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THE RISE OF WAYYIQṬOL1 

Elizabeth Robar 

In the Festschrift in honour of George Klein, The Unfolding of Your 
Words Gives Light (Jones 2018), Holger Gzella writes magisteri-
ally of the wayyiqṭol form as the “Archimedean point for any com-
prehensive examination of the still controversial principles” of 
the Biblical Hebrew verbal system.   

In semantic terms this form, to put it bluntly, is strongly 
marked for punctual, or complete, events in the past; hence 
it combines perfective aspect with past tense. This insight 
may be taken as an established and uncontested point of 
departure. (Gzella 2018, 21) 

While many Western2 scholars have come to a similar conclusion 
from familiarity with the text, Gzella’s confidence in this seman-
tic analysis is based on wayyiqṭol’s assumed historical develop-
ment from the proto-Northwest Semitic short *yaqtul, a prefixed 

1 I am deeply indebted to Joseph Habib for his help in revising an earlier 
draft of this paper.  
2 I specify “Western” because I am also familiar with non-Western (and 
native South American) speakers who have come to different conclu-
sions, undoubtedly influenced by their own languages. 

© 2021 Elizabeth Robar, CC BY 4.0                    https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0250.10
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preterite form itself descending from the proto-Semitic prefixed 
preterite represented by iprus in Akkadian.3  

This view accounts for a vast number of the occurrences of 
wayyiqṭol and thus provides a useful point of departure for a 
broader analysis. The purpose of the present essay is to provide 
an inventory, first, of early uses of wayyiqṭol, to evaluate if they 
fit into a typology that would accord with the above statement; 
second, of some early expressions of past tense and perfective 
aspect; and, third, of unexpected uses of wayyiqṭol in Job.4 

 
3 See the history of scholarship as laid out in McFall (1982), Smith 
(1991, 1–15), and Cook (2012). Baranowski (2016) has recently pro-
vided evidence of a short prefixed preterite in Canaanite narrative, anal-
ogous to BH wayyiqṭol. Waltke and O’Connor (1990) represent scholars 
who also take into account a discourse relationship with the preceding 
verb: wayyiqṭol is a ‘waw-resultative’ form, in some way subordinate to 
the preceding clause. 
4 Diachronic and typological reconstructions of wayyiqṭol’s development 
are closely related, but by no means identical. This paper accepts the 
consensus that Archaic Biblical Hebrew (ABH) is early, but no other 
linguistic dating is assumed. The question under discussion is whether 
the distributional data (textual occurrences of wayyiqṭol) accord with 
the typological argument (claiming early short yiqṭol functions as a pret-
erite and qaṭal as a non-preterite) suggested by the assumed historical 
reconstruction (*yaqtul > short yiqṭol). See Table 1, in §1.3 below, for 
totals of wayyiqṭol forms and a summary of the distributional data in 
recognised archaic texts. 

Note that the dating of Job remains inscrutable, so no particular 
date is assumed here. 
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1.0. Archaic Biblical Hebrew 
Any dating of Biblical Hebrew is fraught with debate, as linguis-
tic features once thought archaic may now be considered dialec-
tal or stylistic (e.g., Aramaisms).5 Even so, for most scholars, in-
tuition prevails in considering there to be a body of ABH, includ-
ing such texts as Psalm 68, the Blessing of Jacob (Gen. 49), Ba-
laam’s Oracles (Num. 23–24), the Songs of the Sea (Exod. 15), of 
Moses (Deut. 32–33), and of Deborah (Judg. 5), and the Prayer 
of Hannah (1 Sam. 2). In most of these texts, wayyiqṭol is sparse, 
if present at all.6 

1.1. Wayyiqṭol Rare 

Scholars have long been convinced of the archaic nature of Psalm 
68, thanks to its mention of Sinai, defective spelling, syntax, 
phraseology, motifs, and vocabulary (including strong parallels 
between vv. 12–19 and the Song of Deborah).7 Of note here is 

 
5 See Mandell (2013) and the articles in Barmash (2017) for a discussion 
of ABH as a valid category. Particularly important works in the discus-
sion remain Young et al. (2008) and Miller-Naudé and Zevit (2012). An 
exhaustive treatment of the history of scholarship and status quaestionis 
on the linguistic dating of Biblical Hebrew may be found in Rezetko and 
Young (2019). 
6 Unbound short yiqṭol occurs in this early Hebrew, but this paper is 
concerned only with short yiqṭol within the bound form wayyiqṭol. 
7 Notarius (2013) excludes Psalm 68 from her study, presumably be-
cause she restricts herself to “those poetic passages incorporated into 
the prose books of the Torah and Former Prophets” (71). 
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simply the presence of a narrative recital with mostly qaṭal forms 
and a few yiqṭol forms.8  

 

Suggested archaic features include the nominative reflex (זּו) of the 
Proto-Semitic relative pronoun (*ðū) in Ps. 68.28 and the genitive ( ֶזה 
< *ðī) in v. 9 (Pat-El and Wilson-Wright 2013, 401). Holmstedt (2014) 
disputes the genitive use of ֶזה and argues, persuasively, for a straight-
forward demonstrative use. His argument influenced the translation 
provided below. 

Watson (2005, 46) assesses the relevant features, concluding that 
while the evidence for an early provenance should not be “overstated” 
and may reflect later redactional activity, nonetheless its “content and 
allusions, vocabulary, grammar, or use of divine names, seems to point 
to the conclusion that it is substantially very ancient, perhaps emanat-
ing from a period as early as that of the Judges or Saul.” 
8 The distribution of the qaṭal forms is consistent with Notarius’ (2013, 
286–87) criterion for ABH, stipulating a limited use of qaṭal in narra-
tive. Note, however, that, based on her discourse modes, she would not 
consider Ps. 68 narrative. Self-admittedly, she defines these circularly—
as an “interpretative circle” (59)—and presumably they should there-
fore only be considered of self-fulfilling value rather than as additional 
evidence for her view.  

In her conversational frameworks (whose subtype, ‘hymnal poetic 
speech’, she would presumably consider the label for Ps. 68, given its 
vocative םֱאֹלִהי ), she interprets qaṭal as able to mark simple past tense, 
as in Deut. 32.30 (Notarius 2013, 53, 91) and 2 Sam. 22.5 (2013, 167). 
She acknowledges difficulty in distinguishing resultant, simple past, 
and anteriority, which should caution the reader to the potential of less 
than robust argumentation. Similarly, she acknowledges a  

significant overlap between narrative and report [the third 
subtype of conversation] in terms of their discourse char-
acteristics: both discourse modes are governed by dynamic 
bounded events and both reveal temporal text-progression. 
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(1a) ים ֹלִהִ֗ ֵצאְתָך ֱאֱֽ ָך ִלְפֵנֵ֣י  ְבְּ֭ ֹון ְבַצְעְדָך   ַעֶמֶּ֑ יִשימֵ֣ ָלה׃  ִבֱֽ  ֶסֱֽ

ֶרץ ָשה ֶאֶ֤ ִים ׀  ָרָעָ֨ ים ִמְפֵנֵ֪י ָנְטפּו   ַאף־ָשַמֵ֣ ִהִ֥   ֱאֹלֹ֫

י ִסיַנֶּ֑י ֶזִ֥ה ים ִמְפֵנִ֥ ֹלִהִ֗ י ֱאֱ֝ ל׃ ֱאֹלֵהִ֥  ִיְשָרֵאֱֽ
 ‘O God, when You went at the head of Your army, 

when You marched through the desert. Selah. 
the earth trembled, even the sky rained because of God,  
this Sinai [trembled], because of God, the God of Israel.’ 
(Ps. 68.8–9) 

(1b) ָדבֹות ֶגֵֶ֣שם יף ְנְּ֭ ים ָתִנֵ֣ ה ַנֲחָלְתָךִ֥   ֱאֹלִהֶּ֑ ִנְלָאִ֗ ה  ְוֱ֝ ּה׃  ַאָתִ֥ ֹוַנְנָתֱֽ  כֱֽ

ּה ַחָיְתָךִ֥  ין   ָיְֱֽשבּו־ָבֶּ֑ ִכִ֥ י ְבטֹוָבְתָך   ָתֶ֤ ים׃  ֶלָעִנֵ֣  ֱאֹלִהֱֽ
 ‘You would release a bountiful rain, O God;  

Your own inheritance: when it languished, You sustained it. 
Your tribe dwelt there; 
O God, in Your goodness You would provide for the 
needy.’ (Ps. 68.10–11)9 

 

The main difference is that in narrative temporal progres-
sion correlates with an autonomous sequential time..., 
while in report the temporal text-progression is given in 
constant reference to ST [speech time], consistent with the 
deictic temporal pattern. (Notarius, 2013, 55) 

She has in fact expressed the difference between a perfect/anterior 
(which does not update the reference time) and a perfective (which 
does update the reference time). Here we can see how the discourse 
modes are defined by verbal forms. Consequently, if narrative is defined 
as formed by preterites and report by anteriors, then it is logical, if not 
insightful, that narrative has an autonomous sequential time (the refer-
ence time being updated by the preterites) and report does not (the 
reference time remaining the same, not updated by the anteriors). 

See also Isaksson (2014) for a similar approach to that of Notarius. 
9 Translations are based on the JPS, modified only where deemed nec-
essary. 
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All verbal forms may be considered past tense, either preterite 
(perfective) or past habitual (imperfective) in aspect.10 

1.1.1. Consecutive qaṭal Forms 

In the oracles of Balaam, which purport to be non-Israelite and 
non-Judahite, indeed foreign altogether, there are no wayyiqṭol 
forms. This is true for all of the poetic material in Num. 23–24 
(23.7–10, 18–24; 24.3–9, 15–24, excluding narrative frames).11 

For instance, whereas one might expect, in typical classical 
prose, to have a qaṭal–wayyiqṭol sequence, such as ַכב שְׁ ַויִּ ַרע   or כָּ
even a wayyiqṭol sequence, e.g., ַכב שְׁ ַרע ַויִּ כְׁ -we instead read mul ,ַויִּ
tiple consecutive qaṭal forms, as in: 

 
10 The justification for understanding the qaṭal forms as simple pasts 
(preterite semantics), rather than anteriors (perfects), lies in the tem-
poral ‘when... then’ backbone of the minimal narrative: two consecutive 
events narrated in succession: ‘When God went out, then the earth trem-
bled.’ A report, which refers constantly to speech time, would obscure 
the inherent consecution: ‘God has gone out and the earth has trem-
bled.’ A narrative embedded within the report would begin with speech 
time as reference and then shift to a reference time within the narrative: 
‘God has gone out and then the earth trembled and the sky rained.’ 

The long yiqṭol forms, יף נִּ ין and תָּ כִּ -have past imperfective seman ,תָּ
tics here. The qaṭal ה תָּ  seems to function here like an English simple כֹוַננְׁ
past, in that it is past tense, but unmarked for aspect (thus capable of 
bearing habitual semantics). Possibly the weqaṭal  ה אָּ לְׁ נִּ -is also to be con וְׁ
sidered unmarked for aspect here, or perhaps more likely it marks the 
imperfective aspect that the qaṭal then inherits.  
11 For an argument for a clearly archaic profile, see Morag (1981) and 
Pat-El and Wilson-Wright (2013) or, with less certainty, Notarius (2013, 
227–28, 296).  
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ע (2) ב ָכַרָ֨ י ָשַכַ֧ יא  ַכֲאִרִ֛ י ּוְכָלִב  ּנּו  ִמֵ֣  ְיִקיֶמֶּ֑
 ‘He crouched, he lay down like a lion, like a lioness;  

Who dares rouse him?’ (Num. 24.9) 
Notarius (2008, 74–75; 2013, 218) understands these as resulta-
tive perfects, which presumably would be reflected by a transla-
tion such as ‘He has crouched [and] lain down like a lion, like a 
lioness [in victory over its prey]; who [therefore] dares rouse 
him?’ In other words, she does not read the text as a micro-narra-
tive (with preterites) followed by a present tense comment, but 
rather she holds that the speech time remains the reference point 
for each verb (with resultatives/anteriors).12 

The context may be insufficient to determine which is like-
liest for this isolated instance, but because this appears to be a 
culturally shared poetic trope, both syntactically and semanti-
cally,13 its other instances may therefore shed additional light. 

Identical syntax and semantics14 are also found in: 
  

 
12 Were one to read these as statives, they could be either ‘he is 
crouched, he is lying down like a lion’ or ‘he was crouched, he was lying 
down like a lion.’ The reference point would be unspecified, since sta-
tives qua adjectives can take their time reference from the context. 
13 See CAD (IX:24–25) for instances of lion imagery in Akkadian litera-
ture. On the shared lion motif in Gen. 49, specifically, and the rest of 
the Hebrew Bible, generally, see Hoop (1999, 289–94, 522–30). 
14 And nearly identical words, except ַכב ַבץ in Numbers becomes שָּ  in רָּ
Genesis. 
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ּור (3) ֶרף   ה ְיהּוָד   ַאְרֵיה   גֶ֤ י ִמֶּט  יָת   ְבִנֵ֣  ָעִלֶּ֑

ע ץ ָכַרָ֨ יא   ְכַאְרֵיִ֛ה ָרַבַ֧ י ּוְכָלִב  ּנּו׃  ִמִ֥  ְיִקיֶמֱֽ

 ‘Judah is a lion’s whelp;  
On prey, my son, have you grown. 
He crouched, he lay down like a lion, like the king of beasts;  
Who dares rouse him?’ (Gen. 49.9) 

Were the repeated text fully incorporated into Gen. 49, an anterior 
interpretation would be easiest: ‘on prey have you grown; you 
have crouched; you have lain down....’ The lack of incorporation 
(i.e., the qaṭal forms remain third person rather than according 
with the second person of the first line) and the nearly verbatim 
agreement with Num. 24.9 may indicate that this is, indeed, a 
trope which can be embedded, and which therefore need not flow 
grammatically (in terms of tense and aspect) with its context. 

Our third instance of ַרע -in Judg. 5.27, might further in ,כָּ
duce us to see a literary trope,15 in which Sisera crouched, but, 
unlike the lion who rises again, lay down and did not rise again. 
ין (4) יָה  ֵבֵ֣ ע ַרְגֶל  ל ָכַרִ֥ ב  ָנַפ    ָשָכֶּ֑

ין יָה   ֵבֶ֤ ע ַרְגֶל  ל  ָכַרֵ֣   ָנָפ 

ר ע ַבֲאֶשֵ֣ ם ָכַר  ל ָש  ּוד׃  ָנַפִ֥  ָשדֱֽ

  

 
15 If viewed as a trope within the Hebrew tradition, the lexical ַרע  may כָּ
shift to the more common ַרד  .by the time of Ezek. 32.21 יָּ

י  ־֞לֹוּורבְ ְיַד  ֹול ְש  ֹוך תִ֥ ִמ  יםֹוִרִ֛ בגִ  ֵאֵלַ֧ יו  א  ְזָרֶּ֑ ְָֽרדִ֛  ֶאת־ע ֱֽ ים ּו ְכבִ֥ ָש  ּו ָיֱֽ ַחְלֵלי־  ָהֲעֵרִל 

ֶרב׃   ָחֱֽ

‘From the depths of Sheol the mightiest of warriors speak 
to him and his allies; the uncircumcised, the slain by the 
sword, have gone down and lie [there].’ (Ezek. 32.21) 
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‘At her feet he sank, he lay, outstretched, 
At her feet he sank, lay still; 
Where he sank, there he lay—destroyed.’ (Judg. 5.27) 

Here in Judg. 5 the qaṭal forms serve as narratival forms with clear 
preterite semantics.16 Given that this is the only context in which 
the sequence fits naturally—i.e., semantically and grammati-
cally—the strongest argument is to give this context the dominant 
role in determining the grammatical semantics of the qaṭal forms. 
If that is so, then even in the above cases (Num. 24.9 and Gen. 
49.9), even if awkward in English, it may yet be more conservative 
to understand the qaṭal forms as providing a micro-narrative, fol-
lowed by a cry of despair (as in the English translations pro-
vided).17  

After Gen. 49.9, Deut. 32.15 does not seem so strange with 
its interruption of a series of wayyiqṭol forms with a series of three 

 
16 This may be a reported narrative, as in narrative explicitly within the 
poet’s mouth, but, pace Notarius (2013 129–30), it strains credulity to 
suggest this must be report, i.e., a series of anteriors that retain speech 
time as its reference time, e.g.,  

‘He has asked for water, but she has given him milk;  
in a bowl fit for nobles she has brought him curdled milk. 
Her hand reached for the tent peg, her right hand for the 
workman’s hammer. 
She has struck Sisera, she has crushed his head, 
she has shattered and pierced his temple.  
At her feet he has sunk....’ 

17 As Notarius (2013, 140) notes, qaṭal forms can be simple past. If one 
defines the discourse mode here as narrative (even if embedded within 
report), these are easily considered simple past qaṭal forms. 
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asyndetic second-person qaṭal forms.18 The effect is that of an ex-
postulation in the midst of a narrative, in which the narrator 
speaks of the addressee in third person, but, given the topic at 
hand, cannot restrain the outburst, “You grew fat, gross, and 
coarse!!” in the midst of his song. 
ן (5) ט ְיֻשרּון   ַוִיְשַמֶ֤ ְנָת  ַוִיְבָע  יָת  ָשַמ  יָת  ָעִבֵ֣  ָכִשֶּ֑

ֹוַה  ַוִיּט ש   הּו ֱאלֵ֣ ל  ָעָש  ּור ַוְיַנֵב  ֹו׃  צִ֥  ְיֻשָעתֱֽ

 ‘So Jeshurun grew fat and kicked— 
You grew fat and gross and coarse!!— 
He forsook the God who made him 
And spurned the Rock of his support.’ (Deut. 32.15) 

In semantic terms, these could be simple pasts, as above, or they 
might be stative perfects, ‘You are become fat, thick, gorged!’ (No-
tarius 2013, 81–82); both are plausible and defensible and thus 
must for the present be left as possibilities.19 

1.1.2. Lone Past Tense yiqṭol Form 

The absence of wayyiqṭol forms does not coincide with an equal 
absence of short yiqṭol forms with past time reference; Balaam 
opens his oracles with a prefixed verb with preterite semantics 

 
18 Even the series of third-person qaṭal forms like this is restricted to 
poetry, apart from ָזֵקן ָבא ַבָיִמים ‘he became old, advanced in days’ and 
its variants (Gen. 18.11; 24.1; Josh. 13.1; 23.1–2; Judg. 19.16; 1 Sam. 
17.12; 1 Kgs 1.1).  
19 Cf. Isaksson (2017, 14). 
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(the sole instance in his speeches; all other past tense verbs are 
qaṭal).20 As an opening verb, it is possible it had a formulaic role. 
ָרם  (6) ִני ִמן־ֲאֲ֠ ק  ַיְנֵחָ֨ ָבָלֶ֤  
‘From Aram Balak brought me.’ (Num. 23.7) 
Apart from this one instance, however, Balaam exclusively uses 
qaṭal (and weqaṭal) for past tense.21  

 
20 Grammarians disagree whether this is an imperfect, e.g., ‘he was 
bringing me by stages’ (GKC, §107b, d), or preterite, ‘he brought me’ 
(Bergsträsser 1962, II:§34h). Note that the latter is Bergsträsser’s update 
of the former.  

Notarius argues that since “it is not narrative,” therefore “a real nar-
rative tense is not to be expected here; nor is the simple past meaning 
marked in the passage,” even though “verse 7 pertains to an event an-
terior to the speech-time” (Notarius, 2008, 79; 2013, 222). She suggests 
that word order (non-initial position) indicates possible circumstantial 
function, effectively ‘when Balak brought me... then he said.’  

Even were this to be understood circumstantially, it would not 
change the past tense value, nor the perfective aspect: only a pragmatic 
function of foregrounding versus backgrounding. Any equation of ‘cir-
cumstantial background function’ with an imperfective or a ‘kind of his-
torical present’ (usually understood as vivid, the opposite of back-
grounded) would appear to be a case of category confusion. 

Indeed, the implied semantics of a past tense circumstantial would 
be either pluperfect, ‘when he had brought me’, or simultaneous, ‘while 
he was bringing me’. The former would be most curious for a short yiqṭol 
(if this is a short yiqṭol, which here is morphologically ambiguous) and 
the latter is illogical in the context. 
21 Because the weqaṭal forms continue the qaṭal form ָאַמר, I understand 
them to have parallel (past tense) semantics: just as he has spoken, so 
he has promised and he has blessed. 
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א (7) יש ל ֵ֣ ב ֵאל   ִאִ֥ יַכֵּז  ם   ִוֱֽ ם  ּוֶבן־ָאָד   ְוִיְתֶנָחֶּ֑

ּוא א  ָאַמר   ַההֶ֤ ה ְול ֵ֣ ר  ַיֲעֶש  א ְוִדֶב  ָּנה׃  ְול ִ֥  ְיִקיֶמֱֽ

ך ִהֵּנִ֥ה ְחִתי ָבֵר  ך   ָלָָקֶּ֑ א ּוֵבֵר  ָּנה׃  ְול ִ֥  ֲאִשיֶבֱֽ

יט א־ִהִבִ֥ ב ָא ֶון   ל ֱֽ ל ְול א־ָרָאִ֥ה    ְבַיֲעק   ל  ָעָמ   ְבִיְשָרֵאֶּ֑

ֹו ֱאֹלָהיו   ְיהָוֶ֤ה ת   ִעמ  ֶלך ּוְתרּוַעִ֥ ֹו׃  ֶמ   בֱֽ

 ‘God is not man to be capricious, or mortal to change His 
mind. 
Has He spoken and will not act; has He promised and will 
he not fulfill? 
I have received [the command] to bless: when He has 
blessed, I cannot reverse it. 
He has not sighted harm for Jacob, He has not seen woe 
for Israel. 
The LORD their God is with them, and their King’s acclaim 
in their midst.’ (Num. 23.19–21) 

Although Balaam22 uses yiqṭol for standard future tense, he uses 
qaṭal for the peculiar prophetic passage about the star to arise 

 
22 I interpret all these words as Balaam’s. If the verbs of speaking in v. 
19 are considered quotative frames (Miller 1996) for the Canaanite de-
ity El, v. 20 can be considered a quotation of divine speech, in which El 
honours the legitimacy of Balaam whom he has ‘taken’ (Notarius 2013, 
210–20). In this interpretation, Balaam legitimates himself by citing El, 
who vows that if Balaam blesses, El will not revoke it. Any persuasive 
value of such logic is not entirely clear, as the very authority structure 
of El legitimating Balaam would be turned on its head, with El deferring 
to Balaam. In any case, this would not change any past tense value of 
the qaṭal verbs.  

Medieval commentators also treated these as past tense in Balaam’s 
mouth, e.g., Rashi (1040–1105), commenting: אתה שואלני  .  הנה ברך לקחתי

והוא ברך אותן ואני לא אשיב  .  וברך ולא אשיבה.  קיבלתי ממנו לברך אותם?  י"מה דבר י
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from Jacob. In this case, the past tense presumably refers to Ba-
laam’s vision (recounting what happened in his vision or was re-
vealed to him) and is not applicable to the events themselves.23 
ּנּו   (8) א ֶאְרֶא  ה ְול ֵ֣ ּנּו  ַעָת  א ֲאשּוֶר  ֹוב ְול ֵ֣  ָקרֶּ֑

ך  בכ  ָדַרָ֨ ב ֹוָכָ֜ ַיֲעק ִ֗ ם  ִמֱֽ ֶבט   ְוָָקִ֥ ל ֵש   ִמִיְשָרֵא 
י ּוָמַחץ   ר  מֹוָא ב ַפֲאֵתֵ֣ ת׃  ְוַקְרַָק   ָכל־ְבֵני־ֵשֱֽ

 ‘What I saw for them is not yet; 
what I beheld will not be soon: 
A star rose from Jacob,  
a scepter came forth from Israel; 
It smashed the brow of Moab,  
broke down all children of Seth.’ (Num. 24.17–18) 

1.1.3. Wayyiqṭol in Non-prophetic Dialogue 

Though there are no wayyiqṭol forms in Balaam’s prophetic mon-
ologues, there is one in his direct dialogue with God in ch. 23. 

 
 

.את ברכתו  ‘[The phrase]  ך  ִהֵּנִ֥ה ְחִתי  ָבֵר   You ask me: ‘What has“ [means] ָלָָקֶּ֑
the LORD said?’ I (i.e., Balaam) have received [an order] from Him to 
bless them (i.e., Israel).” [The phrase]  ך א  ּוֵבֵר  ָּנה ְול ִ֥  ,.He (i.e“ [means] ֲאִשיֶבֱֽ
the Lord) blessed them, and I will not revoke His blessing”’ (emphasis mine). 
Likewise, Ibn Ezra (1092–1167) comments that   וברך על עבר והטעם כי השם
ך [The word]‘ ברך ברכה ולא אשיבנה  is a past-tense verb; the meaning ּוֵבֵר 
is “The LORD granted a blessing and I will not revoke it.”’ 

The qaṭal forms in v. 21 are commonly labelled perfectum confiden-
tiae (GKC, §106n) and, with such a distinguished name, left in peace. 
Cf. Notarius (2013, 217–19). 
23  Here in v. 17 Notarius (2013, 220) sees the prophetic perfect as a 
subset of the resultant perfect, with the weqaṭal forms marking temporal 
text-progression within future-time reference. 
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ר (9) ים  ַוִיָּקִ֥ ם ֱאֹלִה  אֶמר ֶאל־ִבְלָעֶּ֑ יו  ַוי ֵ֣  ֵאָלִ֗

ת ִמְזְבח ת   ֶאת־ִשְבַעֶ֤ ְכִתי  ַהֱֽ ר  ָוַאִַ֛על  ָעַר  ַח׃  ָוַא ִיל ָפִ֥  ַבִמְזֵבֱֽ

 ‘God manifested himself to Balaam and he said to him, 
“Seven altars have I set up  
and I sacrificed a bull and ram on each altar.”’ (Num. 
24.4) 

On the one hand, the striking syntactic sequence of object-qaṭal 
followed by wayyiqṭol-object is nearly poetic, suggesting that it 
may hark back to an earlier poetic memory (toward archaic times). 
On the other hand, the absence of wayyiqṭol forms in the prophe-
cies makes this form seem foreign in Balaam’s mouth and possibly 
from a different dialect or time period.  

Psalm 68 and Balaam’s oracles thus provide little evidence 
for use of a prefixed preterite, whether alone or in the bound 
wayyiqṭol form: only one (possible) short prefixed preterite 
each.24 Qaṭal largely bears the burden of preterite past tense. 

1.1.4. Possibly Archaic wayyiqṭol 

In the Song of the Sea we find a single wayyiqṭol form (י הִּ -fol ,(ַויְׁ
lowed soon thereafter by two wǝyiqṭol forms ( ֵוהּו ַאנְׁ הּו  and וְׁ ֶמנְׁ  .(ַוֲארֹמְׁ
י (10) ּה ְוִזְמָרת   ָעִּזֶ֤ י ָי  ְָֽיִהי־ִל  ה  ַוֱֽ ישּוָעֶּ֑  ִלֱֽ

 ‘The LORD is my strength and might; He has become my 
deliverance.’ (Exod. 15.2) 

Given the narrative nature of the song, one might have expected 
a series of wayyiqṭol forms (as in, for instance, Ps. 18). What we 
do find is nearly the exact text of Exod. 15.2 in both Isaiah and 

 
24 Including ֵלג  .let it snow (?)’ or ‘you caused it to snow (?)’ in Ps‘ ַתשְׁ
68.15. 
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Psalms, raising two possibilities: either the latter texts are draw-
ing on an earlier, archaic tradition (with the rare form ּה  or the (יָּ
earlier text has been adapted to a later tradition (with a possibly 
anachronistic wayyiqṭol form). (Or, of course, a combination of 
the two.) We have already seen, above in Gen. 49.9, portions of 
text that plausibly seem embedded tropes. The rare ּה -might in יָּ
dicate the same phenomenon here. 
ה (11) ל ִהֵּנָ֨ י ֵאַ֧ ח ְישּוָעִתִ֛ א ֶאְבַט  ד ְול ֵ֣  ֶאְפָחֶּ֑

י י־ָעִּזֶ֤ ה ָיֵּ֣ה ְוִזְמָרת   ִכֱֽ י ְיהָו  ְָֽיִהי־ִל  ה׃  ַוֱֽ ישּוָעֱֽ  ִלֱֽ

 ‘Behold the God who gives me triumph! so I am confident, 
unafraid; 
For Yah the LORD is my strength and might, And He has 
become my deliverance.’ (Isa. 12.2) 

י (12) תְוִזמְ  ָעִּזֵ֣ י ָיֶּּ֑ה ָרֵ֣ ְָֽיִהי־ִלֱִ֝֗ ה׃  ַוֱֽ ישּוָעֱֽ  ִלֱֽ
 ‘Yah is my strength and might; He has become my deliver-
ance.’ (Ps. 118.14) 

If these are embedded tropes, then it becomes more difficult to 
identify the original context, so we must be cautious about adopt-
ing any conclusions. The wayyiqṭol in Exod. 15 may not be original 
to its context. 

1.1.5. Certainly Archaic wayyiqṭol 

We have a clear wayyiqṭol in the Song of Deborah, but it is not a 
fully independent form introducing a clause detached from sur-
rounding clauses. In Judg. 5.28 we have ellipsis of the subject 
(Sisera’s mother) in the first clause (with qaṭal), with the subject 
provided in the second clause (with wayyiqṭol). The first clause is 
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thus semantically dependent on the second clause for providing 
the subject.25 
ֹון ְבַעד   (13) ה ַהַחּלָ֨ ב ִנְשְקָפַ֧ ם  ַוְתַיֵבִ֛ א ֵאִ֥ יְסָר  ד ִסֱֽ ֶאְשָנֶּ֑ב  ְבַעֵ֣  ָהֱֽ

ּוַע  ש ַמדִ֗ ֹוא ִרְכבֹו   ב ֵשֶ֤ ּוַע  ָלב  ּו ַמדֵ֣ ֱחר  יפַ  ֶאֱֽ יו׃ ֲעֵמ   ַמְרְכבֹוָתֱֽ

 ‘Through the window she peered, behind the lattice Sis-
era’s mother whined: 
“Why is his chariot so long in coming? Why so late the 
clatter of his wheels?”’ (Judg. 5.28) 

The wayyiqṭol is not a common verb ( ִיֵבב), and there is no indica-
tion that it might have been inserted later, as possibly is the case 
in Exod. 15.26 

 
25 This would the phenomenon David Tsumura (2019) refers to as ‘ver-
tical grammar’, in which parallel poetic lines have dependencies that 
go beyond the usual constraints of word order. In this case, word order 
would normally require that the subject be contained within a clause, 
but here the noun phrase constituting the subject is in the following 
line, though still semantically a part of the first clause. 
26 Notarius (2013, 143) argues that this is not a wayyiqṭol form, because 

the historical report in Jdg 5 is not a narrative, and there-
fore the historical past tense is not necessarily expected in 
it; from a historical-linguistic point of view, the historical 
report in Jdg 5 reflects a language type in which the old 
preterite *yaqtul was decisively substituted by the new 
preterite *qatala, at least in the discourse mode of report.  

In other words, if one pre-determines that it is not narrative, but report, 
then only non-narrative forms are permitted. If wayyiqṭol is a narrative 
form, then it must not appear here (or, if we allow it, it would be ‘very 
rare’).  
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1.2. Wayyiqṭol Becomes Common, but Not Standard 

In Genesis 4927 and Habakkuk 3, wayyiqṭol is more common, even 
if not a common, expected form. Jacob’s blessing on Issachar in-
cludes multiple wayyiqṭol forms close together in v. 15. 
ר (14) ר ִיָּׂששָכ  ֶָֽרם ֲחמ ֵ֣ ץ ָגֶּ֑ ין ר ֵב  ִים׃  ֵבִ֥ ִמְשְפָתֱֽ  ַהֱֽ

י ְמֻנָחה   ַוַיְֶָֽ֤רא ֹוב ִכֵ֣ י ְוֶאת־ָהָא ֶרץ  ט  ָמה  ִכֵ֣  ָנֵעֶּ֑
ל ִשְכמֹו   ַוֵיֶ֤ט י ִלְסב   ד׃  ַוְיִה   ְלַמס־ע ֵבֱֽ

 ‘Issachar is a strong-boned ass, Crouching among the 
sheepfolds. 
Then he saw how good was security, And how pleasant 
was the country, 
So he bent his shoulder to the burden, And he became a 
toiling serf.’ (Gen. 49.14–15) 

 

Clearly, sequential past narration is expressed throughout the song 
with qaṭal forms, including cases of explicit consecution with  ָּזא  (Judg. 
5.11, 13, 19, 22). As stated above, this text-progression within the text 
indicates a narrative discourse mode, not a report discourse mode. Or, 
perhaps put more helpfully, it indicates preterite semantics, rather than 
anterior semantics.  

On grounds of narrative versus report, then, the wayyiqṭol is at home 
with preterite semantics, which are present here in Judg. 5. One might 
surmise that a lone wayyiqṭol is suspect, but that is only if one presup-
poses that wayyiqṭol forms always occurred en masse. We must not reject 
Judg. 5.28 as evidence that wayyiqṭol did not always occur en masse 
simply because we assume it impossible a priori. 
27 In addition to traditional arguments for the archaic nature of Gen. 49, 
if one adheres to an evolutionary view of language with regard to thet-
ical grammar, Korchin (2017) suggests that Gen. 49 is one of the least 
thetically diverse texts, which is possibly further evidence of an early 
date. 
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Wayyiqṭol does not have a monopoly on consecutive past tense 
verbs, however, as is evident in the blessing on Reuben in v. 4, 
which, instead of wayyiqṭol, has ָאז with qaṭal. 
ַחז (15) ִים   ַפֶ֤ ר ַכַמ  י ַאל־תֹוַת  יָת  ִכִ֥ י ָעִל  יָך  ִמְשְכֵבֵ֣  ָאִבֶּ֑

ְלָת  ָאִ֥ז י ִחַּל  ה׃ ְיצּוִעִ֥   פ  ָעָלֱֽ

 ‘Unstable as water, you shall excel no longer; For when 
you mounted your father’s bed, 
Then you brought disgrace—my couch he mounted!’ (Gen. 
49.4) 

In prose, the default sequence would have been  ַחֵלל ַותְׁ יתָּ  לִּ  .cf) עָּ
Exod. 20.25). The two verbs refer to the same action, but the 
presentation of  ז  with qaṭal separates the disgrace as a distinct אָּ
idea (as indeed the third verb,  ה לָּ  again referring to the same ,עָּ
action, is presented in third person as a linguistic distancing that 
parallels the distancing of Jacob from his firstborn-but-no-longer-
heir). 

Similarly, in v. 6 one might have expected a wayyiqṭol fol-
lowed by the prepositional phrase  ם צֹנָּ רְׁ -but instead the preposi ,בִּ
tional phrase is fronted, followed by another qaṭal form. 
י (16) ְרגּו ְבַאָפם   ִכֶ֤ יש ָהֵ֣ ֹור׃  ּוִבְרצ ָנ ם ִא   ִעְּקרּו־שֱֽ

 ‘For in their anger they slew men and at their pleasure 
they hamstrung oxen.’ (Gen. 49.6) 

The blessing on Judah in v. 9 is the most obvious opportunity for 
wayyiqṭol forms (repeated from above). 
ּור (3) ה  ַאְרֵיה   גֶ֤ ֶרף   ְיהּוָד  י ִמֶּט  יָת   ְבִנֵ֣  ָעִלֶּ֑

ע ץ ָכַרָ֨ יא   ְכַאְרֵיִ֛ה ָרַבַ֧ י ּוְכָלִב  ּנּו׃  ִמִ֥  ְיִקיֶמֱֽ

 ‘Judah is a lion’s whelp;  
On prey, my son, have you grown. 
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He crouched, he lay down like a lion, like the king of beasts;  
Who dares rouse him?’ (Gen. 49.9) 

These cases demonstrate the availability of wayyiqṭol for consecu-
tive past tense, and the simultaneous availability of qaṭal to convey 
the same semantics (but with other poetic or pragmatic effect). 

1.2.1. Not Yet Classical: Habakkuk 3.6 

Habakkuk 3.6 demonstrates the familiar qaṭal–wayyiqṭol pattern, 
e.g., ד ַמַ֣ ֶדד   עָּ ֹמַ֣ ַויְׁ ׀   and  ָּוַ ָא ר רֵתַ֣ יַ ֙ה  , but then an unexpected (poetic) 
wayyiqṭol–qaṭal sequence ( צֹּפ  תְׁ יִּ וַ  ד  ּו֙ צְׁ ֵרי־ַעַ֔ םּו ּגִּ ח  ַש  ַהרְׁ ָ֑ ֹות עֹולָּ עַ֣ בְׁ ). This is 
not quite yet classical (prose) style. 
ד (17) ֶדד ׀ ָעַמֵ֣ ֶרץ ַוְימ ֵ֣ ר ָרָאה   ֶאִ֗ ם ַוַיֵתֵ֣  גֹוִי 

ְצצּו   ד ַוִיְתפ ֱֽ ּו ַהְרֵרי־ַע  ֹות ַשח  ם ִגְבעֵ֣   עֹוָלֶּ֑
ֹות ם ֲהִליכִ֥ ֹו׃  עֹוָל   לֱֽ

 ‘When He stands, He makes the earth shake; When He 
glances, He makes nations tremble. 
The age-old mountains are shattered, The primeval hills 
sink low. 
His are the ancient routes.’ (Hab. 3.6) 

1.2.2. Archaic Biblical Hebrew Together with wayyiqṭol 

In Deut. 32–33, Ps. 18, and 2 Sam. 2228 the wayyiqṭol form begins 
to function in more familiar fashion, but with no hegemony. First, 
there continue to be narrative recitals without wayyiqṭol. Ps. 18 
begins with qaṭal–yiqṭol and qaṭal–qaṭal sequences in vv. 5–6. 
  

 
28 Cf. Notarius (2013, 165–66). 
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ּוִני (18) ֶות ֲאָפפִ֥ ַנֲחֵל   ֶחְבֵלי־ָמֶּ֑ ּוִני׃  ְבִלַיֵַ֣על יְוֱֽ ֲעתֱֽ  ְיַבֱֽ
י ֹול ֶחְבֵלֵ֣ ּוִני ְשאֵ֣ ּוִני ְסָבבֶּ֑ ְדמִ֗ ֹוְקֵשי ִקֱ֝ ֶות׃  מֵ֣  ָמֱֽ

 ‘Ropes of Death encompassed me; torrents of Belial terri-
fied me; 
Ropes of Sheol encircled me; snares of Death confronted 
me.’ (Ps. 18.5–6) 

Immediately afterward, in v. 7, a series of yiqṭol forms carries the 
narratival action.29 
י (19) א ׀ ַבַּצר־ִלֶ֤ ְקָרֵ֣ י ְיהָוה   ֶאֱֽ ַע  ְוֶאל־ֱאֹלַהֵ֪ ֵּוִ֥  ֲאַשֹ֫

ע ֹו ִיְשַמֵ֣ י ֵמֵהיָכלֵ֣ י קֹוִלֶּ֑ ַשְוָעִתִ֗ יו׃  ָת֬בֹוא ׀ ְלָפָנֶ֤יו ְוֱ֝  ְבָאְזָנֱֽ

 ‘In my distress I called on the LORD, cried out to my God; 
in His temple He heard my voice; my cry to Him reached 
His ears.’ (Ps. 18.7) 

As if to display the variety of forms capable of carrying on a nar-
rative recital, v. 8 gives an entirely different series: many sequen-
tial wayyiqṭol forms (interspersed with a few qaṭal and yiqṭol30 
forms), describing a breath-taking storm theophany. 
ש (20) ש ַוִתְגַע֬ י ָהָאִֶ֗רץ  ׀ ַוִתְרַעָ֨ ים ּומֹוְסֵדֵ֣ זּו ָהִרֵ֣ ּו ִיְרָגֶּ֑ ֲעשִ֗ ִיְתָגֱֽ ָרה ַוֱ֝ ֹו׃ ִכי־ָחִ֥  לֱֽ

ה ן ָעָָ֘לֶ֤ ֹו ׀ ָעָשָ֨ יו ְבַאפִ֗ ל ְוֵאש־ִמִפִ֥ ים ת אֵכֶּ֑ ָחִלִ֗ ּו ֶגֱ֝ ּנּו׃  ָבֲערִ֥  ִמֶמֱֽ
ַמִים ַוֵיֵ֣ט ד ָשְּ֭ ל  ַוֵיַרֶּ֑ ֲעָרֶפִ֗ ַחת ַוֱ֝ יו׃ ַתֵ֣  ַרְגָלֱֽ

רּוב ַוִיְרַכֵ֣ב ף ַעל־ְכְּ֭ ֶדא ַוָיע ֶּ֑ ֵיִ֗ ּוַח׃  ַוֱ֝  ַעל־ַכְנֵפי־רֱֽ

 ‘Then the earth rocked and quaked; the foundations of the 
mountains shook, 

 
29 Whereas above, in the Song of Deborah, qaṭal was the perfective past 
and yiqṭol the imperfective circumstantial (Notarius 2013, 269), here it 
is the qaṭal forms that set the scene and yiqṭol that furthers the main 
line of the plot. Only the last yiqṭol is clearly long; the others are am-
biguous. 
30 These yiqṭol forms are ambiguous as to whether they are short or long. 
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rocked by His indignation; 
smoke went up from His nostrils, from His mouth came 
devouring fire; live coals blazed forth from Him. 
He bent the sky and came down, thick cloud beneath His 
feet. 
He mounted a cherub and flew, gliding on the wings of 
the wind.’ (Ps 18:8–11)  

The recital weaves in and out of the various forms, with another 
round of wayyiqṭol forms in vv. 14–16, but returning to mostly 
yiqṭol forms31 for the climax. 
ָמרֹום ִיְשַלֵ֣ח (21) ִני  ִמְּ֭ ִני  ִיָּקֵחֶּ֑ ְמֵשִ֗ ִים ַיֱ֝ ים׃  ִמַמִ֥  ַרִבֱֽ

ִני י  ַיִּציֵלִ֗ ז ֵמא ְיִבִ֥ ּו ּוֱִ֝מּׂש ְנַאִ֗י ָעֶּ֑ י־ָאְמצִ֥ ִּני׃  ִכֱֽ  ִמֶמֱֽ
ּוִני י ְיַקְדמִ֥ ְָֽיִהי־ְיהָו ה  ְביֹום־ֵאיִדֶּ֑ ן ַוֱֽ י׃  ְלִמְשָעֵ֣  ִלֱֽ
ִני ב ַויֹוִציֵאִ֥ ִני ַלֶמְרָחֶּ֑ ַחְּלֵצִ֗ י ְיֱ֝ ץ  ִכָ֘ ֵפֱֽ י׃  ָחִ֥  ִבֱֽ
ִני י ְיהָוֵ֣ה ִיְגְמֵלֵ֣ ר ְכִצְדִָקֶּ֑ י ְכב ִ֥ ַדִ֗ יב ָיֱ֝ י׃ ָיִשִ֥  ִלֱֽ

 ‘He reached down from on high, He took me; He drew me 
out of the mighty waters; 
He saved me from my fierce enemy, from foes too strong 
for me. 
They confronted me on the day of my calamity, but the 
LORD was my support. 
He brought me out to freedom; He rescued me because He 
was pleased with me. 
The LORD rewarded me according to my merit; He re-
quited the cleanness of my hands.’ (Ps. 18.17–21) 

The significance of these various means of fashioning a narrative 
recital indicates precisely that there was not one standard: there 

 
31 The final form, יב שִּ  .is clearly long. The others are ambiguous ,יָּ
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was no expectation that past sequences be encoded in wayyiqṭol 
forms (or even short yiqṭol with or without the way-). The transla-
tional semantics (English simple past) are the same for all these 
verbs, suggesting that simple tense and aspect are not the factors 
motivating the different verbal choice.32 As in Deut. 32.15, verbal 
form and even the person of the verb appear very much in the 
service of poetic effect, perhaps even to the obscuring of verbal 
semantics.33 As the JPS translation of Hab. 3.6 suggests (presented 
here because it demonstrates well what I consider the best read-
ing), past tense might not be inherent in the Hebrew verbal forms, 
which in some contexts might be better translated as English pre-
sent forms. 

1.3. Compared to Classical Biblical Hebrew 

The texts most commonly classified as ABH are listed below (Ta-
ble 1), with the number of wayyiqṭol forms present in each (and 
sorted accordingly). Although the very classification of ABH is a 
matter for debate (based on diachrony? dialect? theology of 
Yhwh from the east? Yhwh at Sinai?), the persisting consensus 
on these texts has an empirical basis, which the following table 
helps to clarify. 

 
32 In a previous work I have touched on discourse and information struc-
ture as possible motivation for the change in verbal choice (Robar 
2014). 
33 Discourse functions trumping verbal semantics have been well docu-
mented in other cultures’ poetry; see, for instance, Fleischman (1985; 
1990). 
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Table 1: Texts traditionally considered Archaic Biblical Hebrew, with 
totals of wayyiqṭol forms 

Archaic Biblical Hebrew texts Wayyiqtol forms 
Psalm 68 0 
Numbers 23–24 (Oracles of Balaam)            034 
Judges 5 (Song of Deborah) 1 
Exodus 15.1–18 (Song of Moses) 1 
1 Samuel 2.1–10 (Prayer of Hannah)35 2 
Genesis 49 (Jacob’s blessing) 4 

Habakkuk 3 5 
Deuteronomy 32–33 (Prayer and Blessing of Moses) 20 
Psalm 18 23 
2 Samuel 22 27 

Within this corpus of ABH, we can readily arrange the texts in 
order of wayyiqṭol frequency. There are many past perfective 
verbs other than wayyiqṭol (notably qaṭal and a few yiqṭol forms). 
When wayyiqṭol does appear, it is often past perfective, but the 
verbal semantics are subordinated to poetic function. In 1 Sam. 
2.6, for instance, the wayyiqṭol form is only with some contortion 
past perfective; it depicts action characteristic of Yhwh, continu-
ing the semantics of the participles earlier in the verse.36 
  

 
34 One instance, if Balaam’s direct address of God (outside the actual 
oracles) is included. 
35 These texts were not analysed, simply for want of space. 
36 Cf. Notarius (2013, 259). 
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ית ְיהָו ה (22)  ּוְמַחֶיֶּ֑ה  ֵמִמֵ֣
יד ֹול מֹוִרִ֥  ַוָיֱַֽעל׃  ְשא 

 ‘The LORD deals death and gives life, 
Casts down into Sheol and raises up.’ (1 Sam. 2.6)  

The above tabulation does not pretend to be a chronological or-
dering of the texts, but it may have significance for a typological 
ordering of the texts, if the distribution of wayyiqṭol is to be corre-
lated with its evolution within Biblical Hebrew.37 

2.0. Job 
Having established that ABH (if we have properly identified it) is 
not homogeneous in its use of wayyiqṭol, we now turn to Job, 
whose book and language remain mysterious in many ways and 
thus represent a different stream of Biblical Hebrew.38 In contrast 
to the situation in ABH texts, the use of wayyiqṭol is highly devel-
oped in the poetry of Job. Below are various examples of uses 
atypical within Classical Biblical Hebrew. 

2.1. Wayyiqṭol Not Independent 

In Job 3.10, the negative לֹא can apply to both its own clause and 
the following wayyiqṭol clause. 

 
37 If wayyiqṭol evolved at different rates in different dialects or registers 
of Biblical Hebrew, evolutionary states may not correlate with dating. 
A ‘more evolved’ form in one dialect might coincide with a ‘less evolved’ 
form in another dialect. 
38 No particular date is assumed here for Job. An exilic or post-exilic 
date has been suggested on the basis of the language of the prose tales 
(Hurvitz 1974). Cf. Young, 2009; Joosten, 2013. 
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י (23) א ִכֶ֤ ַגר  ל ֵ֣ י ָסְּ֭ י  ַדְלֵתֵ֣   ִבְטִנֶּ֑
י׃  ל ֵמֵעינָּ  מָָּ֗ ר עָָּ֝ ֵתֵּ֥  ַוַיסְׁ

 ‘Because it did not shut the doors of my mother’s womb, 
nor hide trouble from my eyes.’ (Job 3.10) 

This is the inverse of Judg. 5.28, in ex. (13) above, in which the 
qaṭal clause depended on the wayyiqṭol clause. Ellipsis of the  לֹא 
means that wayyiqṭol is semantically dependent on the previous 
(qaṭal) clause for its negation. (Cf. Job 7.21, with the same phe-
nomenon involving yiqṭol and weyiqṭol.) 

2.2. The Chained ‘Paragraph’ 

The reason wayyiqṭol does not function as an independent verb 
may be, simply put, that it is not an independent verb. Rather 
than introducing an independent clause with past tense and per-
fective aspect, it may function to ‘chain’ clauses together into a 
paragraph quite apart from verbal semantics. Oakes (2018, 178) 
describes a crosslinguistic form of clause chaining, which he also 
perceives within Biblical Hebrew:39 

A chain of clauses that are neither coordinated nor subor-
dinated, but are governed in a different way by a control-
ling (head) clause either at the beginning or the end of the 
paragraph (or larger unit). This head verb is fully inflected, 
while the other verbs of the paragraph lack inflection in 
some significant way. That is, these other verbs that make 
up the bulk of the paragraph rely on the head verb for their 
tense, aspect, or mood, and often for their subject. Lin-
guists refer to these dependent verbs as medial verbs, and 

 
39 This is the same phenomenon I attempted to describe in Robar (2014). 
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to the languages that use them as (verb- or clause-) chain-
ing languages.40 

In other words, if wayyiqṭol is understood as a medial verb, its 
function is to bind together a paragraph whose basic verbal se-
mantics (e.g., tense, aspect, mood) are often determined by a 
head verb or clause (or, in other languages, a tail verb or clause). 

If wayyiqṭol is thus understood, it becomes simple to see 
how it can continue even participial function, as above in 1 Sam. 
2.6 or with the nominal participle ים ַחכִּ -passing over the nom) ַהמְׁ
inal clause ֵאיֶנּנּו  :in Job 3.21 (וְׁ
ים (24) ְמַחִכֵ֣ וֶ  ַהֱֽ  ְוֵאיֶנֶּּ֑נּו  תַלָמֵ֣

הּו ַיְחְפֻרִ֗ ֱ֝ ים׃  ַוֱֽ  ִמַמְטמֹוִנֱֽ

 ‘To those who wait for death but it does not come, 
Who search for it more than for treasure.’ (Job 3.21) 

Similarly, wayyiqṭol can continue a relative clause with its re-
sumptive pronoun: 
  

 
40 Note that Oakes applies this discussion to the function of weqaṭal, 
though in a footnote he considers wayyiqṭol to be a chaining verb for 
past tense narrative. Given its applicability to the language of Job, the 
notion could be expanded to a chaining verb in both narrative and po-
etry, whether past, present or future. The existence of two chaining 
verbs in Hebrew is worth noting. The answer may lie in linguistic de-
velopment (weqaṭal as contingent modality re-analysed as chaining), in 
sociological happenstance (with the scribal institution of the monarchy) 
or some other reason. 



 The Rise of Wayyiqṭol 267 

ֶגֶבר (25) ֹו ְלְּ֭ ָרה  ֲאֶשר־ַדְרכֵ֣  ִנְסָתֶּ֑
ֹוַה  ַוָי ֶסך ֹו׃  ֱאלֵ֣  ַבֲעדֱֽ

 ‘To the man who has lost his way, 
Whom God has hedged about?’ (Job 3.23) 

Two verses later, the wayyiqṭol resumes a relative clause seman-
tically, but transforms the object of the relative clause (the fear 
that was feared) into a subject (the fear that came upon him). 
This is indeed neither co-ordination nor subordination, but none-
theless involves connected clauses. 
י (26) ַחד ִכֶ֤ ַחְדִתי  ַפֵ֣  ַוֶיֱאָתֵיִֶּ֑ני  ָפְּ֭

ר ְרִתי ַוֲאֶשִ֥ ג ִ֗ י׃  ָיֵ֣ב א  ָיֱ֝  ִלֱֽ

 ‘For a fear I feared and it has come upon me; 
what I dreaded has overtaken me’ (Job 3.25) 

Alternatively, one might translate this as ‘For a fear I feared comes 
upon me; what I dread befalls me.’ Whether both the wayyiqṭol and 
yiqṭol are understood as past or as general present, they would 
seem to share tense and aspect here. What is relevant for this ar-
gument is that the wayyiqṭol continues the semantics of the pre-
ceding qaṭal. 

2.3. Yiqṭol–wayyiqṭol Sequences 

As in several cases above in ABH, so in Job, wayyiqṭol is used 
with unexpected senses. At least, Eliphaz seems to have been un-
der no constraints regarding its syntax or semantics. (Nor was he 
instructed that clause-initial yiqṭol is reserved for jussive seman-
tics.) In both Job 4.5 and 12 we have yiqṭol as the head for way-
yiqṭol clauses (including one clearly long yiqṭol). 
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י (27) ה ִכֶ֤ ֹוא ׀ ַעָתָ֨ יָך  ָתבֵ֣ ֶלא ֵאֶלֵ֣  ַוֵתֶּ֑
ל׃  ֵה  בָּ יָך ַותִּ ֶדָ֗ ע עָָּ֝ ַּגֵּ֥  תִּ

 ‘But now it comes to you, and you are impatient; 
it touches you, and you are dismayed.’ (Job 4.5) 

ֵאַלי (28) ר ְוְּ֭  ְיֻגָּנֶּ֑ב  ָדָבֵ֣
ח י ַוִתַּקִ֥ ְזִנִ֗ ֶמץ ָאֱ֝ ּו׃  ֵשֵ֣ ְנהֱֽ  ֶמֱֽ

 ‘A word came to me in stealth; 
My ear caught a whisper of it.’ (Job 4.12)  

2.4. Semantic Freedom 

The syntactic freedom of wayyiqṭol extends equally to the seman-
tic domain. Just as when continuing a participle syntactically it 
also continued the general present semantics, so also in Job 7.9 
it continues a general present qaṭal with the same semantics.41 
ָנן ָכָלֵ֣ה (29) ך ָעְּ֭ ן ַוֵיַלֶּ֑ ד ֵכִ֥ ֹול יֹוֵרִ֥ אִ֗ א ְשֱ֝ ה׃  ל ֵ֣  ַיֲעֶלֱֽ

 ‘As the cloud fades and vanishes, 
so he who goes down to Sheol does not come up.’ (Job 
7.9) 

Immediately afterward we have the statement that a tree cut 
down may yet have hope in its stump, for with the scent of water 
it might yet sprout anew. As for man, however: 
ש  ָיְּ֭מּות ְוֶגֵֶ֣בר (30) ֶָֽיֱחָלֶּ֑  ַוֱֽ

ם ַוִיְגַו ע ֹו׃ ָאָדֵ֣  ְוַאיֱֽ

 ‘But mortals languish and die; 
Man expires; where is he?’ (Job 14.10) 

 
41 Its semantic breadth has been noted before (Michel 1960), even if 
largely ignored in the literature. 
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Much more can be said about the syntax, semantics, and discourse 
functions of wayyiqṭol in Job, but these examples should be suffi-
cient to demonstrate that neither in ABH, nor in Job, have we fully 
understood the function of wayyiqṭol if we restrict it to past tense 
and perfective aspect. It behaves with far more freedom than some 
of our scholarly pronouncements permit.  

3.0. Conclusion 
In much ABH, there are few wayyiqṭol forms or none at all (rare 
in the Songs of Deborah and Moses, Prayer of Hannah; none in 
Ps. 68 and Num. 23–24). In some, wayyiqṭol is common in form, 
but with varying function. If this aligns with their typological 
development (which has not been argued, but is considered plau-
sible), this could reflect the development of a new form,42 possi-
bly prompted by its close connection between two actions (the 
opposite of the distancing seen with  ז  .qaṭal in Gen. 49 in ex + אָּ
(15) above). 

In Job, we have another linguistic stream, in which way-
yiqṭol is common as a freely chaining verb, that is, following other 
verbs (even participles) and taking up their prominent tense, 
mood, and aspect. It seems to behave more as a medial verb in a 

 
42 Gzella’s response to this distribution is to consider wayyiqṭol as a 
bound form to be an innovation which spread during the ninth century 
B.C.E., but only in Southern Canaan and Transjordan (i.e., in Hebrew 
and Moabite), rather than an earlier Northwest Semitic form (Gzella 
2018). According to Kantor’s (2020, 124–26) recent work, we must not 
assume that the wayyiqṭol was phonologically disambiguated from 
wǝyiqṭol before the Second Temple Period. 
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clause-chaining language, rather than an independent form with 
a morphologically encoded tense and aspect.  

If so, describing wayyiqṭol as combining perfective aspect 
with past tense does not reflect its first appearances within Bibli-
cal Hebrew. This essay provides evidence pointing in a different 
direction: perhaps syntax, rather than semantics, would be a 
more helpful motivation to explain the rise of wayyiqṭol. 
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