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4. THE IMPERFECTIVE LONG YIQṬOL(U)
IN CBH 

The purpose of this chapter is to establish the independent status 
of the long yiqṭol as an imperfective formation in CBH. Its place 
in the system of ‘consecutive tenses’ is peculiar: it is one of four 
primary constituents in the consecutive tenses, but it is used only 
in internal positions in a clause. This means that a long yiqṭol 
does not normally occur with wa-VX word order in CBH.  

The status of the long yiqṭol as an imperfective gram in CBH 
is nowadays uncontroversial (Huehnergard 2017, 10; Gzella 
2021, 71). The distinguishing features of the long prefix conjuga-
tion (type yaqtulu) seem to have been (see further §4.1): 

1) Meanings typical of a gram on the grammaticalisation
path of an imperfective;

2) Ability to express concomitant habitual action with past
time reference;

3) Being a long form, in opposition to a short prefix conju-
gation.

4.1. The Semitic Background of the CBH Long 
Yiqṭol 

4.1.1. Introduction 

The emergence of a new imperfective formation yaqtulu is com-
monly held to be the prime isogloss separating the Central Se-
mitic language family from Akkadian, Ethiopic, and Modern 
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294 The Verb in Classical Hebrew 

South Arabian (Huehnergard 2005, 157–65; Kogan 2015, 130f., 
158–66). The morphology of this new imperfective is usually pre-
sented in two forms, yaqtul-u/yaqtulū-na. The basic idea behind 
this presentation is that the old perfective yaqtul became imper-
fective by the addition of a subordinating suffix ­u on singular 
forms and ­na on plural forms (Huehnergard 1991, 283; Huehner-
gard and Pat-El 2019, 9).1 Typologically, this is unexpected, be-
cause the usual grammaticalisation path of imperfective grams 
starts in a locative construction (Bybee and Dahl 1989, 77; Cook 
2012a, 220). It is also problematic because, cross-linguistically, 
verbal usages in subordinate clauses do not develop into main 
clause formations (Kouwenberg 2010a, 98; Kogan 2015, 159–
61). A third problem is the supposed shift in temporal value from 
perfective/past (yaqtul) to imperfective/present-future (yaqtul-u) 
(Kouwenberg 2010a, 231; Kogan 2015, 160).2 

Nearly all progressives derive from locative constructions, 
and progressives in turn constitute the most frequent origin of 
imperfective formations.3 It would be reasonable to expect that 
Semitic imperfectives also have a locative origin (cf. Diakonoff 
1988, 103).4 Another source of progressives is reduplications, 
which would indicate a locative origin also for the Proto-Semitic 
imperfective yVqattVl (Bybee et al. 1994, 125, 129, 131). It is 
therefore tempting to identify the ­u in the Central Semitic 
yaqtulu as a locative clitic, the more so since there existed a loc-
ative marker ­u in Proto-Semitic (Kienast 2001, 172; Hasselbach 
2013b, 20; Retsö 2014, 68; Huehnergard 2019, 61).5 In spite of 
such typological observations, it is widely assumed that the pair 
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­u/na in CS is identical to the subordination markers -u/ni in As-
syrian Akkadian (Huehnergard 2019, 72). The two functionally 
identical allomorphs are assumed to have been added to the per-
fective yaqtul to create a new imperfective in CS, 3ms *yaḏkur-u, 
3mp *yaḏkurū-na.6 The distribution of ­u in Babylonian conforms 
to that in Central Semitic: it cannot co-occur with other verbal 
suffixes such as gender-number markers or the ventive. It can be 
followed, though, by object suffixes, type *yaqtul-u-ka. 

The CS yaqtulu, as well as the CBH long yiqṭol, behaves like 
a gram on the imperfective grammaticalisation path. The imper-
fective aspect views a situation as unbounded from within “with 
explicit reference to its internal structure” (Bybee et al. 1994, 
125). Imperfective verbal morphemes are typically used for set-
ting up background situations in clauses that are simultaneous 
with the main line (cf. Cohen 2015, 398). An imperfective gram 
is “applicable to either past, present or future time” (Bybee et al. 
1994, 126). The specific progressive meaning of a gram occurs 
early in the process of grammaticalisation. The imperfective 
meaning represents a generalisation, with a gradual loss of the 
strict progressive meaning. An imperfective gram can express on-
going progressive action, but also habitual occurrence as well as 
gnomic situations. It is common that the meaning of an imper-
fective gram includes habituality, and in such uses especially 
with past time reference. The situation in Kui is particularly rel-
evant for some Northwest Semitic languages: an old present (cf. 
yiqṭol(u) in CBH) was used for habitual, progressive, and future. 
When a new periphrastic progressive arose, comprising the active 
participle and a verb ‘to live, exist’ (cf. qoṭel in CBH), the older 
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form came to signal just habitual and future actions (Bybee et al. 
1994, 125–127, 133, 137, 141, 147, 151, 156, 158–160). 

In order to understand the diachronic path of the CS verbal 
gram yaqtulu, it is necessary to review the repository of finite 
verb forms in Proto CS: an old perfective/past yaqtul, an old im-
perfective yVqattVl (Kuryłowicz 1949, 52; Huehnergard 2019, 
62),7 a new emerging perfective qatal(a) (the characteristic inno-
vation of West Semitic), and a new potentially imperfective for-
mation yaqtulu. The old perfective yaqtul is step by step replaced 
by qatal(a), and the old imperfective yVqattVl is gradually re-
placed by yaqtulu. The linguistic instinct for the nature of yaqtul 
as a full-blown perfective/past is weakening, except in specific 
functions, such as narration.8 There is a growing tendency to 
avoid yVqattVl because of its homonymy with the prefix conjuga-
tions in the D stem: both jussive D and imperfective D were prob-
lematic (Blau 2010, 196f.). 

It is often pointed out that the Akkadian relative construc-
tion ša iprus-u and the Central Semitic yaqtul-u are cognate for-
mations (Kuryłowicz 1949, 52; Rubin 2005, 147). The term ‘rel-
ative’ for the Akkadian iprus-u does not sufficiently cover the 
gamut of subordinate clauses with iprus-u. Other subordinated 
clauses may have the same marker, as in aššum uštamaḫḫar-u 
ittīka ‘because he will rival you’ (OB Gilgameš, example quoted 
from Rubin 2005, 147). Rubin (2005, 147) assumes on the basis 
of Akkadian that there must have been a Proto-Semitic linking of 
the type *mutam iqabbi āmur ‘I saw a man speaking’ (ungrammat-
ical in Akkadian), which uses the regular imperfective yVqattVl 
to code the subordinate clause. The word order in the example is 
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Akkadian, so with PS word order, the example would amount to 
*āmur mutam iqabbi ‘I saw a man speaking’. This is the word order 
to be expected in the linguistic milieu in which the CS imperfec-
tive formation yaqtul-u developed, replacing the old yVqattVl. Ru-
bin (2005, 147) suggests that the CS imperfective yaqtulu devel-
oped via an analogy between two types of subordinate clauses, 
in (A) and (C) below: 

Type (A): O.noun yVqattVl yaqtul (Akkadian word order) 
*mutam iqabbi āmur 
‘I saw a man speaking’ (Proto-Semitic but ungrammatical 
in Akkadian); 

Type (B): O.noun REL-yaqtul-u yaqtul (Akkadian word order) 
mutam ša iqbû āmur 
‘I saw a man who spoke’. 

In type (A), the old imperfective yVqattVl is embedded in the 
main clause, whose object noun is placed first and the main verb 
(āmur) in final position. The asyndetic yVqattVl (iqabbi) has no 
external marker, but the Akkadian word order illustrates its sta-
tus as an embedded clause. It is asyndetic, but the imperfective 
morphology of yVqattVl is itself a marker. The clause yVqattVl 
must be interpreted as a verbal description of the preceding ob-
ject noun. Rubin (2005, 147) and Hamori (1973, 321) assume 
that the type (A) subordinate clause, though ungrammatical in 
Akkadian, existed in Proto-Semitic with VO word order in the 
main clause. In type (B), the subordinate state of the embedded 
clause is explicitly marked by a relative particle ša and the sub-
ordinating morpheme ­u. The verb in the subordinate clause is a 
perfective yaqtul with subordinating marker (iqbû < *iqbi-u). 
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Both types of subordinated clauses (A and B) describe an action 
that is concomitant with that in the main clause. Rubin and 
Hamori assume that a relative particle was facultative in Proto 
Semitic.9 The final subordinating marker (­u) was itself a suffi-
cient signal of subordination. If this is correct, we may assume a 
Proto Semitic linking of type (C): 

Type (C) O.noun yaqtul-u yaqtul (Akkadian word order) 
*mutam iqbû āmur 
‘I saw a man who spoke’. 

The difference in meaning between type (A) and type (C) is slight. 
In both cases, the verb in the subordinate clause is indicative. It 
is not correct to call yVqattVl or yaqtul-u ‘subjunctive’ verb forms. 
In a clause such as bītum ša īmur-u ‘the house that he saw’, the 
verb is indicative. It is the clause, not the verb form, that is 
marked for subordination (Huehnergard and Rubin 2011, 270). 
An imperfective such as yVqattVl in (A) is the typical choice in 
background or circumstantial clauses, where it carries over the 
temporal reference of the main clause. Simultaneity with a past 
action was an important secondary function of an imperfective 
in Proto-Semitic (Kuryłowicz 1962, 60; Hamori 1973, 319f.; 
Kouwenberg 2010a, 229). With past time reference in the main 
clause, the yVqattVl is likewise past time, often with continuative 
or habitual meaning. In the subordinate clause (iqbû) of type (C), 
the perfective aspect is neutralised. It is not marked for habitual 
or continuative action, but the perfective iqbû ‘who spoke’ may 
allow for meanings such as ‘was speaking’. Thus, while in type 
(A) the continuative action of the yVqattVl is made explicit by the 
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imperfectivity of the verb form, in type (C) a continuative mean-
ing is inferred in many contexts.10 

In West Semitic, the new perfective gram qatal step by step 
replaced the old perfective yaqtul.11 When a verb was to express 
past time or anteriority, the linguistic instinct tended to choose 
qatal. The new perfective gram widened its semantic domain. In 
a sentence of type (C), qatal was the natural choice for expressing 
anteriority. The feeling for yaqtul-u as a past perfective was grad-
ually lost. Instead, yaqtul-u could replace the old imperfective 
yVqattVl. The yaqtulu in a sentence like qatal-O.noun + Ø-yaqtul-
u began to be reanalysed as an imperfective. 

Summary: 

1. In Proto-Semitic, the imperfective yVqattVl could express 
simultaneity with past action, even in an asyndetic 
clause, and the perfective yaqtul could express simultane-
ity in a subordinate (relative) clause (yaqtul-u) (Hamori 
1973, 321f.). 

2. In West Semitic, qatal replaced the perfective yaqtul in 
different degrees depending on the individual language 
(Kuryłowicz 1972c, 54; 1973, 119; Tropper 1998, 161). 

3. yaqtul-u in a subordinate clause was reanalysed as a 
clause primarily expressing circumstantial action. If ante-
riority had to be expressed in relation to the main clause, 
qaṭal was used (Hamori 1973, 322). 

4. yaqtul-u was generalised to express concomitance also 
with present time reference (extension of usage). 

5. yaqtulu began to be used as an imperfective in main 
clauses. 
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6. yaqtulu heavily replaced the old imperfective yVqattVl in 
Proto Central Semitic.12 

This is, by and large, the essence of Rubin’s (2005, 146–48) hy-
pothesis (partly based on Hamori 1973; see also Kuryłowicz 
1949; 1962). 

In the individual Central Semitic languages, the reflex of 
the old *yaqtulu is usually not controversial, so the comparative 
sections in the present chapter can be kept relatively short. 

4.1.1.1. Excursus: A Parallel Imperfective Formation 
(Qoṭel) 

The hypothesis of a subordinate construction developing into a 
full-blown progressive verb form in main clauses is supported by 
the parallel development of the active participle (qoṭel) in Biblical 
Hebrew.13 It is an example of the renewal of the progressive, the 
‘old progressive’ in this case being the CS yaqtulu formation 
(Rundgren 1963; Kuryłowicz 1975, 104). A semantic split is in-
evitable in this process, so that the old present yaqtulu gradually 
expressed a more general (not actual) present and future. The 
beginning of this grammaticalisation was the use of the participle 
as an attribute after a head noun, in the same position as an as-
yndetic relative clause. In such a construction, the qoṭel refers 
back to a preceding nominal head. The participle is still not pre-
dicative, but may have circumstantial meaning. This is the syntax 
of qoṭel we encounter in the Archaic Hebrew poetry, in which 
qoṭel in predicative position is consistently lacking (Notarius 
2010a, 262; 2013, 285, 304).14 

An example from CBH is: 
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(1) wa(y)-yiqṭol-O.noun-qoṭel 

י   ישׁ מִצְרִ֔ הוַיַּרְא֙ אִ֣ יו׃  מַכֶּ֥ י מֵאֶחָֽ אִישׁ־עִבְרִ֖  

 ‘and he saw an Egyptian man attacking a Hebrew man, 
one of his own people’ (Exod. 2.11) 

The qoṭel (ה  in example (1) fills the slot of an attribute. The (מַכֶּ֥
verbal character of the participle allows a construction where it 
is an attribute of an object noun. This is the “prototypical context 
for the process of reanalysis that resulted in the predicative use 
of the participle” (Notarius 2013, 286). Ø-qoṭel in attributive po-
sition and the semiverbal character of the morpheme invite a re-
analysis of it as an asyndetic relative clause. The qoṭel refers back 
to the immediately preceding head noun phrase (י ישׁ מִצְרִ֔  and ,(אִ֣
has the same syntactic function as its adjective (י 14F.(מִצְרִ֔

15 
A further generalisation of the attributive function of qoṭel 

is its use after an object suffix: 

(2) wa(y)-yiqṭol-O.pron + Ø-qoṭel 

אֹת֖וֹ    ים  הַמֹּצְאִ֥ אֹת֔וֹ  יבוּ  שׁוַיַּקְרִ֣ ים  מְקשֵֹׁ֣ כָּל־ עֵצִ֑ ל  וְאֶ֖ ן  ל־אַהֲרֹ֔ וְאֶֽ אֶל־מֹשֶׁה֙ 
ה׃   הָעֵדָֽ

 ‘Those who found him gathering wood brought him to 
Moses and Aaron and to the whole community.’ (Num. 
15.33) 

In (2), the qoṭel (ׁש  refers back to and describes the object (מְקשֵֹׁ֣
suffix in ֹ15.אֹת֖וF

16 
A further generalisation is exhibited when only a first qoṭel 

takes an attributive position (here after a possessive suffix), and 
a second (and third) qoṭel refers back to another head in the main 
clause, as in (3): 
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(3) wa(y)-yiqṭol-O.noun + REL-PrP + Ø-qoṭel + Ø-qoṭel + 
wa-qoṭel 

הּ   ם אֲשֶׁר־בְּקִרְבָּ֣ ַ� וַיִּרְא֣וּ אֶת־הָעָ֣ ט׀ וּבטֵֹ֗ ים שׁקֵֹ֣ ט צִדנִֹ֜ בֶטַח כְּמִשְׁפַּ֙ בֶת־לָ֠ יוֹשֶֽׁ  

 ‘They observed the people in it dwelling carefree, after 
the manner of the Sidonians, (a people) tranquil and un-
suspecting.’ (Judg. 18.7) 

The first qoṭel (בֶת -in (3) is feminine and describes the imme (יוֹשֶֽׁ
diately preceding feminine possessive pronoun (in ּה  The .(בְּקִרְבָּ֣
feminine pronoun refers to the city (fem.) in which the people 
lives. The second and third qoṭel describe the people (ם  .(.masc ,הָעָ֣
The linguistic instinct to think of qoṭel as an attribute of a head 
noun is loosening. 

A further step in the development towards a descriptive, 
more general subordinate clause is taken when there is no imme-
diately preceding head noun (or head pronominal suffix). The 
qoṭel is free to refer back to any constituent in the main clause:17  

(4) wa-S.noun-qaṭal + Ø-qoṭel 

ם יָצְא֣וּ   ן וַאֲבִירָ֜ ים וְדָתָ֙ ם׃ נִצָּבִ֗ ם וְטַפָּֽ ם וּבְנֵיהֶ֖ ם וּנְשֵׁיהֶ֥ הֳלֵיהֶ֔ תַח אָֽ פֶּ֚  

 ‘Dathan and Abiram came out stationing themselves with 
their wives, children and little ones at the entrances to their 
tents.’ (Num. 16.27) 

In such a construction, the qoṭel is felt as a description of the 
action (ּיָצְא֣ו) in the main clause, not a description of a head noun. 
The qoṭel has developed into a circumstantial clause. It is a sub-
ordinate clause: it is concomitant, but it cannot be analysed as 
just an attribute or as a relative clause. The qoṭel is predicative.17F

18 
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A further step towards an independent clause is the intro-
duction of a pronominal subject that clarifies the reference to a 
constituent in the main clause (and also the predicative function 
of qoṭel itself): 

(5) wa(y)-yiqṭol-S.noun-ADV + Ø-qoṭel-S.pron 

נָה    א גִדְע֖וֹן הַיַּרְדֵּ֑ ֹ֥ ר ה֗וּאוַיָּב ים׃   עבֵֹ֣ ים וְרדְֹפִֽ ר אִתּ֔וֹ עֲיֵפִ֖ וּשְׁ�שׁ־מֵא֤וֹת הָאִישׁ֙ אֲשֶׁ֣  

 ‘And Gideon came to the Jordan crossing over, he and the 
300 men who were with him, exhausted yet pursuing.’ 
(Judg. 8.4) 

In (5), the qoṭel is positioned asyndetically and first in the cir-
cumstantial clause.19  

A further step towards independence is represented by syn-
tactic variants where the qoṭel is no longer clause-initial. Such an 
example is (6): 

(6) wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-hinnē-S.noun-qoṭel 

ם   נֵיהֶ֔ חוּ וְהִנֵּה֙ אֲדֹ֣ ַ�֙ וַיִּפְתָּ֔ ל וַיִּקְח֤וּ אֶת־הַמַּפְתֵּ֙ ת׃   נֹפֵ֥ רְצָה מֵֽ אַ֖  

 ‘they took the key and opened, and there lay their lord 
dead on the floor.’ (Judg. 3.25) 

In (6), the qoṭel clause can still be analysed as circumstantial and 
with the same temporal reference as the preceding main clauses. 
It functions semantically as a complement (to an understood ‘and 
they saw’) but possesses a greater degree of independence than 
in the previous examples.20 

From constructions such as (6) above, it is just a little step 
to use qoṭel in an independent clause in direct speech with speech 
time reference: 
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(7) Ø-qoṭel-S.pron 

ה   ם ראֶֹ֤ ל שִׁלְשֹׁ֑ י כִּתְמֹ֣ נּוּ אֵלַ֖ י־אֵינֶ֥ ן כִּֽ אָנֹכִי֙ אֶת־פְּנֵ֣י אֲבִיכֶ֔  

 ‘I see that your father’s manner toward me is not as it has 
been in the past.’ (Gen. 31.5) 

As in most of the subordinate clauses illustrated above, the qoṭel 
is clause-initial and the subject pronoun follows, but the clause 
is now independent with progressive meaning.21 This independ-
ence is easy to infer from qoṭel clauses that function as full utter-
ances in direct speech, where the independence of the sentence 
is clear (8): 

(8) wa(y)-yiqṭol: “Ø-qoṭel-S.noun …” 

ר    ה לֵּאמֹ֔ ים וַיּאֹמְרוּ֙ אֶל־מֹשֶׁ֣ ה אֲשֶׁר־   מַרְבִּ֥ עֲבדָֹה֙ לַמְּלָאכָ֔ י הָֽ יא מִדֵּ֤ ם לְהָבִ֑ הָעָ֖
הּ׃  ת אֹתָֽ ה יְהוָ֖ה לַעֲשֹׂ֥  צִוָּ֥

 ‘and they told Moses, “The people are bringing much 
more than is needed for the completion of the work which 
the LORD commanded us to do!”’ (Exod. 36.5) 

In (8), the qoṭel clause can be analysed as a complement clause, 
marked by a quotational frame particle (ר -As such, it is sub .(לֵּאמֹ֔
ordinate, but within the direct speech quotation, it is perceived 
as an independent clause. 

This digression about the Biblical Hebrew active participle 
is intended to illustrate that a subordinate construction may de-
velop into a progressive/imperfective gram in main clauses in a 
Semitic language—as the yaqtulu construction possibly did. 
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4.1.2. Ancient South Arabian 

The two prefix conjugations in Ancient South Arabian are not 
graphically distinguished in writing (see §3.1.4). The reflex of the 
Central Semitic yaqtulu has the same stem /qtVl/ as the short 
prefix conjugation (Avanzini 2015, 15).22 The reflexes of yaqtul 
and yaqtulu can be distinguished only on the basis of their uses 
for perfective and imperfective meanings. A general present 
meaning is found in (9): 

(9) kl / ʾsdn / w-ʾnṯn / ʾ¦lw / ystmynn / ʾslm / w-mlkm w-whbm 
w-… 

 ‘all men and women who are called ʾSLM, MLKM, WHBM, 
and…’ (F 76/2–3, Stein 2011, 1064; 2013, §6.3.8) 

(10) w-kl ʾs²ʿbm ymlk Ydʿʾb 

 ‘All the tribes on which Ydʿʾb is (and will be) reigning’ 
(RES 3878, 3, Avanzini 2015, 19) 

The contrast between a past qatal and future yqtl(u) is il-
lustrated in (11): 

(11) b-kl ʾmlʾ stmlʾw w-ystmlʾnn b-ʿm-hw 

 ‘in all oracular fulfilments they have sought (in the past) 
and they will seek (in future) with him’ (NNAG 6 = J 
627/13–14, Stein 2011, 1064) 

4.1.3. Arabic 

The Arabic imperfective yaqtulu is inherited from common Cen-
tral Semitic (Huehnergard 2017, 14). In the grammars, it is called 
‘imperfect’. It indicates a continuing or habitual action independ-
ent of temporal reference. “If the context does not refer to the 
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past, the imperfect indicates the present or future” (Fischer 2002, 
§184). The Arabic yaqtulu can also express the prototypical pro-
gressive meaning: māḏā tafʿalu ‘What are you doing?’ (Fischer 
2002, 104). One of the typical uses of an imperfective, that of a 
circumstantial action in the past, is frequently found in Classical 
Arabic (Kuryłowicz 1949, 53; 1973, 120): 

(12) qatala + Ø-yaqtulu 

 baʿaṯa ʾilā muʿāwiyata yaṭlubu ṣ-ṣulḥa 

 ‘He sent (a message) to Muʿāwiya and asked for peace.’ 

(13) qatala + Ø-yaqtulu 

 ǧalasa n-nāsu yašrabūna l-ḫamra 

 ‘The people were seated and drank wine.’  

The yaqtulu clauses in (12) and (13) are subordinate, and con-
comitant with the action in the qatala clause, but they cannot be 
analysed as relative clauses. In (12), there is no head noun to 
which such a clause would refer. The clauses refer back to the 
subject in the main clauses, and must be analysed as circumstan-
tial with past time reference (Arabic ḥāl). The switch to the im-
perfective yaqtulu clause indicates simultaneity and subordina-
tion in relation to the preceding qaṭal clause.23 

4.1.4. Amorite 

Research on the proper names of Amorite origin has previously 
not been able to prove the existence of the Central Semitic im-
perfective formation yaqtulu in Amorite. Its existence has just 
been a plausible hypothesis (thus Baranowski 2017, 87). Re-
cently, however, this gap in our knowledge has come to an end 
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with the publication of two southern Old Babylonian tablets from 
the very beginning of the second millennium BCE (George and 
Krebernik 2022). The left column contains phrases in an Amorite 
language, including instances of a yaqtulu conjugation, and the 
forms are translated in the right-hand column by Akkadian pre-
sent tense forms (iparras). This can be regarded as decisive proof 
of the existence of yaqtulu in the Amorite verbal system. It “ex-
presses incomplete and future actions” (George and Krebernik 
2022, 29). It can express a progressive present, as in (14): 

(14) an-ni-a-ki-an ˹ta˺-li-ku 

 ‘Where are you going?’ (1:10, George and Krebernik 2022, 
5, 19, my emphasis)24 

(15) ra-ḫa-a-a a-li-˹ku el˺-kum la ta[aḫ-ni-ši]-˹ia˺ 

 ‘My friends, I am going off to my woman.’ (2:16, George 
and Krebernik 2022, 5, 22, my emphasis)25 

Two yaqtulu clauses may be connected with wa; in (16), 
they have future time reference: 

(16) a-li-ku-na wa pa-aḫ-ma-{x}-a ma-li-kum am-si-qu 

 ‘I shall come and kiss the king’s feet.’ (2:24–25, George 
and Krebernik 2022, 6, 24, my emphasis)26 

4.1.5. Ugaritic 

As in Arabic, yaqtulu in Ugaritic is an imperfective form, the tem-
poral reference of which must be inferred from context. It can 
refer to the present or future or be past habitual (Huehnergard 
2012, 55; Tropper 2012, 685–689). It is also used to express ob-
ligation. 
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(17) is an example of a present progressive meaning in a 
question: 

(17) O.pron-yaqtulu 

 mh . taršn / l btlt . ʿnt 

 ‘Was wünschst du, Jungfrau ʿAnatu?’ (KTU³ 1.3:V:28f., 
Tropper 2012, 685, §76.322, my emphasis) 

A circumstantial use of yaqtulu with past reference is illus-
trated in (18):  

(18) PrP-yaqtul + Ø-yaqtulu! + wa-yaqtulu 

 ʿl / abh . yʿrṣ27 . ybky / w yšnn 

 ‘Er trat vor seinen Vater, wobei er weinte und mit den 
Zähnen knirschte’ (KTU³ 1.16:I:11–13, Tropper 2012, 
906, §97.71, my emphasis) 

In (18), the two coordinated yaqtulu clauses form a subordinated 
complex describing two circumstantial actions concomitant with 
the action in the main clause. 

An example with obligational meaning is (19): 

(19) wa-yaqtulu 

 w tṣu . lpn . ql . ṯʿy 

 ‘und du mußt hinausgehen vor/bei der Stimme des 
Beschwörers’ (KTU³ 1.169:2, Tropper 2012, 734, §77.51, 
my emphasis) 
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4.1.6. Amarna Canaanite 

Yaqtulu in Amarna Canaanite describes actions that are “ongoing 
at the moment of speaking” (Baranowski 2016a, 140), or habit-
ual, continuative, frequentative, and future. A habitual or fre-
quentative yaqtulu with past reference “includes the reference 
time given by another verb that refers to a past, temporally con-
tained event, or by the time of an adverbial” (Baranowski 2016a, 
153; also Moran 2003, 214). 

An example of present progressive, not expressed in a ques-
tion, is (20), quoted by Baranowski (2016a, 140, his emphasis): 

(20) ADV-yaqtul + REL-yaqtul + S.pron-ADV-yaqtulu 

 a-nu-ma iš-te₉-me ²²gáb-bi a-wa-teᴹᴱŠ ²³ša yi-iq-bi ²⁴ ᴵMa-ia 
LÚ.‹MÁ›ŠKIM LUG[AL] ²⁵a-na ia-ši a-nu-ma ²⁶i-pu-šu gáb-ba 

 ‘now I have heard all the words that Maya, the ‹com›mis-
sioner of the ki[ng] said to me. Now I am carrying out 
everything.’ (EA 328:21–26) 

The yaqtulu in Amarna could also express a habitual action 
in the past. In the following example, the past temporal reference 
is established by adverbs (Baranowski 2016a, 145): 

(21) ADV-yaqtulu + wa-ul-yaqtulu + … lā-yaqtulu 

 pa-na-nu aš-pu-ru a-na LUGAL ú-ul yi-iš-mu ⁹⁵ a-wa-ti a-nu-
ma i-na-na a-na URU A.PÚ.‹MEŠ› ⁹⁶aš-ba-ti ki-i₁₅ UR.GI₅ la-a 
tu-uš-mu ⁹⁷a-wa-ti […] 

 ‘Formerly, I wrote to the king; he did not listen to my word. 
Right now, I am dwelling in Beirut like a dog (and) my 
word is not heeded.’ (EA 138:94–97)28 
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An example of yaqtulu expressing an obligatory action is: 

(22) yaqtul29 + wa-lā-yaqtulu 

 […] ti-de i-[nu]-˹ma˺ gáb-bu ²⁶ša-ru ù ˹la˺-˹mi˺(?) ˹ti˺-ša-lu-
ni ²⁷a-na LÚ ʾa₄-ia-˹bi˺-˹ia˺ 

 ‘Know that all of them are traitors, so don’t ask me about 
my enemies!’ (EA 102:25–27)30 

4.1.7. Phoenician 

In Phoenician, the long form of the prefix conjugation is morpho-
logically distinguished in the second- and third-person masculine 
plural, where the verb forms have a final -n. Each type of prefix 
conjugation “has its own functional range and should be treated 
separately” (Gzella 2012, 67). The reflex of yaqtulu is used for 
present-future and progressive aspect, and, in addition, nuances 
of obligation. The difference between future and obligation is 
sometimes difficult to define (Gzella 2012, 67). The 2fs long form 
is not attested (Friedrich and Röllig 1999, 82). A 3mp form is 
attested in (23) and (24): 

ידברנך אף אם אדמם  (23)  

 ‘Even if people persuade you.’ (KAI⁵ 14:6) 

In (23), the verb is used in a type of protasis, with present tense 
meaning projected into a future case. An example with future 
time reference is (24): 

האלנם הקדשם את ממלכ<ת> אדר ויסגרנם  (24)  

 ‘The holy gods will deliver them to a mighty king.’ (KAI⁵ 
14:9)31 

The word order in (24) is w-yqtl(u), with clause-initial verb. 
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4.1.8. Aramaic 

As has been observed above (§3.1.11), there was an imperfective 
yaqtulu in Old Aramaic and Imperial Aramaic. It could be used 
for present and future actions (Degen 1969, §75; ‘long imperfect’, 
Muraoka 2003, 195–98). Some of its forms are morphologically 
distinctive (Degen 1969, §§49–50; Voigt 1987, 6; Kogan 2015, 
162). The prototypical progressive meaning is found in questions, 
such as (25) (KAI⁵ 312 I:4):32 

(25) ADV-yaqtulu + [   ] yaqtulu! 

 לם . תצם֯ [. ול]ם֯ . תב֯כה .  

 ‘Why do you fast [and why] do you weep?’  

There are also examples of a long prefix conjugation with 
past reference describing a circumstantial action in relation to a 
narrative main line (KAI⁵ 312 I:3–4): 

(26) wa-yaqtul33 + wa-lā-qaṭal-VN + wa-yaqtul + wa-VN-
yaqtulu!34 

ויקם֯ . ב֯ל֯ע֯ם֯ . מן . מח֯ר֯[ .. ] ־־־[...]ל . י֯מן . ־[........]־ה . ול֯ י֯כ֯[ל . אכל   
 .  יבכה֯ ה . )4(. ויצ]ם [ . ] ו֯ב֯כ֯ 

 ‘And Balaam arose the next day35 [ … ] but he was not 
ab[le to eat and he fasted] weeping grievously.’  

In (26), the circumstantial clause is syndetic with initial wa, as is 
often the case in Classical Arabic, and emphasis is achieved by 
means of a preceding (‘absolute’) infinitive. 
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4.2. The Long Yiqṭol in the Archaic Hebrew Poetry 

The imperfective yiqṭol(u) in the archaic poetry attests to the typ-
ical functions of an imperfective formation: present progressive, 
historical present, past progressive, past simultaneous, and im-
mediate future, meanings that are rare in CBH (Notarius 2013, 
150, 282f.). Some of these uses were taken over step by step by 
the active participle (qoṭel) in CBH, but in the archaic poetry, the 
meanings of yiqṭol(u) suggest a broader imperfective usage. The 
archaic present progressive yiqṭol(u) (Notarius 2013, 150) is il-
lustrated in (27), which exhibits a clause-initial yiqṭol(u), an ar-
chaic syntactic feature:36 

(27) Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u) 

א    ֹ֙ יְחַלְּק֣וּהֲל א    יִמְצְא֜וּ  יסְרָ֔ לְסִ֣ צְבָעִים֙  ל  שְׁלַ֤ בֶר  גֶּ֔ אשׁ  ֹ֣ לְר יִם֙  רַחֲמָתַ֙ חַם  רַ֤ ל  שָׁלָ֗
ל׃ י שָׁלָֽ יִם לְצַוְּארֵ֥ בַע רִקְמָתַ֖ ה צֶ֥ ים רִקְמָ֑ ל צְבָעִ֖  שְׁלַ֥

 ‘Surely they are finding and dividing the spoil: a girl or 
two for every man; spoil of dyed stuffs for Sisera, spoil of 
dyed stuffs embroidered, two pieces of dyed work embroi-
dered for the neck as spoil’ (Judg. 5.30, Notarius 2013, 
282) 

The two yiqṭol(u) in (27) are used in a main clause in direct 
speech. It is not a question, as is often the case when present 
progressive meanings of yiqṭol(u) are found in CBH. 

The historical present in the archaic poetry is attested in 
intensive passages, as in (28). 
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(28) Ø-O.noun-PrP-yiqṭol(u)-N + wa-qaṭal + Ø-qaṭal + wa-
qaṭal + wa-qaṭal 

ד    לַיָּתֵ֣ חְנָהיָדָהּ֙  ה ראֹשׁ֔וֹ   תִּשְׁלַ֔ מָחֲ קָ֣ יסְרָא֙  סִֽ ה  וְהָלְמָ֤ ים  עֲמֵלִ֑ לְהַלְמ֣וּת  ימִינָ֖הּ  וִֽ
ה רַקָּתֽוֹ׃  ה וְחָלְפָ֖  וּמָחֲצָ֥

 ‘She puts her hand to the tent peg and her right hand to 
the workmen’s mallet; she struck Sisera a blow, she crushed 
his head, she shattered and pierced his temple’ (Judg. 5.26, 
Notarius 2013, 142, 283) 

The yiqṭol(u) form (חְנָה  is one of the very few yiqṭol(u) forms (תִּשְׁלַ֔
with a ventive/energic ending and no suffix pronoun (J-M §119z 
n. 4; Notarius 2013, 284).36F

37 This energic ending, together with 
the word order, is a strong indication that the verb is a long prefix 
form (Notarius 2013, 136, 142). The intense narrative clause in 
(28) is continued by past perfective qaṭal forms (with or without 
proclitic wa).37F

38 
The past progressive meaning is found when the temporal 

reference of the imperfective yiqṭol(u) is located in the past, for 
example in retrospective report: 

(29) Ø-PrP-yiqṭol(u) + wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u) + wa(y)-yiqṭol(Ø) 

אבַּצַּר־לִי֙   י   אֶקְרָ֣ ה וְאֶל־אֱ�הַ֖ איְהוָ֔ יו׃  אֶקְרָ֑ י בְּאָזְנָֽ י וְשַׁוְעָתִ֖ יכָלוֹ֙ קוֹלִ֔ ע מֵהֵֽ וַיִּשְׁמַ֤  

 ‘In my distress I was calling upon the LORD; to my God I 
was calling. From his temple he heard my voice, and my 
cry (came) to his ears.’ (2 Sam. 22.7, my emphasis; con-
cerning v. 7a, see Notarius 2013, 169, 283) 
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In (29), the verb form switch is marked in the reading tradition 
by a wa(y)-yiqṭol form with gemination of the prefix consonant. 
In Ps. 18.7, the corresponding verb lacks the proclitic wa.39 The 
past progressive meaning of yiqṭol(u) is lost in CBH. 

The archaic poetry also attests to semantically similar func-
tions of yiqṭol(u) that are typical in CBH, “iterative and habitual 
aspect” (Notarius 2013, 283). The past simultaneous meaning in-
volves a linking with another clause. In relation to this clause, it 
is often circumstantial. A good example is: 

(30) Ø-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-Npar + ¹⁵ʾāz-qaṭal + Ø-(O.noun)-
yiqṭol(u) + Ø-qaṭal-S.noun 

ים    מְע֥וּ עַמִּ֖ שֶׁת׃    יִרְגָּז֑וּןשָֽׁ י פְּלָֽ ז ישְֹׁבֵ֖ יל אָחַ֔ י   15חִ֣ י אֱד֔וֹם אֵילֵ֣ ז נִבְהֲלוּ֙ אַלּוּפֵ֣ אָ֤
ב  אחֲזֵ֖מוֹ מוֹאָ֔ ֹֽ עַן׃ י י כְנָֽ ל ישְֹׁבֵ֥ גוּ כֹּ֖ עַד נָמֹ֕  רָ֑

 ‘The peoples heard, they trembled; pangs seized the in-
habitants of Philistia. ¹⁵Then the chiefs of Edom were dis-
mayed; trembling seized the leaders of Moab; all the in-
habitants of Canaan melted away’ (Exod. 15.14–15, Nota-
rius 2013, 283, my emphasis) 

The  יִרְגָּז֑וּן and ֹאחֲזֵ֖מו ֹֽ -in (30) are examples of the past circumstan י
tial function of the imperfective yiqṭol(u), a function that is rela-
tively frequent in the archaic poetry, but rare in CBH texts, where 
it is substituted by the qoṭel. The first yiqṭol(u) is clause-initial, in 
contradiction to the rule in CBH. The second yiqṭol(u), in verse 
15, is also clause-initial, since there precedes it a left dislocation 
not properly belonging to the clause (‘the leaders of Moab, trem-
bling seized them’). Both yiqṭol(u) clauses code actions that are 
simultaneous with the action of the preceding qaṭal clause. In 
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both cases, the switch to a yiqṭol(u) clause signals an action that 
is circumstantial in relation to the previous qaṭal clause.40 

The yiqṭol(u) expressing the immediate future in the ar-
chaic poetry is illustrated by (31): 

(31) kī-lō-XØ + wa-lō-XØ + Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u): “O.pron-qaṭal” 

ת    ל כָּעֵ֗ סֶם בְּיִשְׂרָאֵ֑ ב וְלאֹ־קֶ֖ חַשׁ֙ בְּיַעֲקֹ֔ י לאֹ־נַ֙ רכִּ֤ עַל    יֵאָמֵ֤ ל מַה־פָּ֖ לְיַעֲקבֹ֙ וּלְיִשְׂרָאֵ֔
ל׃   אֵֽ

 ‘Surely there is no enchantment against Jacob, no divina-
tion against Israel; now it shall be said of Jacob and Israel, 
“See what God has done!”’ (Num. 23.23, Notarius 2013, 
283) 

There is no enchantment or divination in Israel. “The deictic  כָּעֵת 
creates ST reference” (Notarius 2013, 222). The idea is that, after 
Balaam’s blessing, Israel will immediately be spoken of with 
astonishment about what God has done with them (Notarius 
2013, 222).40F

41 The yiqṭol(u) is amply used with a more general 
future time reference in the archaic poetry, as it is also in CBH 
(Notarius 2013, 283). 

The imperfective yiqṭol(u) in the archaic poetry tends to be 
non-initial in the clause, but there are many cases when yiqṭol(u) 
is clause-initial (Notarius 2013, 283).42 It has a wide range of 
functions and meanings, wider than in CBH. In CBH, the active 
participle has taken over the meanings of “present progressive, 
past progressive, and immediate future, and perfect קטל is used 
for past simultaneous and circumstantial acts/events/states, par-
ticularly in narrative” (Notarius 2013, 284 n. 16). 
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4.3. The Long Yiqṭol in the Pre-exilic Hebrew 
Inscriptions 

For the distinction between yiqṭol(u) and yiqṭol(Ø) in the inscrip-
tions, see §3.3. Only a few morphologically distinctive long yiqṭol 
are attested (IIIwy verbs, Gogel 1998, 95), and no yiqṭol(u) with 
progressive meaning. Since most of the inscriptions are letters, 
future and obligatory meanings are common. Sometimes a gen-
eral present may have the nuance of ability: 

(32) wa-yiqṭol(Ø) + kī-PrP-S.pron-qoṭel + REL-qaṭal + kī-lō-
yiqṭol(u)! 

  )4(נו שמרם ככל . האתת אשר נתן  )3(וידע כי אל . משאת לכש . נח 
 קה)5(את עז לא נראה אדני . כי 

 ‘And let him know that for the fire-signal of Lachish we are 
keeping watch according to all the signals which my lord 
gave, because we cannot see Azekah.’ (HI Lachish 4:2–5 
reverse) 

For the writer of this Lachish letter, it was natural to express a 
habitual present with the active participle in a main clause (  נחנו
-The yiqṭol(u) verb is used for (‘we do not see’ =) ‘we can .(שמרם
not see’ in a general present subordinate clause introduced by kī 
(reason; Gogel 1998, 96). 

A general present yiqṭol(u) can also be found in a relative 
clause, as in (33): 

(33) PP + REL-yiqṭol(u)! 

ימחה֯ ארר . אשר .     

 ‘Cursed be whoever wipes out…’ (HI EnGd 2:1) 
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An obligation can be expressed by yiqṭol(u), as in a relative 
clause in a Lachish ostracon (34): 

(34) IMP + REL-yiqṭol(u)! 

ד֯   )5(הש֯[ב]    ע֯ב֯ד֯ך֯  ב)6([אל]  א)1(בר   . ש֯ל֯מ֯יהו  .    נעשהשר  )2( יד֯ 
 ח֯ר֯ )3(מ

 ‘Answer your servant a word through Shelemiah what we 
are to do tomorrow.’ (HI Lachish 9:4–6 obverse, 1–3 re-
verse, my translation) 

4.4. The Meanings of the Long Yiqṭol in CBH 

Table 8: The meanings of long yiqṭol in CBH 

Past progressive 20 
Habitual past 56 
Present progressive 14 
Progressive in future 4 
General present 26 
Habitual present 19 
Future 436 
Future in protasis 325 
Future in apodosis 22 
Obligation 563 
Obligation in apodosis 95 
Past obligation 1 
Future intention 12 
Permissive 36 
Ability 26 
Diegetic present (?)43 1 
Future past 7 
Volitive 4 
Total 1790 
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As was stated in §4.1.1, simultaneity with a past action is an im-
portant secondary function of an imperfective (Kuryłowicz 1962, 
60; Hamori 1973, 319f.; Kouwenberg 2010a, 229). In the sup-
posed Proto-Semitic example with Akkadian vocables *āmur mu-
tam iqabbi ‘I saw a man speaking’ (Rubin 2005, 147), the imper-
fective iqabbi (yVqattVl) functions as a subordinate clause that 
describes the object noun (mutam) and has the same past refer-
ence as the main clause. Such functions of the Hebrew yiqṭol(u) 
are archaic (Notarius 2010a, 248; 2013, 300), as in (35): 

(35) Ø-qaṭal-S.noun + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-Npar 

ים   מְע֥וּ עַמִּ֖ יִרְגָּז֑וּן שָֽׁ  

 ‘The peoples heard (while) they trembled.’ (Exod. 15.14) 

Compared to the Proto-Semitic example, in (35), qaṭal has re-
placed the past perfective short yiqṭol(Ø) (PS *yaqtul) in the main 
clause. It is important to observe both the simultaneity of  יִרְגָּז֑וּן 
and its progressive action. The yiqṭol(u) could be interpreted as a 
relative clause (of the type that in Akkadian is marked by an ini-
tial ša and an ­u subordinative marker), but it is more natural to 
apply the terminology of Arabic grammar and classify the 
yiqṭol(u) as a circumstantial clause (ḥāl; Tropper 1998, 169 n. 59; 
Notarius 2010a, 248; 2013, 116, 118–120, 283). In CBH, such a 
clause would have been ungrammatical, because of the initial po-
sition of the yiqṭol(u). A more likely choice in CBH is a qoṭel 
clause, as in (36): 

(36) Ø-hinnē-qaṭal-O.noun + Ø-qoṭel 

י� [  עְתִּי֙ אֶת־אָבִ֔ ר הִנֵּ֤ה שָׁמַ֙ ר]׃  מְדַבֵּ֛ י� לֵאמֹֽ ו אָחִ֖ אֶל־עֵשָׂ֥  
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 ‘Listen! I heard your father telling Esau your brother:…’ 
(Gen. 27.6) 

So in CBH, qoṭel has taken over most circumstantial uses 
from yiqṭol(u). A corresponding yiqṭol(u) clause in CBH must use 
another syntax to express a progressive meaning, for example 
with a subordinating conjunction, as in (37): 

(37) wa(y)-yiqṭol + kī-yiqṭol(u)! + wa(y)-yiqṭol 

ף כִּי־  יתוַיַּ֣ רְא יוֹסֵ֗ יִם וַיֵּ֣ רַע בְּעֵינָ֑יו  יָשִׁ֙ אשׁ אֶפְרַ֖ ֹ֥ יו יַד־יְמִינ֛וֹ עַל־ר אָבִ֧  

 ‘Joseph saw that his father was placing his right hand on 
Ephraim’s head, and this displeased him.’ (Gen. 48.17) 

In (37), the yiqṭol(u) is non-initial and the clause is introduced by 
a subordinating conjunction (כִּי). The temporal reference is past, 
and the meaning is progressive. Yiqṭol(u) can no longer be placed 
in initial position (see §3.4.3).43F

44 Another example with past con-
tinuative meaning is (38): 

(38) wayhī: S.noun-qoṭel + wa-qoṭel + Ø-S.noun-yiqṭol(u) + wa-
S.noun-yiqṭol(u)-N 

ה   ד מֹשֶׁ֣ � וְחָזֵק֣ מְאֹ֑ ר הוֹלֵ֖ רוַיְהִי֙ ק֣וֹל הַשּׁוֹפָ֔ ים   יְדַבֵּ֔ נּוּ וְהָאֱ�הִ֖ בְקֽוֹל׃   יַעֲנֶ֥  

 ‘The blast of the shofar grew louder and louder, while Mo-
ses was speaking and God was answering with thunder.’ 
(Exod. 19.19)  

It can be argued that the initial yiqṭol(Ø)  ֙וַיְהִי in this example is a 
focus marker (cf. Khan 2019, 19), and that the real main clause 
is the active participle (�  But with this analysis also, the two .(הוֹלֵ֖
yiqṭol(u) verbs function as circumstantial clauses with progres-
sive action and past reference.44F

45 They display the standard word 
order for long yiqṭol in CBH. 



320 The Verb in Classical Hebrew 

The typical imperfective function of yiqṭol(u) expressing a 
habitual past remained in living usage in CBH.46 This is illus-
trated in (39): 

(39) wayhī-PrP + wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-S.pron-lō-
qaṭal + wa(y)-yiqṭol + ⁴⁰Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u) 

ר וְהִיא֙   ר נָדָ֑ הּ אֶת־נִדְר֖וֹ אֲשֶׁ֣ יהָ וַיַּעַ֣שׂ לָ֔ שָׁב֙ אֶל־אָבִ֔ ים וַתָּ֙ ץ ׀ שְׁנַ֣ יִם חֳדָשִׁ֗ י מִקֵּ֣ וַיְהִ֞
ימָה   יָמִ֗ ׀  ים  מִיָּמִ֣ ל׃  בְּיִשְׂרָאֵֽ ק  וַתְּהִי־חֹ֖ ישׁ  אִ֔ ה  כְנָה֙ לאֹ־יָדְעָ֣ ל    תֵּלַ֙ יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ בְּנ֣וֹת 

ה׃ ס ים בַּשָּׁנָֽ עַת יָמִ֖ י אַרְבַּ֥ ח הַגִּלְעָדִ֑  לְתַנּ֕וֹת לְבַת־יִפְתָּ֖

 ‘After two months she returned to her father, and he did to 
her as he had vowed. She had never known a man, and this 
became a custom in Israel. ⁴⁰Every year Israelite women 
went to lament the daughter of Jephthah the Gileadite for 
four days.’ (Judg. 11.39–40) 

In (39), verse 40 is an asyndetic yiqṭol(u) clause that is linked to 
the last wa(y)-yiqṭol clause in verse 39. The linking is an elabora-
tion: the details of what became a custom in Israel. It is clear that 
the meaning of the yiqṭol(u) clause is habitual past. 

The prototypical present progressive meaning of yiqṭol(u) 
is relegated to questions and some subordinate clause-types in 
CBH, because of the competition with the new progressive 
(qoṭel). An example of a progressive yiqṭol(u) in a question is:47 

(40) Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u)-Npar + Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u)-Npar 

י מַה־ תְּרִיבוּן֙ מַה־  ה׃  תְּנַסּ֖וּןעִמָּדִ֔ אֶת־יְהוָֽ  

 ‘Why do you quarrel with me? Why do you put the LORD 
to the test?’ (Exod. 17.2) 
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An expression of the progressive is easily generalised to a 
general present (Haspelmath 1998, 55; Cook 2012a, 221f.). This 
usage of yiqṭol(u) seems to be productive in CBH.48 An example 
is (41): 

(41) Ø-S.pron-qaṭal + ʾō S.pron-yiqṭol(u)! + Ø-INT-XØ 

י־  מִֽ א֚וֹ  אָדָם֒  לָֽ פֶּה֮  ם  שָׂ֣ י  י    יָשׂ֣וּם מִ֣ א אָנֹכִ֖ ֹ֥ הֲל עִוֵּ֑ר  א֣וֹ   �ַ פִקֵּ֖ א֥וֹ  שׁ  חֵרֵ֔ א֣וֹ  ם  אִלֵּ֔
ה׃   יְהוָֽ

 ‘Who has made man’s mouth? Who makes him mute, or 
deaf, or seeing, or blind? Is it not I, the LORD?’ (Exod. 4.11) 

The imperfective yiqṭol(u) can also express a habitual pre-
sent, where the habitual action includes the present moment, as 
in (42):49 

(42) Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u) + wa-O.noun-yiqṭol(u)! 

ה   ה אֶל־פֶּ֞ ת יְהוָ֖ה אֲדַבֶּרפֶּ֣ ת וּתְמֻנַ֥ א בְחִידֹ֔ ֹ֣ יט ־בּ֗וֹ וּמַרְאֶה֙ וְל יַבִּ֑  

 ‘With him I speak mouth to mouth, clearly, and not in rid-
dles, and he beholds the form of YHWH.’ (Num. 12.8) 

The long yiqṭol also often expresses future meaning: “a gen-
eral present imperfective… can also be used for future time ref-
erence in a future context” (Bybee et al. 1994, 275–77). And be-
cause of the new competing progressive qoṭel (Cook 2012a, 230), 
future became the dominating meaning of yiqṭol(u) in CBH, to-
gether with obligation (Bybee et al. 1994, 277–79; Notarius 
2010a, 243). The yiqṭol(u) gram can be called an ‘old present’ in 
the terminology of Haspelmath (1998, 35f.; Cook 2012a, 221, 
233).50 An example is: 
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(43) wa(y)-yiqṭol + “Ø-INT-S.noun-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-ʿattā-
yiqṭol(u)! + Ø-INT-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-ʾim-lō” 

ה   ר עַתָּ֥ ה הֲיַ֥ד יְהוָ֖ה תִּקְצָ֑ אמֶר יְהוָה֙ אֶל־מֹשֶׁ֔ ֹ֤ הוַיּ א׃  תִרְאֶ֛ ֹֽ י אִם־ל הֲיִקְרְ֥� דְבָרִ֖  

 ‘And the LORD said to Moses, “Is the LORD’s hand short-
ened? Now you will see whether my word to you will 
come true or not!”’ (Num. 11.23) 

Obligation is a meaning close to and sometimes difficult to 
distinguish from future. Future grams tend to have modal uses, 
and some of them are obligation, ability, and permission (Bybee 
et al. 1991, 22–24).51 Obligation reports the existence of external 
social conditions compelling an agent to complete the predicate 
action (Bybee et al. 1994, 177). Future and obligation are the 
dominant meanings of yiqṭol(u) in my corpus, partly because of 
the legal and instructional character of many texts. A futural 
yiqṭol(u) uttered by God or a high official tends to be perceived 
as an obligation.52 An example is: 

(44) wa(y)-yiqṭol + “Ø-XØ + Ø-lō-yiqṭol(u) + kī-ʾim-S.noun-
yiqṭol(u)!” + wa(y)-yiqṭol 

ב    ים שִׁמְ֣� יַעֲקֹ֑ אמֶר־ל֥וֹ אֱ�הִ֖ ֹֽ א־יִקָּרֵא֩ וַיּ ֹֽ י אִם־יִשְׂרָאֵל֙    ל ב כִּ֤   יִהְיֶה֣ שִׁמְ֨� ע֜וֹד יַעֲקֹ֗
ל׃  א אֶת־שְׁמ֖וֹ יִשְׂרָאֵֽ � וַיִּקְרָ֥  שְׁמֶ֔

 ‘God said to him, “Your name is Jacob, but your name will 
no longer be called Jacob; Israel will be your name.” So 
God named him Israel.’ (Gen. 35.10) 

An example of yiqṭol(u) expressing obligation in instruction 
is (45): 
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(45) wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u)! + wa-qaṭal + wa-O.noun-yiqṭol(u)! 

ם לְכָב֖וֹד    ה לָהֶ֔ ים וּמִגְבָּעוֹת֙ תַּעֲשֶׂ֣ ם אַבְנֵטִ֑ יתָ לָהֶ֖ ת וְעָשִׂ֥ ה כֻתֳּנֹ֔ וְלִבְנֵ֤י אַהֲרןֹ֙ תַּעֲשֶׂ֣
רֶת׃   וּלְתִפְאָֽ

 ‘And for Aaron’s sons you shall make tunics, and make 
sashes for them; and you shall make turbans for them for 
dignity and beauty.’ (Exod. 28.40) 

(45) shows two obligational yiqṭol(u) clauses in instructional dis-
course. It also illustrates a typical alternation with a wa-qaṭal 
clause, also expressing obligation.53 For the linking, see further 
§6.11 and §7.2.2. 

In a few cases, usually in the first person, the future mean-
ing of yiqṭol(u) has a nuance of intention, as in (46):54 

(46) Ø-lō-yiqṭol(u) + kī-ʾim-PrP-yiqṭol(u) 

�׃   י אֵלֵֽ י וְאֶל־מוֹלַדְתִּ֖ י אִם־אֶל־אַרְצִ֛ � כִּ֧ א אֵלֵ֑ ֹ֣  ל

 ‘No, I will not go, but I will go instead to my own land and 
to my kindred.’ (Num. 10.30) 

A future with reference point in the past can be expressed 
by a long yiqṭol (Brockelmann 1956, §42g). In such cases, the 
yiqṭol(u) has past time reference. An example is (47): 

(47) wa(y)-yiqṭol + kī-lō-PrP-yiqṭol(u)! 

 רַע   א ל֖וֹ יִהְיֶה֣ הַזָּ֑ ֹ֥ י לּ ן כִּ֛  וַיֵּ֣ דַע אוֹנָ֔

 ‘But Onan knew that the child would not be considered his.’ 
(Gen. 38.9) 

The long yiqṭol in (47) has past time reference, but refers to a 
point in time that is future in relation to the narrative reference 
point.55 



324 The Verb in Classical Hebrew 

In not a few cases, the long yiqṭol has a shade of permission, 
which means that the future action is permitted, but not obliga-
tory, as in (48):56 

(48) Ø-PrP-VNabs-yiqṭol(u) 

ל׃   ל תּאֹכֵֽ  ן אָכֹ֥ ץ־הַגָּ֖ ל עֵֽ  מִכֹּ֥

 ‘You may eat from every tree of the orchard.’ (Gen. 2.16) 

The long yiqṭol may also express the ability of the actant to 
perform the action, as in (49):57 

(49) Ø-INT-lō-qaṭal + kī-VNabs-yiqṭol(u) 

נִי׃   ר כָּמֹֽ ישׁ אֲשֶׁ֥ שׁ אִ֖ שׁ יְנַחֵ֛ י־נַחֵ֧ ם כִּֽ  הֲל֣וֹא יְדַעְתֶּ֔

 ‘Don’t you know that a man like me can indeed practice 
divination?’ (Gen. 44.15) 

Finally, long yiqṭol can also, in special constructions, ex-
press a direct volitive; one of few examples is (50):58 

(50) Ø-lū-S.noun-yiqṭol(u)! 

י�׃  אל יִחְיֶ֥ה לְפָנֶֽ  ל֥וּ יִשְׁמָעֵ֖

 ‘O that Ishmael might live before you!’ (Gen. 17.18) 

4.5. Summary: The Independent Status of the 
Long Yiqṭol (< *yaqtulu) 

This chapter has established the long yiqṭol as a separate verbal 
morpheme in CBH, distinct from the short yiqṭol. While the short 
yiqṭol is a verbal formation inherited from Proto-Semitic *yaqtul 
with two basic meanings, past perfective and jussive (see §3.1), 
the long yiqṭol is a common innovation in Central Semitic. The 
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long yiqṭol is an old imperfective formation in CBH, with the pro-
totypical meanings, such as progressive and past circumstantial, 
retained in relatively rare cases. The majority meanings in CBH 
are obligation and future. Many of the earlier imperfective func-
tions of the long yiqṭol have been taken over by the active parti-
ciple (qoṭel) in CBH, in a process of renewal of the expression for 
the progressive and imperfective aspect (§4.1.1.1). This takeover 
by the qoṭel is relatively late: it is not attested in Archaic Hebrew. 
In spite of the new qoṭel, the early function of the imperfective 
yiqṭol(u) to express the habitual past remained in living usage in 
CBH (§4.4).  

Early CBH (after the archaic stage) was able to cope with 
the partial homonymy between the short yiqṭol and the long yiqṭol 
by means of a restriction of word order (described in §3.4.3). A 
word order that was a tendency in Amarna Canaanite and the 
Archaic Hebrew poetry—the long yiqṭol usually being used in 
non-initial position—became stricter in CBH. In this way, the 
identity of the long yiqṭol as an old imperfective (‘old present’ 
< *yaqtulu) was preserved, as also the identity of the short yiqṭol 
(< *yaqtul) as a separate verbal morpheme. 

In the theory of consecutive tenses, the long yiqṭol is de-
scribed as alternating with another equivalent ‘tense’, wa-qaṭal. 
Something has changed in CBH compared to the archaic stage: 
the long yiqṭol can no longer form discourse-continuity clauses 
(type *wa-VX), and the wa-qaṭal clause-type has entered onto the 
scene as its substitute (see §6). 

 
1 According to Kuryłowicz (1972c, 54 n. 3), “[i]t is misleading to call 
Akk. iprusu etc. a ‘subjunctive’.” There is a morpheme ­u also in certain 
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Cushitic and Chadic languages, which was added to the verbal base to 
mark subordination. This ­u could express an indicative in some Chadic 
languages (Bole, Kwami, and Tangale) “où ­u est utilisé pour marquer 
l’indicatif et le subjonctif” (Jungraithmayr 2005, 80). 
2 As for the assumption that ­u was a nominal marker, see Kouwenberg 
(2010a, 230 n. 65). 
3 Progressives view an action as ongoing in the here and now of refer-
ence time (often speech time). They give the location of an agent as in 
the midst of an activity. That is why a locative construction easily de-
velops into an expression of a progressive meaning. “The locative notion 
may be expressed either in the verbal auxiliary employed or in the use 
of postpositions or prepositions indicating location—‘at’, ‘in’, or ‘on’” 
(Bybee et al. 1994, 129f.). The meaning of the locative that gives rise 
to a progressive “is probably ‘be in the place of verbing’ or ‘be at 
verbing’” (Bybee et al. 1994, 136). In the development of a progressive, 
its use in habitual contexts is earlier than its use with stativic verbs 
(Bybee et al. 1994, 148). In CBH, for example, yiqṭol(u) is often used 
with past habitual meaning, but when the stativic verb יָדַע is used to 
express present time, qaṭal is used, not yiqṭol(u). 
4 The locative is, however, only one of thirteen possible sources of pro-
gressives, according to Kuteva et al. (2019, 486). 
5 If such was the case, the locative ­u attached to the CS finite prefix 
formation (thus *yaqtul-u) could possibly yield a meaning such as: ‘he 
(is) in (that) he kills’, which presupposes that the CS yaqtul would be 
an old present (‘imperfect’) in need of renewal (thus Retsö 2014, 68), 
which is problematic in view of the comparative Semitic evidence. 
Kienast (2001, 179) assumes that the nominative ending ­u itself is an 
old “Agentiv/Lokativ.” If the hypothesis of a locative ­u in yaqtul-u is 
correct, the ­na ending on the plural forms in CS must be regarded as 
diachronically later. An assumption put forward by Diem (1975, 242, 
256) is that the ­n ending on the plural forms was a nunation taken over 
from the plural endings of the noun at a stage when those endings had 
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still not changed to ­m, as was later the case in Amarna and Proto-He-
brew. Compare the state in Amarna, with ­m in the plural and dual 
nominal inflection but ­n in yaqtulū-na, and the same holds for Ugaritic 
(Tropper and Vita 2010, 49, 59; Baranowski 2016a, 83; Tropper and 
Vita 2019b, 490, 495). It is difficult to explain the ­na by influence from 
the nominal inflection; it must have been effective in a linguistic state 
where the masculine plural of the noun had nunation. If there was such 
an influence, it must have been operative close to the common Central 
Semitic stage, since such a development is absent in Akkadian and Amo-
rite (Diem 1975, 251, 256). 
6 In Assyrian, suffixed forms typically take ­ni, but this ­ni is attached to 
the whole verbal phrase after verbal suffixes and the ventive. If there 
are no other suffixes, the ­ni is attached directly to ­u: ­u-ni. It is also 
unclear why the two morphemes ­u and ­na should be regarded as iden-
tical, since ­ni is absent in Eblaite and Babylonian Akkadian (see Bjøru 
and Pat-El 2020, 71). It is clear that, in Old Assyrian, the distribution 
of ­u and ­ni is not phonologically conditioned. The two morphemes do 
not belong to the same grammatical category and are diachronically 
unrelated: “­u is a verbal inflectional suffix, while ­ni is a clause-domain 
clitic” (see Bjøru and Pat-El 2020, 75). The scope of ­ni is the clause 
rather than the verb, because it is always positioned at the end of the 
clause (Bjøru and Pat-El 2020, 72, 75f., 78). The conclusion of Bjøru 
and Pat-El’s study is that, in Assyrian, ­ni is a clause-level clitic and ­u a 
verbal suffix. This would indicate that ­u lost its independent status dur-
ing the history of Assyrian and represents an internal Assyrian develop-
ment. If such is the case, we should not expect ­ni to be reflected in the 
Central Semitic imperfective formation yaqtul-u, and the suffix ­na in 
the CS plural verb form yaqtul-ūna remains unexplained. 
7 For the ­a­ vowel, see Kogan (2015, 164). 
8 Kuryłowicz (1973, 119): “There must have been a period when the 
functions β and γ were distributed between the two forms; β = qatala 
(passé indéfini), γ = ɩa̯qtul (passé défini or narrative tense).” 
9 For Babylonian Akkadian, see Pat-El (2020, 320). 
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10 “The functions of yaqattal and yaqtulu show a clear overlap” (Hamori 
1973, 322). 
11 Rubin (2005, 148) writes that “yaqtul had already been supplanted 
by the verbal adjective qatala” in West Semitic. This is an exaggeration. 
The substitution was gradual, “reached by stages” (Kuryłowicz 1973, 
119). The perfective yaqtul was retained in many West Semitic lan-
guages, at least in their early stages (see §3.1). 
12 This replacement has left no attested traces of a yVqattVl formation 
in Central Semitic, and this is a potential counter-argument against the 
mainstream hypothesis (Fenton 1970, 41). On the absence of such 
traces, see Bloch (1963) and Fenton (1970). Kogan (2015, 166) calls the 
absence of yVqattVl in CS “a shared loss.” For Ugaritic, see Tropper 
(2012, 460f.). Vernet’s (2013) attempt to explain the absence is not 
convincing. 
13 Another example is the verbal prefix ð­ + imperfect in Omani Mehri 
(Rubin 2018, 187f.). It is a relative clause construction that has been 
reinterpreted as a simple circumstantial clause “referring to either the 
subject or object of the main verb” (Rubin 2018, 188). 
14 The predicative qoṭel is not attested in Amarna Canaanite (Notarius 
2010a, 262). 
15 There is a slight generalisation: the head noun can be definite without 
the qoṭel having the definite article. Other examples of attributive qoṭel: 
Gen. 3.5; 3.8 (definite head); 27.6 (definite head); 49.14 (archaic); 
Exod. 5.10 (definite head); 14.30 (probably definite head); Num. 11.10; 
22.23; 24.2 (definite head); Deut. 4.33 (definite head). 
16 An archaic example is Deut. 33.12 (Notarius 2010a, 261; 2013, 238). 
There is a parallel in Omani Mehri: mayt hámak tī ð-ōmǝr ‘when did 
you hear me singing?’ (Rubin 2018, 188). 
17 An analogical example in Omani Mehri is: aġáyg rǝdd tǝwōli sɛḱǝnǝh 
ðǝ-yǝḳtōmǝḥ wǝ-ðǝ-yǝxtǝyūb ‘the man returned to his settlement, despair-
ing and disappointed’ (Rubin 2018, 188). 
18 Other examples of circumstantial predicative qoṭel: Gen. 21.9; Exod. 
26.15; 36.20; Deut. 31.20. 



 4. The Imperfective Long Yiqṭol(u) 329 

 
19 Similar examples are: Exod. 26.5; 36.12. 
20 An analogical example in Omani Mehri is: xǝṭǝrāt ġayg ðǝ-yǝghōm bǝ-
ḥōrǝm ‘once there was a man who was walking on the road’ or ‘once 
there was a man walking on the road’ or ‘once a man was walking on 
the road’ (Rubin 2018, 188). 
21 Some other examples are: Exod. 36.5; Num. 10.29; Judg. 19.18. An 
analogical example in Omani Mehri is: ǝnḥāh ðǝ-nhǝwrūd ‘we are taking 
(our) animals to the water’ (Rubin 2018, 188). 
22 Stein (2020, 339) supposes that yaqtulu must have existed in Sabaic. 
23 For more examples, see Isaksson (2009, 91f.). 
24 This example features a long 2ms prefix form taliku from the root hlk; 
cf. Hebrew yēlēk. 
25 This example features a long 1cs prefix form ʾaliku, which is progres-
sive with a nuance of immediate future. 
26 This example features two yaqtulu with futural intentional meaning: 
a-li-ku-na, with ventive/energic clitic, from root hlk; and am-si-qu 
< *ʾanšiqu from root nšq. 
27 To be read yʿrb (KTU³ 44f.). 
28 Baranowski (2016a, 145) translates: ‘Previously, I would write to the 
king: he would not heed my word. Now I am living in Beirut like a dog, 
and my word is (still) unheeded.’ 
29 This is a 2ms form of the jussive (Baranowski 2016a, 74). 
30 Baranowski (2016a, 151) translates: ‘Know that all are traitors, and 
[y]ou must no[t] inquire about me from my enemies.’ 
31 But a nuance of obligation is also possible: ‘They shall deliver them’ 
(Gzella 2012, 67). 
32 For the classification of the Deir ʿAllā inscription, see §3.1.11. Kogan 
(2015, 600) classes it as belonging to the ‘Aramaoid’ branch of Central 
Semitic. 
33 Hackett (1984, 36) identifies this as “waw consecutive.” 
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34 Hackett (1984, 37): “The obvious interpretation of this phrase is that 
it is an infinitive absolute plus a finite verb of the root bkh, coupled for 
emphasis.”  
35 Hackett (1984, 36): “There must have been some mention in the fol-
lowing words of Balaam’s refusal to eat.” 
36 While Deut. 32 (which is more archaic) exhibits clause-initial 
yiqṭol(u), 2 Sam. 22 does not (a relative innovation); see Notarius (2013, 
166). Other examples of present progressive in the archaic poetry, many 
of them showing a clause-initial yiqṭol(u): Num. 23.9 (Notarius 2013, 
221, 282); 24.17 (Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 221, 224 n. 42); Deut. 
32.40 (Notarius 2013, 95, 96, 282); Ps. 18.2 (Ø-yiqṭol(u)-VOC)—but not 
in 2 Sam. 22.2; 18.47—Notarius (2013, 162) takes the יָר֗וּם  as a modal וְ֜
form, possibly because it is written defectively in the presumably older 
2 Sam. 22.47 (for this interpretation, cf. §3.4.1.2). 
37 According to Freedman (1960, 102), tišlaḥnā “is anomalous” and 
should be read tišlaḥanna, with an energic ending like Arabic -anna. The 
energic ending in Amarna Canaanite was, according to Rainey (1996, 
II:234), “-una, perhaps -unna.” For the connection between yiqṭol(u) and 
the ventive/energic endings, cf. Rainey (1996, II:234–36) and Zewi 
(1999). 
38 Other cases of diegetic present in the archaic poetry: Exod. 15.1 (ʾāz-
yiqṭol(u)!; Brockelmann 1956, §42a; Rundgren 1961, 97, 99)—pace 
Joosten (2012, 108–11), who says “the syntagm is not explained;” 15.7 
(wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 116 n. 
29, 118, 119, 120, 283); 15.17 (Ø-yiqṭol(u) + wa-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 
2013, 116, 118, 283; 2015, 243–44); Num. 23.7 (Notarius 2008, 79; 
2013, 222); Judg. 5.29 (Notarius 2013, 135f., 142, 283)—Notarius 
(2013, 284) is open to the possibility that תַּעֲנֶ֑ינָּה has an energic ending, 
as also suggested by Zewi (1999, 108); Ps. 18.4/2 Sam. 22.4 (Notarius 
2013, 181); 18.37/2 Sam. 22.37 (Ø-yiqṭol(u)! + wa-lō-qaṭal), clause-
initial historical present according to Notarius (2011, 276; 2013, 174 n. 
69, 283; 2015, 245), but Joosten (2012, 432) takes the long prefix form 
as “preterite YIQTOL;” 18.38 (Ø-yiqṭol(u) + wa-yiqṭol(u) + wa-lō-
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yiqṭol(u)!; cf. Notarius 2011, 273; 2013, 172, 283 for 2 Sam. 22.38); 
18.40/2 Sam. 22.40—the syntax in Ps. 18.33–46 is deviant and the old 
reading tradition seemingly had problems with the innovative differen-
tiation between the wa and wə readings of the conjunction, a differen-
tiation which required a exegetical analysis of the text (cf. Notarius 
2013, 160, 175): according to Notarius (2011, 262, 276; 2013, 175f.), 
this is a historical present based on the imperfective yiqṭol(u), but 
against the view of Notarius, see Bloch (2009, 47–54); 18.42/2 Sam. 
22.42 (Ø-yiqṭol(u), historical present or habitual present; Notarius 
2013, 176, 283; 2015, 245); 18.43/2 Sam. 22.43 (wa-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-PrP-
yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 175, 283). 
39 Examples of past progressive yiqṭol(u) in the archaic poetry: Exod. 
15.6; Deut. 32.12 (Notarius 2013, 80, 83, 94, 307); 32.14 (Notarius 
2013, 80, 83, 85, 307; 2015, 240); Ps. 18.7a (2 Sam. 22.7a has wa(y)-
yiqṭol instead of Ø-yiqṭol(Ø); Notarius 2013, 165, 169; 2015, 240). 
40 Notarius (2013, 116–120, 283) analyses the prefix forms as imperfec-
tive yiqṭol(u) and past simultaneous/circumstantial. According to Zewi 
(1999, 139), this is one of few examples of a prefix form with -Npar and 
past time reference. Other examples of past simultaneous yiqṭol(u) 
clauses:  

Exod. 15.5 (Ø-S.noun-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-qaṭal; Notarius 2013, 118–20, 283; 
2015, 243)—König (1897, III, §152) translates, ‘[indem] Fluthen sie 
bedeckten’, Moomo (2003, 73) ‘The deep was covering them’, and 
Shreckhise 2008, 293 ‘The deeps were covering them, they went 
down into the depths like a stone’.  

15.12 (Ø-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 120, 283);  
Deut. 32.10 (Ø-yiqṭol(Ø) + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-N + Ø-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-

N; Notarius 2013, 307)— ּ֙הו  is a ‘preterite’ according to Notarius יִמְצָאֵ֙
(2013, 78, 280), but pace Moomo (2003, 76), who translates ‘He 
usually/used to meet him’. Considering the function of יַצֵּב in verse 
8, it is plausible that  ּ֙הו  is a realis past yiqṭol(Ø) and codes a יִמְצָאֵ֙
main line. A main point in Notarius’ (2013, 94 n. 67) discussion is 
the presence of energic suffixes on the three yiqṭol(u) clauses and 
that the energic nun in  ּהו  is left out by haplography, “if one יְב֣וֹנְנֵ֔
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accepts Lambert’s and Rainey’s opinion that the energic nun is ob-
ligatory in this form” (cf. also Notarius 2013, 94–95, 283, 307; 
2015, 239f.; similarly Rainey 1986, 16; Joosten 2012, 418);. 

32.16 (Ø-yiqṭol(Ø) + Ø-PrP-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 83, 283)—both 
verbs are yiqṭol(u), but Notarius (2015, 239f.) analyses the first verb 
as yiqṭol(Ø) and the second as yiqṭol(u), while, according to Joosten 
(2012, 417), both are yiqṭol(Ø).  

33.3 (Ø-ʾap̄-VOC-XØ + wa-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 214 n. 
47, 239, 242). 

33.7 (Ø-IMP + wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u)-N; Notarius 2013, 242f., 294)—but 
Gzella (2004, 85–86) calls this a volitive yiqṭol(u)). 

33.8 (Ø-XØ + «REL-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u)»; Notarius 2013, 240 n. 47, 
241f. n. 53, 300)—but Bergsträsser (1918–1929 II, §34h) calls this 
a ‘preterite’. 

33.9 (kī-qaṭal + wa-O.noun-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 242 n. 55, 300). 
Judg. 5.6 (Ø-PrP-PrP-qaṭal + wa-S.noun-yiqṭol(u))—past iterative ac-

cording to Notarius (2013, 133, 135, 142), who says it is “at work 
in the background for past iterative and habitual action” (Notarius 
2015, 242), pace Müller (1983, 54), who considers it a consequence-
result and translates ‘die Wege lagen still, so daß die Pfadwanderer 
krumme Wege gingen’. 

Ps. 18.5/2 Sam. 22.5 (qaṭal + wa-S.noun-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 163, 
167, 283, 307)—“with circumstantial simultaneous force in refer-
ence to simple past  קטל” (Notarius 2013, 165). 

Ps. 18.7 (Ø-yiqṭol(Ø) + wa-S.noun-PrP-yiqṭol(u)). 
Ps. 18.8a/2 Sam. 22.8a (wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-S.noun-

yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 164f., 170, 283; 2015, 240).  
Ps. 18.9/2 Sam. 22.9 (Ø-qaṭal + wa-S.noun-PrP-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-S.noun-

qaṭal; Notarius 2013, 164, 165, 170, 283, 308; 2015, 240). 
Ps. 18.14 (wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-S.noun-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 164, 165, 

170, 283; 2015, 240)—but Notarius (2007, 24) analyses the 
yiqṭol(u), ן  .’in 2 Sam. 22.14 as ‘preterite ,יִתֵּ֥

Ps. 18.34/2 Sam. 22.34 (Ø-qoṭel + wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 
172, 175). 
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41 Levine (2000, 186) argues that the qaṭal in the relative clause has 
future reference, which is improbable. There is no example of a qaṭal in 
a relative construction referring to the future. The natural interpretation 
is anterior. Levine’s reference to the Deir ʿAllā inscription, šbw wʾḥwkm 
mh šdyn [pʿlw] (Combination I, line 5) is pointless, since there is a la-
cuna where the verb is expected. Num. 23.23 is probably the only ex-
ample of yiqṭol(u) with immediate future reference in the archaic po-
etry. 
42 There are about 26 clause-initial yiqṭol(u) forms in the archaic poetry, 
including their use in asyndetic relative clauses, here marked by «Ø-
yiqṭol(u)» (cf. §3.2). In the following list, I have excluded the much-
discussed ‘Ugaritic type’ of poetry in Ps. 18.33–46/2 Sam. 22.33–46; cf. 
Notarius (2011; 2013, 171): “the verbal tenses here deserve separate 
investigation. The main challenge is the formal status of the prefix con-
jugation.” Gen. 49.27 (“heads an asyndetic relative clause,” Notarius 
2013, 198; see also Nyberg 1972, §94m); Exod. 15.7 (possibly with el-
lipsis of the initial PrP; Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 119, 120, 283); 15.12 
(Ø-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 120, 283); 15.14a (Ø-
qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-Npar; Notarius 2013, 116, 118); 15.17 (Ø-yiqṭol(u) 
+ wa-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 283; 2015, 243–44); Num. 
24.17 (Notarius 2008, 67; 2013, 221, 224 n. 42); Deut. 32.10 (Ø-
yiqṭol(Ø) + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-N + Ø-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u)-N; Notarius 
2013, 94 n. 67, 95, 280, 283, 307; 2015, 239; Rainey 1986, 16; Joosten 
2012, 418); 32.23 (Ø-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-O.noun-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 
94f., 294); 32.39 (Ø-S.pron-yiqṭol(u)! + wa-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 94, 
97, 294); 32.41b–42a (⁴¹Ø-yiqṭol(u)! + wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u) + ⁴²Ø-
yiqṭol(u)! + wa-S.noun-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2013, 95); 33.3 (Notarius 
2013, 214 n. 47, 242)—the qaṭal is analysed as wa-qaṭal according to 
Notarius (2013, 236); 33.8 (Ø-XØ + «REL-qaṭal + Ø-yiqṭol(u)»); 33.22 
(XØ-«Ø-yiqṭol(u)»; Notarius 2013, 244); Judg. 5.8 (Ø-yiqṭol(u) + ʾāz-
qaṭal, possibly an initial temporal clause; Notarius 2013, 133, 135, 
142f.; also Bergsträsser 1918–29 II, §7b; Gibson 1994, 74 §63a; Waltis-
berg 1999, 224)—but the form can be a past perfective yiqṭol(Ø), and 
in such a case it is “the sole, more or less plausible case of waw-less 
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preterite yqtl in the text” [i.e. in the Song of Deborah] (Notarius 2013, 
135; 2015, 241); 5.30 (Ø-ADV-yiqṭol(u) + Ø-yiqṭol(u); Notarius 2012, 
195; 2013, 141, 282); Ps. 18.2 (Ø-yiqṭol(u)); 18.3/2 Sam. 22.3 (NP-«Ø-
yiqṭol(u)!»; Notarius 2013, 168f.); 18.47 (Ø-XØ + wa-XØ + wa-
yiqṭol(u)!)—thus Joosten (2012, 434), but Notarius (2013, 162), seems 
to regard the yārūm as a modal passive participle, in accordance with 
Dahood (1965a, 118; 1965b, 323). 
43 Gen. 37.7 ם תֵיכֶ֔ ינָה֙ אֲלֻמֹּ֣  ’and your sheaves surrounded my sheaf‘ וְהִנֵּ֤ה תְסֻבֶּ֙
(thus NET); it is a possible diegetic present in a dream report which also 
makes use of qoṭel clauses in main line. 
44 Other examples of past progressive meanings of yiqṭol(u) in CBH: Gen. 
2.5 (background, complicated syntax); 2.10 (after qoṭel, both in back-
ground); 2.25 (wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-lō-yiqṭol(u); Brockelmann 1908–13, 
II, §321b; Nyberg 1972, §86t, pace Joosten 1999, 24); Exod. 8.20 
(wa(y)-yiqṭol + wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u)); 36.29 (wa-qaṭal + wa-ADV-yiqṭol(u), 
both in background with past reference); Num. 9.15 (wa-PREP-VN-qaṭal 
+ wa-PrP-yiqṭol(u)!); 9.18. Outside the corpus, there is 1 Sam. 13.17 
(wa(y)-yiqṭol + Ø-S.noun-yiqṭol(u); Driver 1892, §163; Joosten 2012, 
133). 
45 Zewi (1999, 108) calls this an energic form with continuous action in 
past tense, but Joosten (1999, 24) calls it “iterative.” 
46 I have more than 50 examples of past habituality expressed by 
yiqṭol(u): Gen. 2.19; 6.4; 29.2; 30.38, 42; 31.8 (in temporal clause); 
31.39 (Ø-O.noun-qaṭal + Ø-S.pron-yiqṭol(u)-N + Ø-PrP-yiqṭol(u)-N); 
Exod. 1.12, in comparative linking (Dixon 2009, 35); 13.22; 17.11; 
18.26 (wa-qaṭal + Ø-O.noun-yiqṭol(u) + wa-O.noun-yiqṭol(u), asyndesis 
and elaboration)—Zewi (1999, 119, 139) calls it continuous past; 33.7, 
8, 9; 34.34; 40.32, 36, 37 (in temporal clause); 40.38; Lev. 26.41; Num. 
8.19; 9.16 (with ellipsis of yiqṭol(u) in the last clause); 9.17–23; 10.36; 
11.5, 9; Deut. 2.12, 20; Judg. 2.18, 19; 6.4, 5; 11.40; 12.5 (in temporal 
clause); 12.6; 14.10; 17.6 (Isaksson 2009, 92); 21.25. 
47 Examples of present progressive yiqṭol(u) in questions: Gen. 32.18, 
30; 37.15 (pace Joosten 2012, 62); 42.1; Exod. 2.13; 5.4; 16.7; 17.2; 
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Judg. 17.9; 19.17. Examples not in questions: Gen. 31.35; Exod. 9.30 
(in complement); Deut. 3.28 (in relative clause); Judg. 17.3 (close to 
performative); 21.22 (stativic verb). The long yiqṭol can also express a 
progressive in the future, three of my cases being in temporal clauses 
(T): Gen. 45.28 (T); Exod. 8.5; 23.23 (T); Lev. 15.25 (T).  
48 Examples in my corpus: Gen. 18.14, 28b (both questions); 41.27; 
50.3; Exod. 4.11; 11.7 (in complement); 23.7, 8 (kī-S.noun-yiqṭol(u) + 
wa-yiqṭol(u), with ellipsis of S.noun before the second long yiqṭol; 
Joosten 2012, 309, 429)—identified as long yiqṭol also by Gropp (1991, 
48); 33.11; 34.7; 36.29; Lev. 4.22 (relative clause); 17.11; Num. 11.14; 
11.23; 18.7; 21.14; 22.38; Deut. 1.44; 16.19 (same as Exod. 23.8 with 
ellipsis); Judg. 10.4; 11.35; 20.16. 
49 Other examples of yiqṭol(u) with habitual present meaning: Gen. 2.24 
(custom); 10.9; 22.14 (asyndetic relative clause); 32.33 (explanation of 
a custom; Childs 1963, 281, 283, 288; Westermann 1981, 634); 43.32; 
Exod. 1.19; 8.22; 18.15; Lev. 4.10; 21.10 (relative construction); Num. 
11.13; 12.6 (in apodosis); 12.8; Deut. 2.11, 20; 3.9; 7.10; Judg. 7.5 (in 
comparative clause). 
50 I have 435 examples of clear future yiqṭol(u) in CBH, obligations not 
included. In addition, there are 325 in protasis and 22 in apodosis. Ten 
are listed here: Gen. 1.29; 3.4; 3.16; 3.19; 4.12; 8.21; 9.5; 16.10; 17.20; 
17.21. In several cases, the distinction between future and obligation is 
unclear, as in Deut. 13.12 (wa-lō-yiqṭol(u)); 31.7 (wa-S.pron-yiqṭol(u)-
N)—for the NN-form, see Zewi (1999, 101). 
51 The agent-oriented sense of an obligation marker like yiqṭol(u) can 
also be used for an imperative: You will go to bed!, You must call your 
mother (Bybee et al. 1991, 28; 1994, 211). 
52 About 250 yiqṭol(u) have obligatory meaning in the corpus, including 
commandments by God. Only a few need be given here: Gen. 44.2 (¹Ø-
IMP + wa-IMP + ²wa-O.noun-yiqṭol(u)!); Exod. 13.7 (Ø-S.noun-yiqṭol(u) 
+ wa-lō-yiqṭol(u)! + wa-lō-yiqṭol(u)!); 20.3–9 (commandments); Lev. 
1.3 (legal discourse). 
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53 Obligation with past time reference expresses a conditional mood in 
Lev. 10.18 ׁדֶש הּ בַּקֹּ֖  You should certainly have eaten it in‘ אָכ֙וֹל תּאֹכְל֥וּ אֹתָ֛
the sanctuary!’. 
54 Long yiqṭol expressing future intention is also found in: Gen. 19.9; 
24.58 (2fs); 32.21 יו ה פָנָ֔  ;47.19 ;(after a ventive-cohortative) וְאַחֲרֵי־כֵן֙ אֶרְאֶ֣
Lev. 22.29 (2mp, in protasis); Deut. 1.41; 15.16; 18.16—Khan (2021, 
337) argues that it is a short jussive hifʿil, but morphologically it could
be a qal long yiqṭol (Huehnergard 2005, 467–68); 20.8 (3ms); Judg.
11.23 (2ms); 12.1.
55 Other examples of long yiqṭol expressing a future in the past (often 
with the conjunction ṭɛrɛm): Gen. 41.50 רֶם -future of pluper) 43.25 ;בְּטֶ֥
fect); Exod. 10.14; Num. 15.34; Deut. 1.18 (relative clause); 2.12—
Joosten (1999, 24) regards yiqṭol(u) here as “anomalous,” while accord-
ing to Cook (2012, 260 n. 94), it is a free-standing preterite yiqṭol(Ø)); 
Judg. 21.22. 
56 Long yiqṭol expressing permission is also found in: Gen. 3.2; 38.16; 
42.37 (in apodosis; Ges-K §159r); 44.26; Exod. 10.24 (last clause); 
12.44; 22.10, 12; 23.11; Lev. 6.11; 7.6, 16, 19, 24; 11.3, 9; 13.36 (in 
apodosis); 16.28; 22.7, 11 (apodosis); 22.13 (apodosis); 22.23; 25.10; 
דוּ 25.46 ם תַּעֲבֹ֑ ם בָּהֶ֣  ;Num. 6.20; 8.15, 26; 12.14; 18.13; 19.7; 35.28 ;לְעלָֹ֖
Deut. 12.15, 22; 23.12. 
57 Other examples of long yiqṭol expressing a shade of ability or poten-
tiality: Gen. 15.2; 16.2, 10; 17.17; 19.22; 31.43; 43.5; 44.1 (verb ykl); 
44.8, 16; Exod. 3.11; 4.14; 18.18 (verb ykl); 28.32; 33.20—Ges-K 
(§159gg) translates ‘for a man doth not see me and live’; 39.23; Num.
23.13; 30.14; Deut. 4.28; 18.16 (Christensen 2001, 401); 30.12 י יַעֲלֶה  ;מִ֣
30.13; Judg. 6.15; 16.10, 13 (both as complements).
58 Other examples of volitive long yiqṭol: Exod. 32.32 ם חַטָּאתָ֑ א  אִם־תִּשָּׂ֣
‘Oh, that you would forgive’; Num. 11.4 ר׃ נוּ בָּשָֽׂ י יַאֲכִלֵ֖  If only we had‘ מִ֥
meat to eat!’ (NET); Judg. 9.29  י ם הַזֶּה֙ בְּיָדִ֔ ן אֶת־הָעָ֤ י יִתֵּ֜  If only these men‘ וּמִ֙
were under my command’ (NET). It seems that mī-yiqṭol(u), from being 
a question about the future, in some contexts receives a volitive nuance. 


