a nif‘al participle, so this pluperfect wa(y)-
yigtol does not succeed a pluperfect gatal); 18.22 (part of background).
18 Other examples of perfective wa(y)-yigtol with a meaning that in-
cludes iterative action or extends over a period of time: Gen. 30.30 (ex-
tended period); 30.39 (iterative; Joosten 2012, 174); 31.40 (iterative;
Joosten 2012, 182); 33.3 (iterative; Joosten 2012, 174f.); 35.3 (DEF-
gotel + wa(y)-yiqtol, habitual past in discourse; Joosten 2012, 185);
37.2 (iterative and part of background; Joosten 2012, 174, 178); 50.3
(parade example of extended period); Exod. 16.21 (iterative; Joosten
2012, 174); Num. 14.22 (iterative; Joosten 2012, 185); Deut. 2.12—
iterative, with an unusual switch from past habitual yigtol(u) to perfec-
tive wa(y)-yigtol: in this case, Joosten (1999, 24) regards yiqtol(u)
yirasum as “anomalous;” Judg. 4.5 (with a switch from qotel to perfec-
tive and implicitly iterative wa(y)-yiqtol; Joosten 2012, 174); 6.4 (with
a switch from habitual wa-qatal to perfective wa(y)-yiqtol and back to
habitual wa-16-yiqtol(w); Joosten 2012, 177); 9.25, iterative (Joosten
2012, 174); 16.16.

18 Realis uses of ‘waw-less’ yiqtol(@) verbs are attested in the Archaic
Hebrew poetry; see §3.2. Unfortunately, Tropper (1998, 169f.) does not
distinguish diachronic layers in BH. His examples of “PK¥ (allein)” are
mostly archaic poetry (Exod. 15.5; Judg. 5.26; Ps. 18.4-20; Deut. 32)
or other poetic texts that are usually notoriously difficult to evaluate
diachronically (Ps. 47; 68; 90; 107; Job). His analysis of the long form
’a‘dlé in Judg. 2.1 as narrative yigtol(@) is possible, but difficult to prove
(Gzella 2021, 75, 81), though it might involve a ventive clitic. And
ya‘dse in 1 Kgs 7.8 is probably a relative clause with yigtol(u). His ex-
ample from Isa. 12.1 might be CBH, but the adduced short forms (aw»
and "nnim) are jussives (Wildberger 1972, 477: ‘so wende sich dein
Zorn, daf’ du mich trostest’; Watts 2007a, 218: ‘May your anger turn
that you may comfort me’). Finally, Tropper’s Isa. 42.6; Hos. 6.1; 11.4;
and Dan. 8.12 do not represent CBH syntax (for Hosea, see Notarius
2007, 201-211). The examples of waw-less yiqtol(@) forms with past
meaning mentioned by Bloch (2009) are either archaic poetry or late
texts with an archaising style (Isa. 41.1-5; Ps. 44).
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187 This example is mentioned as jussive in Ges-K (§§53n, 109h); Bauer
and Leander (1922, 333z); Bergstrasser (1918-1929 II, §19i*). Accord-
ing to Tropper (1998, 174), short prefix conjugation forms in a protasis
should be interpreted as indicative (not jussive). His examples are from
Akkadian and Arabic. The only Hebrew example he adduces is quoted
from Ges-K (§109h), Ps. 104.20a, and he admits that J-M (§167a) has
another interpretation of the two jussives (‘Make darkness and let the
night come’). Driver (1892, §171) regards the form in Exod. 22.4 as a
problematic jussive. There are lots of examples of morphologically dis-
tinctive initial ki-yigtol(u)! in protases in CBH, but no ki-yigtol(®)!:
Exod. 12.48; 21.14; 21.20; 21.33; 23.05; Lev. 1.2; 2.1; 2.4; 11.39; 12.2;
13.16; 13.31; 15.25; 19.33; 25.25; 25.35; 25.39; 25.47; 27.2; Num.
5.12; 6.2; 6.9; 9.10; 9.14; 19.14; 27.8; Deut. 4.25; 13.2; 19.16; 21.22.
Similarly, there is no ’im-yiqtol(@)! in CBH. Examples of distinctively
long °im-yiqtol(u)! introducing a protasis in CBH: Gen. 4.7 (2 X ); Exod.
18.23; 21.11 (wa-’im-0.noun-10-yigtol(w)!); 21.19; 21.23; 21.27; 40.37,
Lev. 2.14; 4.32; 5.1; 5.7; 5.11; 13.7; 13.22; 13.27; 13.35; 13.53; 13.57;
14.44; 27.10; 27.16; 27.17; 27.18; 27.22; Num. 12.6; 20.19; 30.7; 30.9;
30.15; 36.4; Deut. 20.12; 30.4; 30.17; Judg. 11.10; 13.16. See also 1
Sam. 1.11; Amos 3.6.

188 Codex Leningradensis reads -5&, but most other MT MSS read the
expected -5x (Propp 1999, 307).

189 Another possible example of asyndetic complement clauses, albeit in
archaic poetry, is Deut. 32:29 (li-qatal + @-yiqtol(@) + @-yiqtol(D)):
‘Would that they were wise, that they understood this, that they
would discern their future!’.

1% Other examples of syndetic irrealis yiqtol(@) complement clauses:
Gen. 41.34 (@-yiqtol(@) + wa-yiqtol(@)!) ‘Let Pharaoh proceed to ap-
point’” (NRS)—but Westermann (1982, 95) has only coordination with
the same subject; Exod. 8.4 (@-IMP + wa-yigtol()!)—pace Qimron
(1986-87, 152), who regards it a purpose clause; Lev. 10.17 (@-IMP +
wa-IMP + wa-yigtol(@)!); 16.2 (IMP + wa-al-yigtol(®)); Judg. 13.4
(wa-‘atta-IMP-na@ + wa-"al-yiqtol(@) + wa-"al-yiqtol(?)); 14.15 (@-IMP
+ wa-yiqtol(®)!; Stipp 1987, 137).
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1 It is not easy to find first-person jussive forms without the clitic in
CBH: Gen. 24.57 (@-yiqtol), 58; 30.32; 33.15; 38.16 (but possibly a long
yigtol; Joosten 2012, 319 n. 22); Exod. 15.9 (3 X, but archaic); Deut.
10.2; Judg. 16.20 (2 x).

192 Examples in the corpus of ‘full’ IlIwy forms that represent jussives
with ‘hidden’ ventive/energic morpheme: Gen. 1.26 (Sjors 2019); 2.18;
6.7; 11.4 (2x; Sjors 2019, 14); 16.26 (wa-yiqtol-(a = V) + wa-yiqtol-
(L = V)); 18.21; 19.32 (2 X ); 19.34; 24.14, 49; 26.3 (above); 27.9; 30.3
(ventive in the first-person form); 30.31 (above); 31.3; 35.3 (2X);
37.10; 42.2; 43.8 (wa-yiqtol-(@ = V) + wa-yiqtol-(@ = V) + wa-yiqtol-
(L = V)); 46.31; 47.19 (2% ); 50.5; Exod. 3.3; 4.18; 17.2; 32.10 ‘from
you I will make <me> a great nation’; 32.13; Num. 11.15 ngIR-5x
(Dallaire 2014, 116); 14.12; 16.21; 17.10; Deut. 3.25; 9.14; 12.30
(Joosten 2012, 146); Judg. 6.39 (Zewi 1999, 155); 11.37a (third-person
passive with preposition li: "3 nwy); 11.37b; 18.9.

193 This holds also for Old Aramaic, where the negation ’al became a
signal of a short yaqtul (Kottsieper 1999, 68 n. 57). Morphologically
‘short’ yigtol(w) forms are rare in CBH: Gen. 24.8 awn &5 (@-ADV-
O.noun-16-yiqtol(u) [short])—thus Ges-K (§109k), but Tropper (1998,
177) regards it a jussive with negation [6; and Deut. 7.16 ohn-&% (lo-
yigtol(u) [short])—a variant yiqtol(u) form, according to Bauer and Le-
ander (1922, 399h); Bergstrasser (1929, 2, §28d).

194 In Old Aramaic also, the loss of final vowels and the subsequent co-
alescence of most yaqtul and yaqtulu forms was the driving force behind
the transformation of the verbal system (Kottsieper 1999, 73). But de-
velopments in Aramaic took another direction. Instead of a retention of
the different prefix conjugations, as in CBH, the gatal morpheme took
over completely as the narrative form, except in the most ancient in-
scriptions (see §3.1.11).

195 Many scholars have concluded that “yaqtulu and yaqtul have merged
in Hebrew to form a (nearly) common conjugation” (Waltke and O’Con-
nor 1990, 469; this seems to be the position also of the authors them-
selves). The problem with such a position is the impreciseness of the
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term ‘Hebrew’. Waltke and O’Connor indicate that this merger occurred
in Proto-Hebrew, not in the extant biblical texts. The position held in
the present book is that the distinction is still upheld in Archaic Biblical
Hebrew and CBH (the classical language corresponding to my corpus;
see §1.2.3). The steps to a merger can be observed in LBH.

19 For the cases of irregular word order in CBH, see §3.4.4.
197 This tendency is found also in Old Aramaic (Kottsieper 1999, 68).

198 For the (relatively late) history of this idea in Hebrew research, see
Joosten (2011b, 213).

199 Gzella (2012c, 101): “so word-order constraints to some extent re-
store the functional differentiation.” A similar position is taken by Gen-
try (1998, 12): “The earlier framework was preserved and problems oc-
casioned by loss of final vowels were offset by reworking the system
through sequencing and word order.” Some scholars consider the rule
to concern all volitive forms, including the imperative (Joosten 2011a,
500 n. 30). I am at variance with many scholars who argue that wa-
yiqgtol is a long yigtol (for example, Robar 2013, 33 n. 17) and that the
significance of the wa/wa difference is one between a short yigtol and
long yigtol (an alleged indicative wa-yiqtol(u) in CBH). Robar (2013, 40)
also suggests that, at some point in the history of early Hebrew, wa(y)-
yiqtol came to contain a long yiqtol.

200 This holds until a later diachronic stage when the distinction be-
tween short and long yiqtol was no longer part of the linguistic instinct
of Hebrew speakers (Qimron 1986-87, 151; Smith 1991). None of Qim-
ron’s purported realis (indicative) wa-yiqtol forms (with long yigtol) are
found in my corpus, and most are from texts commonly accepted as
LBH.

201 This view “has become part of scholarly consensus” (Notarius 2013,
17 n. 54).

202 The other side of the coin is that a perfective wa-qatal did not replace
narrative wa(y)-yiqtol for the expression of perfective continuity, as was
the case in other Northwest Semitic languages like Aramaic. The realis
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wa(y)-yiqtol clause-type was retained in CBH and became the only realis
usage of yiqtol(®).

203 In the long run, this resulted in a reanalysis of the correct classical
language and a new orthographic rule: a form of the (only existing)
prefix conjugation is to be (written) shortened in clause-initial position,
and long otherwise. In this way, the syntax of CBH was imitated in some
LBH texts at the same time as a new linguistic instinct was incorporated
in the written language (Joosten 2015, 33).

204 I have no explanation for the short prefix form in Gen. 24.8 (awn 8Y),
which should be interpreted semantically as a long yiqtol; for various
solutions, see Ges-K (§109k); Tropper (1998, 177); Dallaire (2014, 134).

205 Thus Dallaire (2014, 99), who regards the negated jussive as describ-
ing “a specific command for a specific occasion.”

206 Other examples of clause-internal negated jussives in the corpus:
Gen. 37.22 (wa-0O.noun-"al-yiqtol(®)); 37.27 (wa-S.noun-’al-yiqtol(D)!;
Joosten 2012, 316); 45.20 (wa-S.noun-’al-yiqtol(@)!); Exod. 8.25 (@-
ADV-al-yiqtol(?)); 16.19 (@-S.noun-"al-yiqtol(?)"); 23.7 (wa-0O.noun-"al-
yiqtol(@)); 36.6 (@-S.noun-’al-yiqtol(®?)); Lev. 10.6 (@-0.noun-’al-
yigtol(?)); 10.9 (@-O.noun-"al-yigtol(@)!); Num. 14.9 (@->ak-PrP-’al-
yigtol(?)); Judg. 13.14 (wa-O.noun-al-yiqtol(®)"); 19.20 (@-ADV-PrP-
’al-yiqtol(@)!). Some instances have the entreating particle na attached
to the negation, which causes the verb to occupy the third position in
the clause: Gen. 13.8; 18.3 (apodosis); 18.30; 19.7; 47.29. Cf. also the
Archaic Hebrew example Gen. 49.4 (Notarius 2013, 202).

%7 An example is Gen. 30.34 :77272 '77 3910 ‘Good! Let it be as you have
said’ (ESV; Joosten 2012, 336). Pace Gentry (1998, 36), who regards
the word order as problematic, and J-M (§163c), which says “1% is
doubtful.”

208 Other instances of wa-‘attd with jussive: Gen. 41.33; 47.4; 50.5 (with
‘hidden’ ventive morpheme); Num. 14.17.

209 Other examples of left dislocations before jussive clauses: Gen. 1.22;
43.14 (with rabi*)—Westermann (1982, 131) calls this a “Wunsch” and
translates ‘Gott moge ihnen sein Erbarmen zuwenden’; Deut. 1.11—but
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this is an uncertain case: see Nyberg (1972, §51j), who regards the yoséep
as a long yigtol; 15.3 (the relative clause is a left dislocation; Steuernagel
1900, 55-56; Christensen 2001); Judg. 13.8 (first a polite vocative and
then a left dislocation).

210 Gen. 44.18 and Judg. 13.8 are the only examples of a vocative fol-
lowed by jussive in the corpus. Outside the corpus, there is also, for
example, 1 Kgs 17.21 and Ps. 40.18.

211 Other examples of (wa)-[]-yigtol(u) clauses with an understood ellip-
tic element extant in the preceding clause (the ellipsis is indicated by
‘[1): Gen. 15.15 (poetic ellipsis; Joosten 2005, 330; 2011a, 215, 217,
2012, 266, 315 n. 19, 429); Exod. 19.3 (@-ADV-yigtol(u) + wa-[]-
yigtol(u)!)—according to Joosten (2005, 330; 2012, 309, 429), poetic
ellipsis, and according to Blum (2008, 112), ellipsis, pace Gropp (1991,
48), who calls it yigtol(u) without ellipsis, and Blau (2010, 194), who
calls it jussive; 23.8 (poetic ellipsis; Joosten 2011a, 215, 217; 2012,
309, 429), pace Gropp (1991, 48 n. 9), and Diehl (2007, 40), who calls
it futural ‘Leerlauffunktion’; 23.12 (ellipsis of loma‘an; Joosten 2012,
429); 24.7—pace Waltke and O’Connor (1990, 653), who identify this
as an instance of ‘epexegetical’ waw; and Joosten (2012, 311), who calls
it one of “only two undoubted cases of non-volitive w® + YIQTOL;” 26.24
11 (obligation with ellipsis); Deut. 13.12 (with nun paragogicum)—
Baden (2008, 153) takes it as a long yigtol and result, not as ellipsis,
pace Gropp (1991, 48); 16.19 (ellipsis of S.noun, pace Gropp 1991, 48);
17.13—according to Baden (2008, 153), long yiqtol as result, not ellip-
sis, and according to Joosten (2015, 31), a possible wa-qatal; 19.20—
again, according to Baden (2008, 153), long yigtol as result, not ellipsis,
and according to Joosten (2015, 31), a possible wa-qatal; 21.21 (Baden
2008, 153)—according to Joosten (2015, 31), a possible wa-qatal; 30.13
(see the analysis of Deut. 30.12 above, pace Zewi 1999, 85); Judg. 6.5—
the analysis depends on the interpretation of ki: I prefer to take ki as
emphatic adverb, in which case @-[hem]-yigtol(w) (thus kethiv) is ellip-
tic, but if ki is a temporal conjunction, it is not ellipsis, as in ZUR: ‘Wenn
sie mit ihren Herden und Zelten heranzogen, kamen sie so zahlreich wie
Heuschrecken’.
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212 The four clauses in Deut. 30.13 may be interpreted in the same way:
@-mi-yigtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(@) + wa-[mi]-yiqtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(D)-N.
(cf. ZUR ‘Auf dem Berg, wo der HERR sich sehen ldsst’; thus also, with
some hesitation, Ges-K §130d n. 2); Lev. 25.10.

214 In prose, we find also Lev. 25.11, where the head noun is not in the
construct state. Examples in archaic poetry: Gen. 49.27 (Notarius 2013,
198)—this example is not mentioned by Zewi (2020); Deut. 32.35 np?
o3 vinn (with distinctive morphology; Notarius 2013, 97; Isaksson
2017, 257; Zewi 2020, 96); 33.22 (Notarius 2013, 244); Ps. 18.3 (No-
tarius 2013, 168f.). Some other poetic examples: Ps. 12.6 i m; 61.3
R 01, 91.5 onit .

215 Sjors (2023, 114) refers to the two third-person jussives with ventive
clitic in the CBH text of Isa. 5.19: 27pm [n& wnb] nwn awm Ao
:[npTn] S8 wiTp new nRiam ‘May his (sc. the Lord’s) work hurry up,
may it hasten hither, so that we can see it. May the plan of Israel’s Holy
approach, may it come hither, so that we may know (it)’. Stein (2016,
159 n. 11) sees no reason to question the third-person forms in CBH
with paragogic heh, including Isa. 5.19.

216 Most scholars analyse n&m as jussive, in spite of the long form: Stipp
(1987, 138); Waltke and O’Connor (1990, 566); J-M (376 n. 1); Diehl
(2007, 36).

%17 Notarius (2010b, 414) has a morphological discussion of this long
form of the cohortative without ending: “Two variants have been
formed in the first person for the volitive—aqtiil (with malra® accent
after the fall of final vowel) and ’aqtiilah (with secondary lengthening
of the final vowel)” (my translation). Sjors (2023, 106) restricts the dis-
cussion to verbs IIP°, which recur relatively frequently in the examples
(cf. Revell 1989, 13, 17f.).

218 1 leave out the many ‘long’ ventive forms of verbs Illwy, which are
less controversial in the first person (see Sjors 2023, 105f.); for example,
Gen. 11.4 ("33 and nivpn).
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219 Joosten (2012, 434) analyses this as a long yigtol in clause-initial
position with volitive meaning.

220 Kuriakos (1973, 181) and Stipp (1987, 135f.) analyse this as a jussive
with long form.

21 Many of the examples are recognised as jussives with long form, for
example by Kuriakos (1973, 181) and Stipp (1987, 135f.). I am aware
that there are more examples, especially in LBH texts.

22 The beneficiary is the daughter. Revell (1989, 18) expected a short
form.

223 Other cases when wa-yiqtol(u) is to be analysed as ellipsis in my cor-
pus are: Exod. 19.3 (poetic ellipsis; Joosten 2005, 330; 2012, 309,
429)—but according to Blau (2010, 194), jussive 2ms; 23.8, 12 (ellipsis
of loma‘an; Joosten 2012, 429); Deut. 16.19; 30.12 npnw; 30.13.

24 This is the ‘consecutive tense’ that the theory of ‘consecutive tenses’
forgot to recognise. The clause-type wa-yiqtol disturbed the symmetry,
and the wa- did not ‘convert’ anything.

25 This is not the place to elaborate on modal sequences. For further
studies on this topic, see Dallaire (2014) and Baranowski (2016a, 153-
173).






