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4. THE IMPERFECTIVE LONG YIQTOL(U)
IN CBH

The purpose of this chapter is to establish the independent status
of the long yiqtol 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 yiqtol
does not normally occur with wa-VX word order in CBH.

The status of the long yigtol 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
Yiqtol

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/yaqtulii-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).! 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.® It would be reasonable to expect that
Semitic imperfectives also have a locative origin (cf. Diakonoff
1988, 103).* 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; Retso 2014, 68; Huehnergard 2019, 61).° 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 *yadkur-u,
3mp *yadkurii-na.® 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 yiqtol, 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.
yigtol(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. gotel 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 (Kurytowicz 1949, 52; Huehnergard 2019,
62),” 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.® 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 Sa iprus-u and the Central Semitic yaqtul-u are cognate for-
mations (Kurytowicz 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 as$Sum ustamahhar-u
ittika ‘because he will rival you’ (OB Gilgames, 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 amur ‘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
*amur 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 yVqattVI. 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 amur
‘I saw a man speaking’ (Proto-Semitic but ungrammatical
in Akkadian);

Type (B): O.noun REL-yaqtul-u yaqtul (Akkadian word order)
mutam $a igbti amur

‘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
(@mur) 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 sa and the sub-
ordinating morpheme -u. The verb in the subordinate clause is a

perfective yaqtul with subordinating marker (ightt < *igbi-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.’ 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 igbil amur

‘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 bitum sa imur-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 (Kurytowicz 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 (igbil) of type (C),
the perfective aspect is neutralised. It is not marked for habitual
or continuative action, but the perfective igbil ‘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.'®

In West Semitic, the new perfective gram qatal step by step
replaced the old perfective yaqtul.'* 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 gatal-O.noun + @-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, gatal replaced the perfective yaqtul in
different degrees depending on the individual language
(Kurylowicz 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,
qatal 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.'?

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

In the individual Central Semitic languages, the reflex of
the old *yagqtulu 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
(QoteD)

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 (gotel) in Biblical
Hebrew.'® It is an example of the renewal of the progressive, the
‘old progressive’ in this case being the CS yaqtulu formation
(Rundgren 1963; Kurytowicz 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 qotel refers
back to a preceding nominal head. The participle is still not pre-
dicative, but may have circumstantial meaning. This is the syntax
of gotel we encounter in the Archaic Hebrew poetry, in which
gotel in predicative position is consistently lacking (Notarius
2010a, 262; 2013, 285, 304).'*

An example from CBH is:
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(1)  wa(y)-yiqtol-O.noun-qotel
MR MJAVTWIR 120 RN VR RN

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

The qotel (72n) in example (1) fills the slot of an attribute. The
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). @-qotel in attributive po-
sition and the semiverbal character of the morpheme invite a re-
analysis of it as an asyndetic relative clause. The gotel refers back
to the immediately preceding head noun phrase ("¥n wx), and
has the same syntactic function as its adjective (*3¥n).*

A further generalisation of the attributive function of qotel

is its use after an object suffix:
(2) wa(y)-yiqtol-O.pron + @-qotel
53 DR PR NWATOR ORY WY iNR DURYDD DR 33mpM
TON
‘Those who found him gathering wood brought him to

Moses and Aaron and to the whole community.” (Num.
15.33)

In (2), the qotel (Wwpn) refers back to and describes the object
suffix in ink.'®

A further generalisation is exhibited when only a first gotel
takes an attributive position (here after a possessive suffix), and
a second (and third) gotel refers back to another head in the main

clause, as in (3):
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(3) wa(y)-yiqtol-O.noun + REL-PrP + @-qotel + @-qotel +
wa-qotel
o R 05Ty VAW MO NIYP APV DPITIR NN
‘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 gotel (n2w) in (3) is feminine and describes the imme-
diately preceding feminine possessive pronoun (in 717p3). The
feminine pronoun refers to the city (fem.) in which the people
lives. The second and third qotel describe the people (op:, masc.).
The linguistic instinct to think of qgotel 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

qgotel is free to refer back to any constituent in the main clause:'”
(4) wa-S.noun-qatal + @-qotel
'DRV) DI DPWH DIPPNN NG D'3R3 1KY DPIN O]

‘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 gotel is felt as a description of the
action (38y’) in the main clause, not a description of a head noun.
The qotel 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 qotel is predicative.'®
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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 gotel itself):
(5) wa(y)-yigtol-S.noun-ADV + @-qotel-S.pron
00T DO AR WK WRD NiRWOWI 837 93P N1T0 10T KA

‘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 gotel is positioned asyndetically and first in the cir-
cumstantial clause.*’

A further step towards independence is represented by syn-
tactic variants where the gotel is no longer clause-initial. Such an

example is (6):
(6) wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-hinne-S.noun-qotel
:nD YR 593 DPITR Man Nnan hhonnTny PN

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

In (6), the gotel 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.?°

From constructions such as (6) above, it is just a little step
to use gotel in an independent clause in direct speech with speech

time reference:
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(7) @-qotel-S.pron
DWHW 503 2R PRI 138 EIR N N

‘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 gotel
is clause-initial and the subject pronoun follows, but the clause
is now independent with progressive meaning.?! This independ-
ence is easy to infer from qotel clauses that function as full utter-
ances in direct speech, where the independence of the sentence
is clear (8):
(8) wa(y)-yiqtol: “@-qotel-S.noun ...”
"IN NIRPRZ NTIRN IR KRN DYR D30 TR APnTOR 1InNT
AR NY? M
‘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 qotel clause can be analysed as a complement clause,
marked by a quotational frame particle (1HAx%). As such, it is sub-
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).?* 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/’sdn / w-ntn /°|lw / ystmynn / ’slm / w-mlkm w-whbm
w-...

‘all men and women who are called >SLM, MLKM, WHBM,
and...” (F 76/2-3, Stein 2011, 1064; 2013, §6.3.8)

(10) w-kl ’s*bm ymlk Yd®b

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

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

(11) b-kl °>mP’ stmP’w w-ystml’nn b-‘m-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,
8184). The Arabic yaqtulu can also express the prototypical pro-
gressive meaning: mada taf‘alu ‘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 (Kurytowicz 1949, 53; 1973, 120):

(12) qatala + @-yaqtulu

ba‘ata ’ila mu‘awiyata yatlubu s-sulha

‘He sent (a message) to Mu‘awiya and asked for peace.’
(13) gatala + @-yaqtulu

galasa n-nasu yasrabiina l-hamra

‘The people were seated and drank wine.’

The yaqtulu clauses in (12) and (13) are subordinate, and con-
comitant with the action in the gatala 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 hal). The switch to the im-
perfective yaqtulu clause indicates simultaneity and subordina-

tion in relation to the preceding gatal clause.*

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)*

(15) ra-ha-a-a a-li-"ku el’-kum la ta[ah-ni-si]-"ia®
‘My friends, I am going off to my woman.’ (2:16, George

and Krebernik 2022, 5, 22, my emphasis)®

Two yaqtulu clauses may be connected with wa; in (16),

they have future time reference:
(16) a-li-ku-na wa pa-ah-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)

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 . tarsn / L btlt . nt

‘Was wiinschst du, Jungfrau ‘Anatu?’ (KTU® 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 + @-yaqtulu! + wa-yaqtulu
1/ abh. yTrs? . ybky / w ysnn

‘Er trat vor seinen Vater, wobei er weinte und mit den
Zihnen knirschte’ (KTU® 1.16:1:11-13, 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.

(19)

An example with obligational meaning is (19):
wa-yaqtulu
wtsu.lpn.ql. ty

‘und du muf3t hinausgehen vor/bei der Stimme des
Beschworers’ (KTU? 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 is-te,-me ?2gdb-bi a-wa-teM™ 23§a yi-ig-bi 2* 'Ma-ia
LU.MASKIM LUG[AL] ?°a-na ia-$i a-nu-ma *%i-pu-$u gdb-ba
‘now I have heard all the words that Maya, the «comymis-

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 + ... la-yaqtulu
pa-na-nu as-pu-ru a-na LUGAL d-ul yi-i-mu °° a-wa-ti a-nu-
ma i-na-na a-na URU A.PU.MES) *®as-ba-ti ki-i,; UR.GI la-a
tu-us-mu *’a-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)%8
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An example of yaqtulu expressing an obligatory action is:
(22) yaqtul® + wa-la-yaqtulu

[...] ti-de i-[nu]-"ma” gdb-bu **$a-ru u "la*--mi*(?) "ti*-Sa-lu-

ni ¥a-na LU ’a,-ia-"bi*-ria"

‘Know that all of them are traitors, so don’t ask me about
my enemies!” (EA 102:25-27)3°

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 Rollig 1999, 82). A 3mp form is
attested in (23) and (24):

(23) 73727 DNTR DR R
‘Even if people persuade you.” (KAI® 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):
(24) =78 <n>25nN NR oWTPR DIHRA DIAON

‘The holy gods will deliver them to a mighty king.” (KAI°
14:9)%

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, §849-50; Voigt 1987, 6; Kogan 2015,
162). The prototypical progressive meaning is found in questions,
such as (25) (KAI® 312 I:4):*?

(25) ADV-yaqtulu + [ ] yaqtulu!
.n0an . o[%.]oxn. oY
‘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 (KAI® 312 I:3-4):
(26) wa-yaqtul*® + wa-la-qatal-VN + wa-yaqtul + wa-VN-
yaqtulu!*
AR .51 5. L. I 5L L nn . n . aPba . opn
Liaa0 . (4331 . ] o[en.
‘And Balaam arose the next day® [ ... ] 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 Yiqtol in the Archaic Hebrew Poetry

The imperfective yigtol(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 (gotel) in CBH, but in the archaic poetry, the
meanings of yigtol(u) suggest a broader imperfective usage. The
archaic present progressive yigtol(u) (Notarius 2013, 150) is il-
lustrated in (27), which exhibits a clause-initial yigtol(u), an ar-

chaic syntactic feature:>®

(27) @-ADV-yigtol(u) + @-yiqtol(u)

970 MY DI YR AP DR3R VoY
‘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 yiqtol(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 yigtol(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) @-0O.noun-PrP-yiqtol(u)-N + wa-qatal + @-qatal + wa-
gatal + wa-qatal

TONY npMR R0 NP D2ny Mn?a? AP AINAYn T2 AT,

10 N9Ym ngnm

‘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 yiqtol(uw) form (n;m‘?w’m) is one of the very few yigtol(u) forms
with a ventive/energic ending and no suffix pronoun (J-M §119z
n. 4; Notarius 2013, 284).%” 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 gatal forms (with or without
proclitic wa).>®

The past progressive meaning is found when the temporal
reference of the imperfective yiqtol(u) is located in the past, for

example in retrospective report:
(29) @-PrP-yiqtol(u) + wa-PrP-yiqtol(u) + wa(y)-yiqtol(®)
AR NI H1p 20 pwn KPR ORI NI XIPK el

‘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)-yiqtol form with gemination of the prefix consonant.
In Ps. 18.7, the corresponding verb lacks the proclitic wa.* The
past progressive meaning of yigtol(u) is lost in CBH.

The archaic poetry also attests to semantically similar func-
tions of yiqtol(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) @-qatal + @-yiqtol(u)-Npar + '>’az-qatal + @-(0.noun)-
yiqtol(u) + @-qatal-S.noun

{012 2w 53 1] T i akin
‘The peoples heard, they trembled; pangs seized the in-
habitants of Philistia. ®Then 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 p137* and inmn®’ in (30) are examples of the past circumstan-
tial function of the imperfective yigtol(u), a function that is rela-
tively frequent in the archaic poetry, but rare in CBH texts, where
it is substituted by the gotel. The first yiqtol(u) is clause-initial, in
contradiction to the rule in CBH. The second yiqtol(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 yiqtol(u) clauses code actions that are

simultaneous with the action of the preceding qatal clause. In
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both cases, the switch to a yigtol(u) clause signals an action that
is circumstantial in relation to the previous gatal clause.*
The yiqtol(u) expressing the immediate future in the ar-

chaic poetry is illustrated by (31):
(31) ki-lo-X@ + wa-lo-X@ + @-ADV-yiqtol(u): “O.pron-qatal”

208770 SRV IPYY7 TR NP2 XTI DDR N 3pa iKY

R
‘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 np2
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).* The yigtol(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 yigtol(u) in the archaic poetry tends to be
non-initial in the clause, but there are many cases when yigtol(w)
is clause-initial (Notarius 2013, 283).%? 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 Svp 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 Yiqtol in the Pre-exilic Hebrew

Inscriptions

For the distinction between yigtol(u) and yiqtol(®@) in the inscrip-
tions, see §3.3. Only a few morphologically distinctive long yigtol
are attested (IIlwy verbs, Gogel 1998, 95), and no yiqtol(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-yiqtol(@) + ki-PrP-S.pron-qotel + REL-qatal + ki-lo-
yiqtol(w)!

(4) 1n3 WK NNRA . 522 oY B(3)n: . wad nrwn . OR D Y™

Ap(5) nR AR RY 2 L TR

‘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 ( 12
0nw). The yigtol(u) verb is used for (‘we do not see’ =) ‘we can-
not see’ in a general present subordinate clause introduced by ki
(reason; Gogel 1998, 96).

A general present yigtol(u) can also be found in a relative

clause, as in (33):
(33) PP + REL-yiqtol(w)!
AnnY . WK . 9OR

‘Cursed be whoever wipes out...” (HI EnGd 2:1)
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An obligation can be expressed by yigtol(w), as in a relative

clause in a Lachish ostracon (34):
(34) IMP + REL-yiqtol(uw)!
L s w(2)R LAY (1)a 1a(6)T TT3Y [OR] (5) [2]wn
n(3)n
‘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 Yiqtol in CBH

Table 8: The meanings of long yigtol 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 (?)*? 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 (Kurytowicz 1962,
60; Hamori 1973, 319f.; Kouwenberg 2010a, 229). In the sup-
posed Proto-Semitic example with Akkadian vocables *amur 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 yigtol(w)
are archaic (Notarius 2010a, 248; 2013, 300), as in (35):

(35) @-qatal-S.noun + @-yiqtol(u)-Npar
P DR WRY
‘The peoples heard (while) they trembled.’ (Exod. 15.14)

Compared to the Proto-Semitic example, in (35), gatal has re-
placed the past perfective short yiqtol(@) (PS *yaqtul) in the main
clause. It is important to observe both the simultaneity of 17
and its progressive action. The yigtol(u) could be interpreted as a
relative clause (of the type that in Akkadian is marked by an ini-
tial sa and an -u subordinative marker), but it is more natural to
apply the terminology of Arabic grammar and classify the
yiqtol(u) as a circumstantial clause (hal; 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 yigtol(u). A more likely choice in CBH is a gotel
clause, as in (36):

(36) @-hinne-qatal-O.noun + @-qotel

:[0RG TRN WpTOR 93TR] TANNK SnYhY 130
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‘Listen! I heard your father telling Esau your brother:...’
(Gen. 27.6)

So in CBH, gotel has taken over most circumstantial uses
from yiqtol(u). A corresponding yiqtol(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)-yigtol + ki-yigtol(w)! + wa(y)-yigtol
TP PN OMOR WRTHY i T rag md qoi 8N

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

In (37), the yigtol(u) is non-initial and the clause is introduced by
a subordinating conjunction (*2). The temporal reference is past,
and the meaning is progressive. Yigtol(u) can no longer be placed
in initial position (see §3.4.3).* Another example with past con-

tinuative meaning is (38):

(38) wayhi: S.noun-qotel + wa-qotel + @-S.noun-yiqtol(u) + wa-
S.noun-yiqtol(u)-N

P2 33y DRI IAT, MWD TRA PIM T2I0 2910 51

‘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 yigtol(@) *m in this example is a
focus marker (cf. Khan 2019, 19), and that the real main clause
is the active participle (7%in). But with this analysis also, the two
yigtol(u) verbs function as circumstantial clauses with progres-
sive action and past reference.*® They display the standard word

order for long yiqgtol in CBH.
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The typical imperfective function of yiqgtol(u) expressing a
habitual past remained in living usage in CBH.*® This is illus-
trated in (39):

(39) wayhi-PrP + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-S.pron-lo-
qatal + wa(y)-yigtol + *°@-ADV-yiqtol(u)
S VI WK TINR 07 DN IR WM DI v | ppn i
2% i R Ty | DR SRR pRONM WR AT
© W3 0 NP T07a0 nRena’ nin?
‘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. “°Every 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 yiqtol(u) clause that is linked to
the last wa(y)-yigtol 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 yiqgtol(u) clause is habitual past.

The prototypical present progressive meaning of yiqtol(u)
is relegated to questions and some subordinate clause-types in
CBH, because of the competition with the new progressive

(qotel). An example of a progressive yigtol(u) in a question is:*’
(40) @-ADV-yiqtol(u)-Npar + @-ADV-yiqtol(u)-Npar
SMATNR PRARTAN *TAY Pavnin

‘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 yigtol(u) seems to be productive in CBH.*® An example
is (41):

(41) @-S.pron-qatal + °6 S.pron-yiqtol(u)! + @-INT-XO
IR MO0 W IR MR iR WAN ik bk o K BTRG Ne oY n
Maiak

‘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 yigtol(u) can also express a habitual pre-
sent, where the habitual action includes the present moment, as
in (42):%

(42) @-ADV-yiqtol(u) + wa-O.noun-yiqtol(u)!
ORI NI DTN N7 T 13318 N8TOR g

‘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 yiqtol 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 gotel (Cook 2012a, 230),
future became the dominating meaning of yiqgtol(w) in CBH, to-
gether with obligation (Bybee et al. 1994, 277-79; Notarius
2010a, 243). The yiqtol(u) gram can be called an ‘old present’ in
the terminology of Haspelmath (1998, 35f.; Cook 2012a, 221,
233).%° An example is:
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(43) wa(y)-yigtol +  “@-INT-S.noun-yiqtol(u) + @-‘atta-
yiqtol(u)! + @-INT-yiqtol(uw) + @-’im-10”

NZDR YT TR I DY PR M T AR P 0N

‘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).5! 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 yigtol(u) in my corpus, partly because of
the legal and instructional character of many texts. A futural
yigtol(u) uttered by God or a high official tends to be perceived

as an obligation.”* An example is:
(44) wa(y)-yiqtol + “@-X0 + @-lo-yiqtol(u) + ki-’im-S.noun-
yiqtol(w)!” + wa(y)-yiqtol
T DRWTON 2 3P T TV RN 2P TR0 DR Hnn
DR YN RPN TR
‘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 yigtol(u) expressing obligation in instruction
is (45):
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(45) wa-PrP-yiqtol(w)! + wa-qatal + wa-O.noun-yiqtol(u)!

71227 0if7 nipyn hiyaim 01K 077 YL NIR) APLR 1708 3371
Saplipd
‘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 yigtol(u) clauses in instructional dis-
course. It also illustrates a typical alternation with a wa-qatal
clause, also expressing obligation.*® For the linking, see further
86.11 and §7.2.2.

In a few cases, usually in the first person, the future mean-

ing of yiqtol(u) has a nuance of intention, as in (46):>*
(46) @-lo-yiqtol(u) + ki-’im-PrP-yiqtol(u)
ST2R TZINTORY RIRORTDR 7 ToR N7

‘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 yiqtol (Brockelmann 1956, §42g). In such cases, the

yigtol(u) has past time reference. An example is (47):

(47) wa(y)-yiqtol + ki-l6-PrP-yiqtol(u)!

_____

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

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

point.>®
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In not a few cases, the long yigtol has a shade of permission,
which means that the future action is permitted, but not obliga-

tory, as in (48):%
(48) @-PrP-VNabs-yiqtol(u)
©92Nm 938 1377PR S0
‘You may eat from every tree of the orchard.” (Gen. 2.16)

The long yigtol may also express the ability of the actant to

perform the action, as in (49):%
(49) @-INT-lo-qatal + ki-VNabs-yigtol(u)
2302 YR WK UN W3 DOpT, Ki7D

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

Finally, long yiqtol can also, in special constructions, ex-

press a direct volitive; one of few examples is (50):°®
(50) @-lia-S.noun-yigtol(u)!
TR0 MM SRUDY? 35

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

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

This chapter has established the long yiqtol as a separate verbal
morpheme in CBH, distinct from the short yigtol. While the short
yigtol is a verbal formation inherited from Proto-Semitic *yaqtul
with two basic meanings, past perfective and jussive (see §3.1),

the long yiqtol is a common innovation in Central Semitic. The
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long yigtol 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 yigtol have been taken over by the active parti-
ciple (gotel) in CBH, in a process of renewal of the expression for
the progressive and imperfective aspect (§4.1.1.1). This takeover
by the gotel is relatively late: it is not attested in Archaic Hebrew.
In spite of the new qotel, the early function of the imperfective
yigtol(u) to express the habitual past remained in living usage in
CBH (84.4).

Early CBH (after the archaic stage) was able to cope with
the partial homonymy between the short yigtol and the long yigtol
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 yigtol usually being used in
non-initial position—became stricter in CBH. In this way, the
identity of the long yiqtol as an old imperfective (‘old present’
< *yaqtulu) was preserved, as also the identity of the short yiqtol
(< *yaqtul) as a separate verbal morpheme.

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

! According to Kurytowicz (1972¢, 54 n. 3), “[i]t is misleading to call

’

AKKk. 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) “ou -u est utilisé pour marquer
Pindicatif 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

7

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, yiqgtol(u) is often used
with past habitual meaning, but when the stativic verb y1° is used to

express present time, gatal is used, not yiqtol(u).

* 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 Retso 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 yaqtulii-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).

® 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 Bjgru
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 Bjgru 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 (Bjgru and Pat-El 2020, 72, 75f., 78). The conclusion of Bjgru
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 yagqtul-u, and the suffix -na in
the CS plural verb form yagqtul-iina remains unexplained.

7 For the -a- vowel, see Kogan (2015, 164).

8 Kurytowicz (1973, 119): “There must have been a period when the
functions [} and y were distributed between the two forms; f = gatala
(passé indéfini), v = raqtul (passé défini or narrative tense).”

° For Babylonian Akkadian, see Pat-El (2020, 320).
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19 “The functions of yaqattal and yaqtulu show a clear overlap” (Hamori
1973, 322).

! Rubin (2005, 148) writes that “yaqtul had already been supplanted
by the verbal adjective gatala” in West Semitic. This is an exaggeration.
The substitution was gradual, “reached by stages” (Kurytowicz 1973,
119). The perfective yaqtul was retained in many West Semitic lan-
guages, at least in their early stages (see §3.1).

!2 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.

3 Another example is the verbal prefix - + 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).

4 The predicative gotel is not attested in Amarna Canaanite (Notarius
2010a, 262).

!> There is a slight generalisation: the head noun can be definite without
the gotel having the definite article. Other examples of attributive qgotel:
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).

6 An archaic example is Deut. 33.12 (Notarius 2010a, 261; 2013, 238).
There is a parallel in Omani Mehri: mayt hdmak ti 8-omar ‘when did
you hear me singing?’ (Rubin 2018, 188).

7 An analogical example in Omani Mehri is: agdyg radd towoli sékanah
0a-yaktomah wa-0a-yaxtaytib ‘the man returned to his settlement, despair-
ing and disappointed’ (Rubin 2018, 188).

18 Other examples of circumstantial predicative gotel: Gen. 21.9; Exod.
26.15; 36.20; Deut. 31.20.
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19 Similar examples are: Exod. 26.5; 36.12.

%0 An analogical example in Omani Mehri is: xatordat gayg da-yaghom bo-
horam ‘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).

! Some other examples are: Exod. 36.5; Num. 10.29; Judg. 19.18. An
analogical example in Omani Mehri is: anhah da-nhawriid ‘we are taking
(our) animals to the water’ (Rubin 2018, 188).

22 Stein (2020, 339) supposes that yaqtulu must have existed in Sabaic.

2 For more examples, see Isaksson (2009, 91f.).

24 This example features a long 2ms prefix form taliku from the root hlk;
cf. Hebrew yeléek.

% This example features a long 1cs prefix form aliku, which is progres-
sive with a nuance of immediate future.

% This example features two yaqtulu with futural intentional meaning:
a-li-ku-na, with ventive/energic clitic, from root hlk; and am-si-qu
< *’ansiqu from root nsgq.

7 To be read yrb (KTU® 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.’

% This is a 2ms form of the jussive (Baranowski 2016a, 74).

30 Baranowski (2016a, 151) translates: ‘Know that all are traitors, and
[ylou 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).

%2 For the classification of the Deir ‘Alla 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.”

% While Deut. 32 (which is more archaic) exhibits clause-initial
yigtol(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 yigtol(w): Num. 23.9 (Notarius 2013,
221, 282); 24.17 (@-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 221, 224 n. 42); Deut.
32.40 (Notarius 2013, 95, 96, 282); Ps. 18.2 (@-yiqtol(u)-VOC)—but not
in 2 Sam. 22.2; 18.47—Notarius (2013, 162) takes the 0¥ as a modal
form, possibly because it is written defectively in the presumably older
2 Sam. 22.47 (for this interpretation, cf. §3.4.1.2).

% According to Freedman (1960, 102), tislahnd “is anomalous” and
should be read tislahanna, with an energic ending like Arabic -anna. The
energic ending in Amarna Canaanite was, according to Rainey (1996,
11:234), “-una, perhaps -unna.” For the connection between yigtol(u) and
the ventive/energic endings, cf. Rainey (1996, 11:234-36) and Zewi
(1999).

3 Other cases of diegetic present in the archaic poetry: Exod. 15.1 (°dz-
yigtol(u)!; Brockelmann 1956, §42a; Rundgren 1961, 97, 99)—pace
Joosten (2012, 108-11), who says “the syntagm is not explained;” 15.7
(wa-PrP-yigtol(u) + @-yiqtol(w) + @-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 116 n.
29, 118, 119, 120, 283); 15.17 (@-yigtol(u) + wa-yiqtol(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 n33um 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 (@-yigtol(u)! + wa-lo-qatal), 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 viQTOL;,” 18.38 (@-yigqtol(u) + wa-yigtol(u) + wa-lo-
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yigtol(w)!; 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 wa 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 yiqtol(u), but
against the view of Notarius, see Bloch (2009, 47-54); 18.42/2 Sam.
22.42 (@-yiqtol(w), historical present or habitual present; Notarius
2013, 176, 283; 2015, 245); 18.43/2 Sam. 22.43 (wa-yiqtol(u) + @-PrP-
yigtol(u); Notarius 2013, 175, 283).

% Examples of past progressive yigtol(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)-
yiqtol instead of @-yiqtol(@); Notarius 2013, 165, 169; 2015, 240).

0 Notarius (2013, 116-120, 283) analyses the prefix forms as imperfec-
tive yiqtol(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 yigtol(u)
clauses:

Exod. 15.5 (@-S.noun-yiqtol(u) + @-qatal; Notarius 2013, 118-20, 283;
2015, 243)—Konig (1897, I11, §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 (@-qatal + @-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 120, 283);

Deut. 32.10 (@-yigtol(@) + @-yigtol(u)-N + @-yigtol(uw) + @-yiqtol(w)-
N; Notarius 2013, 307)—inkyn is a ‘preterite’ according to Notarius
(2013, 78, 280), but pace Moomo (2003, 76), who translates ‘He
usually/used to meet him’. Considering the function of 2y’ in verse
8, it is plausible that inkyn: is a realis past yiqtol(®?) and codes a
main line. A main point in Notarius’ (2013, 94 n. 67) discussion is
the presence of energic suffixes on the three yigtol(u) clauses and
that the energic nun in 3112 is left out by haplography, “if one
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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 (@-yiqtol(®) + @-PrP-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 83, 283)—both
verbs are yiqtol(u), but Notarius (2015, 239f.) analyses the first verb
as yiqtol(@) and the second as yiqtol(u), while, according to Joosten
(2012, 417), both are yiqtol(D).

33.3 (@-’ap-VOC-X®@ + wa-qatal + @-yigtol(w); Notarius 2013, 214 n.
47, 239, 242).

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

33.8 (@-X0 + «REL-qatal + @-yigtol(u)»; Notarius 2013, 240 n. 47,
241f. n. 53, 300)—but Bergstrasser (1918-1929 II, §34h) calls this
a ‘preterite’.

33.9 (ki-gatal + wa-0.noun-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 242 n. 55, 300).

Judg. 5.6 (@-PrP-PrP-qatal + wa-S.noun-yiqtol(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 Miiller (1983, 54), who considers it a consequence-
result and translates ‘die Wege lagen still, so daB die Pfadwanderer
krumme Wege gingen’.

Ps. 18.5/2 Sam. 22.5 (gatal + wa-S.noun-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 163,
167, 283, 307)—“with circumstantial simultaneous force in refer-
ence to simple past 50p” (Notarius 2013, 165).

Ps. 18.7 (@-yiqtol(@) + wa-S.noun-PrP-yiqtol(u)).

Ps. 18.8a/2 Sam. 22.8a (wa(y)-yiqtol + wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-S.noun-
yigtol(u); Notarius 2013, 164f., 170, 283; 2015, 240).

Ps. 18.9/2 Sam. 22.9 (@-qatal + wa-S.noun-PrP-yigtol(u) + @-S.noun-
qatal; Notarius 2013, 164, 165, 170, 283, 308; 2015, 240).

Ps. 18.14 (wa(y)-yigtol + wa-S.noun-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 164, 165,
170, 283; 2015, 240)—but Notarius (2007, 24) analyses the
yigtol(w), 1, in 2 Sam. 22.14 as ‘preterite’.

Ps. 18.34/2 Sam. 22.34 (@-qotel + wa-PrP-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013,
172, 175).
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4 Levine (2000, 186) argues that the gatal in the relative clause has
future reference, which is improbable. There is no example of a gatal in
a relative construction referring to the future. The natural interpretation
is anterior. Levine’s reference to the Deir ‘Alla inscription, sSbw w’hwkm
mh sdyn [plw] (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 yigtol(u) with immediate future reference in the archaic po-
etry.

2 There are about 26 clause-initial yigtol(u) forms in the archaic poetry,
including their use in asyndetic relative clauses, here marked by «@-
yigtol(w)» (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
(@-qatal + @-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 120, 283); 15.14a (-
qatal + @-yiqtol(u)-Npar; Notarius 2013, 116, 118); 15.17 (@-yiqtol(u)
+ wa-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 116, 118, 283; 2015, 243-44); Num.
24.17 (Notarius 2008, 67; 2013, 221, 224 n. 42); Deut. 32.10 (@-
yigtol(@) + O-yigtol(u)-N + @-yiqtol(u) + @-yigtol(u)-N; Notarius
2013, 94 n. 67, 95, 280, 283, 307; 2015, 239; Rainey 1986, 16; Joosten
2012, 418); 32.23 (@-yigtol(w) + @-0.noun-yigtol(u); Notarius 2013,
94f., 294); 32.39 (@-S.pron-yiqtol(w)! + wa-yiqtol(w); Notarius 2013, 94,
97, 294); 32.41b-42a (*'@-yigtol(u)! + wa-PrP-yigtol(u) + *’@-
yigtol(w)! + wa-S.noun-yiqtol(u); Notarius 2013, 95); 33.3 (Notarius
2013, 214 n. 47, 242)—the qatal is analysed as wa-qatal according to
Notarius (2013, 236); 33.8 (@-X@ + «REL-qatal + @-yiqtol(u)»); 33.22
(X@-«D-yigtol(u)»; Notarius 2013, 244); Judg. 5.8 (D-yigtol(w) + ’az-
qatal, possibly an initial temporal clause; Notarius 2013, 133, 135,
142f.; also Bergstrasser 1918-29 II, §7b; Gibson 1994, 74 §63a; Waltis-
berg 1999, 224)—but the form can be a past perfective yiqtol(®@), 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 (@-ADV-yigtol(w) + @-yigtol(w); Notarius 2012,
195; 2013, 141, 282); Ps. 18.2 (@-yigtol(u)); 18.3/2 Sam. 22.3 (NP-«@-
yigtol(u)!»; Notarius 2013, 168f.); 18.47 (9-X@ + wa-X@ + wa-
yigtol(u)!)—thus Joosten (2012, 434), but Notarius (2013, 162), seems
to regard the yariim as a modal passive participle, in accordance with
Dahood (1965a, 118; 1965b, 323).

43 Gen. 37.7 o>nibx 73apn mm ‘and your sheaves surrounded my sheaf’
(thus NET); it is a possible diegetic present in a dream report which also
makes use of gotel clauses in main line.

** Other examples of past progressive meanings of yigtol(u) in CBH: Gen.
2.5 (background, complicated syntax); 2.10 (after gotel, both in back-
ground); 2.25 (wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-l6-yiqtol(w); Brockelmann 1908-13,
II, §321b; Nyberg 1972, §86t, pace Joosten 1999, 24); Exod. 8.20
(wa(y)-yiqtol + wa-PrP-yiqtol(w)); 36.29 (wa-qatal + wa-ADV-yiqtol(u),
both in background with past reference); Num. 9.15 (wa-PREP-VN-qatal
+ wa-PrP-yigtol(u)!); 9.18. Outside the corpus, there is 1 Sam. 13.17
(wa(y)-yiqtol + @-S.noun-yiqtol(u); Driver 1892, §163; Joosten 2012,
133).

4 Zewi (1999, 108) calls this an energic form with continuous action in
past tense, but Joosten (1999, 24) calls it “iterative.”

% 1 have more than 50 examples of past habituality expressed by
yigtol(w): Gen. 2.19; 6.4; 29.2; 30.38, 42; 31.8 (in temporal clause);
31.39 (@-O.noun-qatal + @-S.pron-yiqtol(u)-N + @-PrP-yiqtol(u)-N);
Exod. 1.12, in comparative linking (Dixon 2009, 35); 13.22; 17.11;
18.26 (wa-qatal + @-0.noun-yiqtol(u) + wa-O.noun-yiqtol(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 yigtol(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 yigtol(u) in questions: Gen. 32.18,
30; 37.15 (pace Joosten 2012, 62); 42.1; Exod. 2.13; 5.4; 16.7; 17.2;



4. The Imperfective Long Yiqtol(u) 335

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 yiqgtol 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).

8 Examples in my corpus: Gen. 18.14, 28b (both questions); 41.27;
50.3; Exod. 4.11; 11.7 (in complement); 23.7, 8 (ki-S.noun-yiqtol(u) +
wa-yiqtol(u), with ellipsis of S.noun before the second long yiqtol,
Joosten 2012, 309, 429)—identified as long yigtol 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 yigtol(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).

* T have 435 examples of clear future yigtol(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-16-yiqtol(w)); 31.7 (wa-S.pron-yiqtol(u)-
N)—for the NN-form, see Zewi (1999, 101).

! The agent-oriented sense of an obligation marker like yigtol(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).

2 About 250 yigtol(u) have obligatory meaning in the corpus, including
commandments by God. Only a few need be given here: Gen. 44.2 (1@-
IMP + wa-IMP + *wa-O.noun-yiqtol(u)!); Exod. 13.7 (@-S.noun-yiqtol(u)
+ wa-16-yigtol(w)! + wa-10-yiqtol(w)!); 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 wTpa Ank 1928R Sy ‘You should certainly have eaten it in
the sanctuary!’.

> Long yiqtol expressing future intention is also found in: Gen. 19.9;
24.58 (2fs); 32.21 1o Nk 2R (after a ventive-cohortative); 47.19;
Lev. 22.29 (2mp, in protasis); Deut. 1.41; 15.16; 18.16—Khan (2021,
337) argues that it is a short jussive hif‘il, but morphologically it could
be a gal long yiqtol (Huehnergard 2005, 467-68); 20.8 (3ms); Judg.
11.23 (2ms); 12.1.

% Other examples of long yigtol expressing a future in the past (often
with the conjunction terem): Gen. 41.50 07p3; 43.25 (future of pluper-
fect); Exod. 10.14; Num. 15.34; Deut. 1.18 (relative clause); 2.12—
Joosten (1999, 24) regards yigtol(u) here as “anomalous,” while accord-
ing to Cook (2012, 260 n. 94), it is a free-standing preterite yigtol(D));
Judg. 21.22.

% Long yigtol 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;
25.46 17apn ona o5yY; Num. 6.20; 8.15, 26; 12.14; 18.13; 19.7; 35.28;
Deut. 12.15, 22; 23.12.

57 Other examples of long yiqtol 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 ykD);
44.8, 16; Exod. 3.11; 4.14; 18.18 (verb ykl); 28.32; 33.20—Ges-K
(8159gg) 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 ﬂ'g;gj n;
30.13; Judg. 6.15; 16.10, 13 (both as complements).

% Other examples of volitive long yiqtol: Exod. 32.32 oprvn xiyn-ox
‘Oh, that you would forgive’; Num. 11.4 :7a 1n%28 'n ‘If only we had
meat to eat!” (NET); Judg. 9.29 »1'2 hn opin-ng 152 i1 ‘If only these men
were under my command’ (NET). It seems that mi-yigtol(u), from being
a question about the future, in some contexts receives a volitive nuance.



