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THE CODING OF DISCOURSE 
DEPENDENCY IN BIBLICAL HEBREW 

CONSECUTIVE WEQAṬAL AND 
WAYYIQṬOL 

Geoffrey Khan 

In this paper I shall make a typological comparison between the 
Biblical Hebrew ‘consecutive’ forms weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol and 
verbal forms expressing discourse dependency in Neo-Semitic 
and various non-Semitic languages. In particular I shall be con-
cerned with the insights these typological parallels may give us 
into the possible historical background and development of the 
Hebrew forms. It is becoming increasingly recognised that lan-
guage typology is an important tool for assessing and enlighten-
ing the study of historical linguistic change (Shields 2010; Pat-El 
2020).  

The paper is organised as follows. §1.0 presents the com-
parative data, with a particular focus on discourse dependent ver-
bal forms in Neo-Aramaic. In §2.0 and §3.0 I examine the Biblical 
Hebrew consecutive weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol, respectively, in the 
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light of these parallels. This is followed by a concluding discus-
sion concerning the coding of discourse dependency.1 

1.0. Discourse Dependency in Neo-Semitic 
In some Neo-Semitic languages certain forms of verb are used to 
signal that the predicate of the clause they occur in continues in 
some way the preceding discourse. This continuation is typically 
either temporal sequence or some kind of elaboration, and is re-
ferred to here by the generic term ‘discourse dependency’. 

In this section I shall focus in particular on verbal forms 
expressing discourse dependency in Neo-Aramaic dialects. I have 
presented a detailed study of this phenomenon in Neo-Aramaic 
in a recent paper (Khan 2021) and here I shall give only a brief 
overview. 

1.1. Future and Discourse Dependent in Neo-Aramaic 

In many North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic (NENA) dialects future 
events are expressed by a construction with the form bət-qaṭəl. 
This consists of a preverbal element bət, which is a grammatical-
ised and phonetically reduced volitional verb ‘he wants to’, fol-
lowed by a verb form that is historically an active participle but 
now functions as a subjunctive. In normal fast speech the bət- 
element generally undergoes further phonetic reduction. In addi-
tion to expressing the future in main clauses, both a deontic fu-

 
1 I am grateful to the comments on an original draft of this paper by 
Aaron Hornkohl, Ivri Bunis, and my graduate students, which helped 
improve it. 
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ture expressing intention (e.g., ‘I shall go’) and an epistemic pre-
dictive future (e.g., ‘he will go’), the form is used in the apodosis 
of conditional constructions, e.g., 

(1) ʾən-kpìn-ni,| ṱ-axlə̀n-ne.| 
 if-hunger.PFV-1S fut-eat.sbjv.1ms-3ms 
 ‘If I am hungry, I shall eat it.’ (A23:5) 

In conditional constructions such as (1), the apodosis with 
the bət-qaṭəl form is dependent syntactically on the preceding 
protasis. The bət-qaṭəl form is sometimes used outside of condi-
tional constructions in clauses that are more loosely dependent 
on the preceding discourse. Various types of such discourse de-
pendency are attested. In some cases the form expresses events 
that are temporally sequential to what precedes (2). In many 
cases, however, the form does not express temporal sequentiality, 
but only some kind of relevance to a preceding clause, typically 
elaboration (3): 

(2) báθər ʾéða gòṛa| … ʾìθena| ʾéðət sulàqa.|  
 after festival big there.is festival.of ascension 

 

 xàrθa| ṱ-áθe xá-ʾeða xréna zòra,|  
 afterwards fut-come.sbjv.3ms one-festival other small 

 

 y-amríle ʾéðət musàrde.|  
 hab-say.ipfv festival.of musarde 
 ‘After the Great Festival … the festival of Ascension takes 

place. … Afterwards comes a small festival, which is 
called musarde.’ (B6:5–8) 

(3) báwθə Ninwàye| ʾáp-ʾay ʾìtwa.| 
 petitition.of Ninevites also-it.3FS there.was 
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 ṣɛmìla.| ṱ-ámri díge=u kθàye|  
 fast.ipfv.3pl-3pl fut-say.sbjv.3pl cocks=and chickens 

 

 ʾáp ʾan-zóre xtàye.| 
 also those-small lower 
 ‘The Rogation of the Ninevites was also observed (in our 

community). They would fast during it. They would say 
(concerning this) “The cocks and the chickens, and also the 
small lowly creatures (should observe the fast).”’ (B16:15) 

When the bət-qaṭəl form has this discourse dependency 
function, it generally expresses habitual events, as is the case in 
the examples above. The construction, however, is sporadically 
used in narratives, where it refers to specific events that are de-
pendent on, and typically sequential to, what precedes, e.g., 

(4) ʾə́rbe máxe l-ġðàðe,| ṱ-ázi 
 sheep strike.sbjv.3ms to-each.other fut-go.sbjv.3pl 

 

 xa-fàtra| ʾal-salíqə zòrna.| máxe zórna  
 a-while on-tune.of pipe strike.sbjv.3ms pipe 

 

 xa-salíqa xèna,| ʾə́rbe b-dɛr̀i,| b-ganèy.| 
 one-tune other sheep fut-return.sbjv.3pl by-themselves 
 ‘He gathered the sheep together and they went off for a 

while according to the tune of the pipe. He played another 
tune on the pipe and the sheep returned by themselves.’ 
(A25:27) 

Following the temporal analysis proposed by Reichenbach 
(1947), we should be careful to distinguish event time (E), speech 
time (S), and the temporal reference time (R). Reichenbach’s 
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original system has undergone various modifications in more re-
cent research, but the ‘neo-Reichenbachian’ approaches still dis-
tinguish these three components of analysis. The reference time 
(R), sometimes referred to as the ‘evaluation time’ (Hatav 2012), 
is the contextual temporal anchor to which the future verb form 
relates. One may say that the future form is temporally ‘bound’ 
to this anchor (Hatav 2012). According to a Reichenbachian sys-
tem of temporal analysis, in future constructions in main clauses 
and in apodoses the event time (E) is posterior to the reference 
time (R), which can be represented R—E. In the case of the future 
function, the reference time overlaps with speech time (S), i.e., 
the contextual temporal anchor is the speech situation. This can 
be represented R,S—E. For the bət-qaṭəl form in the apodosis of 
conditional constructions, however, the reference time is that of 
the eventuality expressed in the protasis clause. In such cases the 
bət-qaṭəl form expresses an eventuality that is posterior to this 
reference time, but this reference time does not necessarily over-
lap with speech time. It is important to note that the reference 
time in these various constructions has different locations. In the 
future constructions the reference time is internal, i.e., it coin-
cides with the utterance of the clause. The reference time of the 
verb of the apodosis, however, is external to the clause and is 
located in the preceding protasis clause.  

I have argued (Khan 2021) that the discourse dependency 
habitual function of bət-qaṭəl developed by extension of its use in 
apodosis clauses. The habitual meaning of the discourse depend-
ent bət-qaṭəl form most likely arises from a retention of the con-
tingent semantics of a conditional apodosis.  
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1.2. Narrative Subjunctive in Neo-Aramaic 

In some NENA dialects the subjunctive form of the verb is used 
in narratives as a perfective sequential form. It typically contin-
ues an event or events that are expressed by a narrative past ver-
bal form, e.g., 

C. Barwar 

(5) ʾáp ʾaw-lɛĺe xéna qìmla,| sáʾət ṭḷáθa 
 also that-night other rise.pfv.3fs hour.of three 

 

 b-lɛl̀e,| šárya bănúda dìya,| ʾu-ʾáza  
 at-night untie.sbjv.3fs bands.her of.her and-go.sbjv.3fs 

 

 ʾáxla xá-brona xéna ʾu-dɛṛ̀a,| 
 eat.sbjv.3fs one-son other and-return.SBJV.3FS 

 

 dàmxa.| páθxa tằra,| dámxa 
 sleep.sbjv.3fs open.sbjv.3fs door sleep.sbjv.3fs 

 

 gu-dudìya.| 
 in-cradle 
 ‘Also the next night she got up, at three o’clock in the morn-

ing, untied her bands, went and ate another child, then 
returned and went to sleep. She opened the door and 
went to sleep in the cradle.’ (A18:5–6) 

This construction is predominantly used to express perfec-
tive events in narrative, but sporadically the subjunctive form is 
used as a sequential habitual: 

C. Barwar 
(6) ʾu-máxa xa-mə́šxa gu-be-ʾéne dìye|  
 and-put.sbjv.3pl one-oil in-place.of-eyes.his of.him 
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 ʾoðí-le rúšma ʾax-ṣlìwa.| 
 do.sbjv.3pl-3ms sign like-cross 
 ‘And they put some oil on his forehead and make the sign 

of the cross.’ (B6:36) 

I argued (Khan 2021) that the narrative subjunctive qaṭəl 
form is a modal subjunctive, which has been extended from its 
use in subordinate clauses, in particular, purpose clauses. Con-
structions that are used to express purpose are also used as result 
clauses, i.e., they express the result of a preceding action. Such 
result clauses appear to have developed from the common impli-
cature of purpose clauses that the event took place, especially 
after verbs of movement, e.g., I went to buy some bread has the 
implicature that I did in fact buy bread (Schmidtke-Bode 2009, 
178). This conventionalisation of an implicature as the expres-
sion of a real event that is reflected in result clauses is likely to 
have been the pathway of development also of dependent narra-
tive subjunctive forms.  

1.3. Elsewhere in Semitic and Beyond 

Within Semitic one can find some parallels to the discourse de-
pendent forms of NENA. Owens (2018) argues that the preverbal 
particle b- that is found in a variety of Arabic dialects originates 
in the deontic verb baġa ‘to want’ (cognate with Aramaic baʿe). 
What is of interest is that, although it has retained its deontic or 
modal sense in some dialects of the Gulf, in other dialects it has 
developed into an indicative (e.g., Levant). The missing link, Ow-
ens claims, is its use in Nigerian Arabic to express what he calls 
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‘propositional adjacency’, which corresponds to what I call here 
discourse dependency.  

The indicative preverbal particle ka- in Moroccan Arabic 
appears to have its origin in the modal use of the auxiliary verb 
kān in conditional clauses (Corriente 1977, 140–41; Stewart 
1998, 111–12; Hanitsch 2019, 256–58). This also, therefore, may 
have followed a similar pathway of development as NENA bət-
qaṭəl. 

Tsukanova (2008) has identified the use of dependent sub-
junctive forms containing the modal auxiliary čān in Gulf Arabic 
as a continuative form in narratives.  

Parallels to such discourse dependent verbal forms have 
been documented in a variety of languages outside of Semitic. 
Numerous languages of Africa have special verbal forms for the 
expression of continuity in discourse. These are used, for exam-
ple, for the chaining of clauses in narratives and descriptions of 
habitual procedures.2 This continuity may be temporal sequence 
or elaboration. Such forms are often identical to forms that ex-
press modal subordination in subordinate clauses and so have 
been referred to as narrative subjunctives (R. Carlson 1992; 
Seidel 2015, 180). In some African languages the consecutive 
forms can be used independently of preceding discourse as a fu-
ture or modal form denoting an unrealised action (e.g., Seidel 
2015, 186). Historical reconstructions of Oceanic languages have 

 
2 Verbal forms of this type in numerous African languages are discussed 
in the papers of the volume edited by Payne and Shirtz (2015). See also 
Palmer (1986, 204–7), Longacre (1990), and Persohn (2017, §7.1). 
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revealed connections between narrative continuity devices and 
future verbal forms (Lichtenberk 2014).  

English habitual constructions containing the auxiliary 
would also furnish a possible typological parallel. It has been ob-
served that such habituals have a similar dependency on situa-
tions established in the context (by a preceding clause or time 
adverbial), e.g., Carlson and Spejewski (1997) and Boneh and 
Doron (2013), who refer to this as ‘modal subordination’. A ha-
bitual sentence used to, on the other hand, has no such depend-
ency. In a description of habitual events used to may be employed 
in the first clause, whereas would is felicitous only in subsequent 
clauses, e.g., My grandmother used to make delicious apple pies. She 
would go to the orchard to pick the apples herself (adapted from 
Carlson and Spejewski 1997, 102). 

2.0. Biblical Hebrew Consecutive weqaṭal 
The historical development and function of the consecutive 
weqaṭal of Biblical Hebrew appears to parallel very closely that 
of the NENA bət-qaṭəl form. It has already been proposed by sev-
eral scholars that the construction had its historical origins in 
Northwest Semitic conditional constructions (Smith 2009, 6–15). 
In the El-Amarna documents the suffix conjugation with future 
meaning is mostly restricted to conditional constructions. It is at-
tested in the apodosis, which is normally preceded by the con-
nective u (Rainey 1996, II:358–62; Baranowski 2016b, 173–78). 
According to Moran (1961, 64–65) this represents the closest se-
mantic and syntactic antecedent to Biblical Hebrew future 
weqaṭal. The same applies to Ugaritic, where clear cases of w + 
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the suffix conjugation with a future meaning are restricted to the 
apodosis of conditional clauses or semantically related contexts 
(Sivan 1998, 92; Tropper 2000, 716–17). Similarly, future uses 
of the suffix conjugation in contexts of a conditional type are 
found also in Phoenician and Punic (Krahmalkov 1986).3 Else-
where in Central Semitic one may compare this to the use of the 
qatala form in Arabic in conditional constructions, e.g., ʾin faʿalta 
ðālika halakta ‘If you do that, you will perish’ (W. Wright 1898, 
15). 

In Biblical Hebrew weqaṭal with a future meaning is fre-
quently used in the apodosis of conditional constructions: 

ֶ֣ה׀ (7) ם־ַיֲעל  ִֽ ם א  ה ָהָעֶ֣ ֹות ַהז ֶּ֗ ים ַלֲעשׂ֙ ִ֤ ם ְבֵבית־ְיהָוהׂ֙֙ ְזָבח  ּוָשַל ִַ֔ ירֶ֣ ָשב ב  ם ֵלֶ֣ב ְוְ֠ הׂ֙֙ ָהָעִ֤  ַהז 

ם ֵניה ִַ֔ ל־ֲאד ֶ֣ ם א  ל־ְרַחְבָעָ֖ ְך א  ל  ֶ֣ ה מ  ֙י ְיהּוָדָ֑ נ  בּו ַוֲהָרג ֻ֕ ֙ם ְוָשָ֖ ל־ְרַחְבָעָ֥ ה֙׃ א  ְך־ְיהּוָדִֽ ל  ִֽ  מ 
 ‘If this people go up to offer sacrifices in the house of the 

LORD at Jerusalem, then the heart of this people will turn 
again to their lord, to Rehoboam king of Judah, and they 
will kill me and will return to Rehoboam king of Judah.’ 
(1 Kgs 12.27) 

The use of a past form to denote possible future events in 
conditional constructions in other Northwest Semitic languages 
and Arabic expresses contingent possibility rather than past time 
reference. The apodosis is modal. The modality has various pa-
rameters. It can be identified as including epistemic modality, in 

 
3 The topic–comment type of constructions cited by Krahmalkov as ex-
amples of future we-qaṭal are semantically close to conditional construc-
tions; cf. Haiman (1978) and Ebert et al. (2014). 
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that it involves judgement about the factual status of the propo-
sition (Palmer 2001, 8). The contingency and dependence of the 
apodosis can be referred to as ‘contingent modality’.4  

The two main meanings of the Biblical Hebrew consecutive 
weqaṭal outside of conditional constructions are dependent/se-
quential future (8)–(11) and habitual (12)–(15): 

ּו (8) ְראִ֤ י־י  ִֽ י֙ם א ָתְךׂ֙֙ כ  ִַ֔ ְצר  ּו ַהמ  ֹו ְוָאְמרָ֖ ְשתֶ֣ את א  ּו ז ָ֑ ֙י ְוָהְרגָ֥ ָ֖ ..֙.א ת   
 ‘When the Egyptians see you, they will say “This is his 

wife,” and they will kill me…’ (Gen. 12.12) 
ר (9) אמ  דׂ֙֙ ַוי ִ֤ ּול ָדו  ל־ָשאִַ֔ ל א  פ ָ֥ ם ַאל־י  יו ֵלב־ָאָדָ֖ ְך ַעְבְדךֶ֣֙ ָעָלָ֑ ם ֵיֵלִַ֔ ְלַחָ֖ ֙י ְונ  ָ֥ ְשת  ם־ַהְפל   ע 

ה֙׃ ִֽ  ַהז 
 ‘And David said to Saul, “Let no man’s heart fail on account 

of him; your servant will go and will fight with this Philis-
tine.” (1 Sam. 17.32) 

ק (10) ת ַרַ֚ ְרַאֶ֣ ים ֵאין־י  ֹום ֱאֹלה ִַ֔ ָ֑ה ַבָמקָ֖ ֙י ַהז  ּונ  ר ַוֲהָרגָ֖ י֙׃ ַעל־ְדַבָ֥ ִֽ ְשת  א   

 ‘But there is no fear of God in this place and they will kill 
me because of my wife.’ (Gen. 20.11) 

ים (11) ֶ֣ ְשָאר  ם ְוַהנ  ֙י ָבכ ִַ֔ את  ְךׂ֙֙ ְוֵהֵבִ֤ ר  ם מ ׂ֙ ְלָבָבִַ֔ ת ב  ֙ם ְבַאְרצ ָ֖ ָ֑ ..֙.א ְיֵביה   
 ‘As for those of you who may be left, I will bring weakness 

into their hearts in the lands of their enemies…’ (Lev. 26.36) 
ד (12) ֶ֣ה ְוֵאָ֖ ֲעל  ץ ַיִֽ ר  ן־ָהָאָ֑ ֙ה מ  ְשְָׁקָ֖ ה֙׃ ְוה  ֲאָדָמִֽ י־ָהִֽ ת־ָכל־ְפֵנִֽ ִֽ א   
 ‘A mist used to go up from the earth and would water the 

whole face of the ground.’ (Gen. 2.6) 
ְספּו (13) א  ָמהְונ  ים ־ָשֶ֣ ֶּ֗ ּו ָכל־ָהֲעָדר  ןׂ֙֙ ְוָגֲללִ֤ ב  ת־ָהא ׂ֙ י ֵמַעלׂ֙֙ א  ֶ֣ ר פ  ּו ַהְבֵאִַ֔ ְשקָ֖ א֙ן ְוה  ת־ַהצ ָ֑  א 

יבּו ִׁ֧ ן ְוֵהש  ב  ֶ֛ ת־ָהא  י א  ָ֥ ֙ר ַעל־פ  ּה֙׃ ַהְבֵאָ֖ ְמק ָמִֽ  ל 
 

4 This is the term used by Cook (2012, 250) and Robar (2015, 146) to 
refer to the modality of conditional constructions. 
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 ‘And all the flocks would gather there, and they would 
roll the stone from the mouth of the well, and they would 
water the sheep, and they put back the stone in its place 
on the mouth of the well.’ (Gen. 29.3) 

ים (14) ים׀ ְשָרפ ׂ֙ ִ֤ ַמׂ֙֙ ע ְמד  ֹו ַעלׂ֙֙מ  ש לִַ֔ ם ֵשִׁ֧ י  ש ְכָנַפֶ֛ ם ֵשָ֥ י  ד ְכָנַפָ֖ ָחָ֑ ם׀ ְלא  י  ְשַתֶ֣ ה ב  ֶ֣ י֙ו ְיַכס   ָפָנֶּ֗

ם י  ְשַתֶ֛ ה ּוב  ָ֥ יו ְיַכס  ֙ם ַרְגָלָ֖ י  ְשַתָ֥ ף׃ ּוב  ֙א ְיעֹוֵפִֽ ִ֤ה ְוָקָרׂ֙ הׂ֙֙ ז  ל־ז  ֙ר א  ֹוש׀ ְוָאַמִַ֔ ֹו֙ש ָקדִׁ֧  ָקדֶ֛

ֹוש ֹות ְיהָוֶ֣ה ָקדָ֖ א ְצָבאָ֑ ץ ְמל ָ֥ ר  ֹו֙׃ ָכל־ָהָאָ֖  ְכבֹודִֽ
 ‘Seraphim stood above Him, each having six wings; with two 

he covered his face, and with two he covered his feet, and 
with two he flew. And one would call out to another and 
would say “Holy, Holy, Holy, is the LORD of hosts. The 
whole earth is full of His glory.”’ (Isa. 6.2–3) 

ב׀ (15) ַחׂ֙֙ ֲהָגנ ִ֤ ֙ף ָרצ ׂ֙ ָנא ִַ֔ ם֙֙...ְוִֽ ם ּוָבאת ֶ֞ ֶ֣ י ַוֲעַמְדת  ת ְלָפַנֶּ֗ י  הׂ֙֙ ַבַבִ֤ ..֙.ַהז   
 ‘Do you steal, murder, and commit adultery,… then you 

come and stand before Me in this house…?’ (Jer. 7.9–10) 

Although there has been recognition of the historical origin 
of consecutive weqaṭal in conditional constructions, as far as I am 
aware, no model that satisfactorily explains such a historical de-
velopment has been proposed. I shall argue here that the devel-
opment could be explained using the model of construction gram-
mar, whereby linguistic change takes place through cognitive 
schematisation of constructions (e.g., Langacker 1987; Fillmore, 
Kay, and O’Connor 1988; Goldberg 1995, 2006; Bybee 2010). 
Such change involves extensions of components of a particular 
construction with a particular linear structure by a process of 
substituting items with a semantic resemblance or association, 
thereby making the slots of the components more schematic, i.e., 
abstract. Another feature of the extension of constructions is their 
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incorporation of pragmatic associations and implicatures into 
their meaning (Bybee 2010, 48). An example of this process of 
extension of constructions that is often cited (e.g., Bybee 2010, 
55; 2015, 124) is the development of future constructions con-
sisting of movement verbs, e.g., English he is going to eat. This 
originated as a construction that expressed real physical move-
ment of an animate agentive subject, but it became schematised 
as SUBJECT + BE + going to + VERB, whereby any subject or verb 
could fill the subject or infinitive slots adjacent to the substantive 
core going to. Moreover, when used in the third person, although 
it originally expressed an intention, it implied that the predicate 
would be carried out. This implicature became conventionalised 
in the construction and so its meaning was extended to include 
prediction, e.g., The branch is going to fall. 

The distribution of weqaṭal reflects a variety of schematisa-
tion.  

In a context such as (8), in which the weqaṭal form follows 
a subordinate temporal clause, we may say that the construction 
of the conditional apodosis has been extended to verbs expressing 
events that are presupposed to take place, while retaining the 
reference time of the verb in the preceding clause and so express-
ing temporal sequentiality. In example (9) the weqaṭal expresses 
an event that is future relative to that expressed by the verb in 
the preceding clause. Here too, therefore, its reference time is in 
the preceding clause. 

In a context such as (10) the temporal reference point of 
the apodosis that was in the preceding protasis clause has been 
schematised to being a more abstract cognitive reference point, 
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referring to the general situation rather than specifically to a 
point in time. The weqaṭal predication, therefore, is cognitively, 
but not necessarily temporally, bound to this preceding point. It 
is linked to it through discourse coherence analogous to a topic–
comment relationship. This does not mean that the topical situa-
tion itself may not have a reference time, but rather the weqaṭal 
form no longer expresses temporal posteriority to this reference 
time, but rather communicative posteriority to the more abstract 
topical situation, i.e., topical reference point–comment. This is 
seen clearly in a context such as (11), in which the weqaṭal clause 
is a comment on a preceding topical entity rather than on a situ-
ation expressed by a proposition. In (10) and (11) the weqaṭal 
form has a future time reference, and so the event time is poste-
rior to the reference time (R—E), but its reference point is inter-
nal to the clause and is not situated in the preceding clause as in 
a conditional construction or in a construction such as (8). This 
distinction is referred to by Hatav (2012) as local versus long 
distance temporal binding of tenses. As with contexts such as (8) 
and (9), so in (10) and (11), the contingent element of the con-
ditional apodosis has been lost. Examples such as (10)–(11), 
therefore, have retained the future of the apodosis, but lost the 
long distance temporal binding and the contingency of the apod-
osis.  

The habitual use of weqaṭal seen in (12)–(15), which prima 
facie may seem furthest from the original function of the qaṭal 
form in a conditional apodosis, can also be explained as having 
arisen by schematisation of the conditional construction. As we 
have seen, there is a typological parallel for this in the habitual 
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discourse dependent bət-qaṭəl form of NENA. In such cases the 
contingent feature of the verb of the apodosis has been retained, 
whereas the future time reference has been lost. 

The habitual meaning of the discourse dependent weqaṭal 
form arises from this retention of the contingent semantics of a 
conditional apodosis. Verbs expressing habituality present an 
event as a characterising property of an individual, which occurs 
on the majority of occasions during a particular time interval (he 
usually visits us every week). Habitual predications are not com-
pletely “lawlike” (Dahl 1985, 97) and are contingent on circum-
stances (he usually visits us every week, but he did not come last week 
because he was ill).5 A habitual predicate is imperfective in aspect 
since it includes the reference time within it and is only partially 
viewed from within (G. Carlson 2012, 835). Habituality should 
be distinguished from iterativity. Verbs expressing iterativity as-
sert the occurrence of the event on multiple occasions, typically 
specified by an adverbial (he visited us three times; he visited us 
every day). Such predicates are perfective and express repeated 
temporally bounded events that are not contingent on circum-
stances (Dahl 1985, 97; G. Carlson 2012, 835). Iterative uses at-
tributed by some scholars to weqaṭal are best interpreted as ha-
bitual, especially if they are translated with English used to or 
would, which are incompatible with the iterative, e.g.,6 

יש ְוָעָלה֙  (16) ּוא ָהא ׂ֙ ירֹוׂ֙֙ ַההִ֤ ע  ים׀ ֵמִֽ ֶ֣ ָימ  יָמה מ  ת ָימ ִַ֔ ְשַתֲחֹוִׁ֧ ִֽ ַח֙ ְלה  ְזב ֶ֛ ֹו֙ת ַליהָוָ֥ה ְול   ְצָבאָ֖

ה ֹלָ֑  ְבש 
 

5 Cf. the remarks of Joosten (1992), who sees a connection between the 
non-indicative modality of weqaṭal and habitual aspect. 
6 Contra, e.g., Joosten (1992; 2012, 305), who uses the term ‘iterative’. 
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 ‘And this man used to go up from his city yearly to worship 
and to sacrifice to the LORD of Hosts in Shiloh.’ (1 Sam. 1.3) 

In some cases, habitual consecutive weqaṭal forms are tem-
porally sequential to what precedes, e.g., (13). In such cases the 
temporal structure of the verb would include the reference point 
of the preceding clause, as a verb does in an apodosis, as well as 
a local reference point coinciding with the event. This can be 
represented R1—R2,E, i.e., the event is located at reference time 
R2 in relation to reference time R1.7 In examples such as (14), in 
which the habitual weqaṭal is not temporally sequential to what 
precedes, the long distance temporal reference point of the orig-
inal apodosis has been schematised to a cognitive topical refer-
ence point. Most cases of habitual weqaṭal have past time refer-
ence, but some examples are attested of weqaṭal expressing pre-
sent habituals (GKC, §112m), e.g., (15). It appears that the time 
reference of habitual verbs was relative rather than absolute, i.e., 
it was determined by the context and not a component of its 
meaning. In this respect it would correspond to the relative time 
reference of habitual yiqṭol. 

The various schematisations of the conditional construction 
can be represented thus (R = reference time, E = event time, T 
= topic):  

 
7 For the possibility of a verb having two reference points see Comrie 
(1985, 128). 
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Table 1 
 What precedes weqaṭal  

conditional R— E (future, contingent) Example (7) 

future (1) R— E (future) Examples (8), (9) 

future (2) T— R—E (future) Example (10), (11) 

habitual (1) R1— R2,E (contingent) Examples (12), (13), (15) 

habitual (2) T— R,E (contingent) Example (14) 

As can be seen, all schematisations retain some specific semantic 
element of the weqaṭal in the apodosis of the conditional con-
struction.8  

As for why the discourse dependent qaṭal occurs only after 
waw, this can be explained also within the framework of con-
struction grammar. The conditional construction that forms the 
basis of the schematisation was specifically protasis + waw + 
qaṭal. This had the advantage of containing a connective waw, 
which made the apodosis suitable for reanalysis as a consecutive 
clause in discourse. Moreover, it was by far the most frequent 
ordering of these elements in conditional constructions contain-
ing such waw of apodosis, as was the case also in the predecessors 
of the construction in earlier Northwest Semitic languages. The 

 
8 The discourse dependence of weqaṭal can also be represented in the 
dependency framework of mental spaces proposed by Fauconnier 
(1994) and Dinsmore (1991). According to this model, knowledge can 
be represented in a network of mental spaces. These spaces are con-
structed by the listener/reader, interpreting grammatical or lexical 
cues. Spaces contain information belonging to distinct times, locations, 
or realities. For mental spaces in Biblical Hebrew discourse see Robar 
(2015, 31–33). 
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string waw + qaṭal remained the substantive core of the construc-
tion. This core underwent semantic but not syntactic schematisa-
tion, analogously to the phrase going to in the future construction 
in English (see above). It was the substantive invariable ‘chunk’ 
that had become consolidated and ‘en-trenched’ in the construc-
tion, facilitated by frequent repetition (Bybee 2010, 34–37). The 
NENA parallel construction with bət-qaṭəl did not include a con-
nective. The explanation is likely to be that in NENA discourse 
connectives between clauses in discourse are far less regular than 
in Biblical Hebrew. 

On a number of occasions weqaṭal is used as a narrative past 
perfect. This is found not only in Late Biblical Hebrew (Cohen 
2013, 84–86),9 but also in earlier books. In some cases the 
weqaṭal may be regarded as a later insertion on text-critical 
grounds (e.g., 1 Kgs 20.27, where the weqaṭal verb is not repre-
sented in the LXX). Several cases, however, are consecutive in 
function and on text-critical grounds do not appear to be later 
insertions, e.g., 

ו (17) ְך ַוְיַצֶ֣ ל  ָיהּו֙  ַהמ ֶּ֡ ְלק  ת־ח  ן א  ת־כ ֲהֵנֶ֣י ַהָג֜דֹול ַהכ ֵהׂ֙ ה ֙ ְוא  ְשנ  י ַהמ  ת־ש ְמֵרֶ֣  ַהַסף֙  ְוא 

יאׂ֙֙ ל ְלהֹוצ  ה ֵמֵהיַכֶ֣ ת ְיהָוִַ֔ ים ֵאֶ֣ םׂ֙֙ ָכל־ַהֵכל ֶּ֗ ֲעשּוי  ַעל ָהִֽ ה ַלַבֶ֣ ֲאֵשָרִַ֔ ל ְוָלִֽ ֙א ּוְלכ ָ֖  ְצָבֶ֣

ם י  ֙ם ַהָשָמָ֑ ְשְרֵפֶ֞ ַֽי  ּוץ ַוִֽ חִ֤ ַלםׂ֙֙ מ  ירּוָשׂ֙ ֹות ל  ֹו֙ן ְבַשְדמֶ֣ ְדרִַ֔ א ק  ם ְוָנָשָ֥ ת־ֲעָפָרָ֖ ל֙׃ א  ית־ֵאִֽ  ֵבִֽ
 ‘And the king commanded (wayyiqṭol) Hilkiah, the high 

priest, and the priests of the second order, and the keepers 
of the threshold, to bring out of the temple of the LORD all 
the vessels made for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host 

 
9 The habitual function of weqaṭal is only sporadically attested in Late 
Biblical Hebrew (Cohen 2013, 203–7). 
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of heaven; and he burned them (wayyiqṭol) outside Jerusa-
lem in the fields of the Kidron, and he carried (weqaṭal) 
their ashes to Bethel.’ (2 Kgs 23.4) 

Such weqaṭal forms have been interpreted as past perfective 
uses of the construction that unexpectedly break a chain of way-
yiqṭol narrative forms in order to express climactic events (Lon-
gacre 1994; van der Merwe 1994, 28; Robar 2015, 152–59). The 
range of functions of the NENA parallel form bət-qaṭəl, however, 
could open our mind to another possible interpretation of some 
such uses of weqaṭal. As has been indicated above, the NENA dis-
course dependent bət-qaṭəl form is attested occasionally in narra-
tives, e.g., (4), repeated below as (18), within a past perfective 
context. The clauses with bət-qaṭəl forms cohere together with the 
immediately preceding clauses. Each pair of cohering clauses ex-
press subevents of the same overall event: 

(18) ʾəŕbe máxe l-ġðàðe,| ṱ-ázi 
 sheep strike.sbjv.3ms to-each.other fut-go.sbjv.3pl 

 

 xa-fàtra| ʾal-salíqə zòrna.| máxe zórna  
 a-while on-tune.of pipe strike.sbjv.3ms pipe 

 

 xa-salíqa xèna,| ʾə́rbe b-dɛr̀i,| b-ganèy.| 
 one-tune other sheep fut-return.sbjv.3pl by-themselves 
 ‘He gathered the sheep together and they went off for a 

while according to the tune of the pipe. He played another 
tune on the pipe and the sheep returned by themselves.’ 
(A25:27) 

Such bət-qaṭəl forms mark the closure and climax of the pre-
ceding event and disrupt the flow of the narrative. It is, therefore, 
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a strategy to signal discontinuity.10 The form is an imperfective 
habitual, but is used in a perfective context in narrative. Its lack 
of temporal boundaries is exploited to disrupt the chain of per-
fective temporally bounded events. This strategy of using imper-
fectives in narratives has been identified in various other lan-
guages, e.g., the ‘narrative imperfect’ of French (Carruthers 2012, 
312–15) or narrative habituals in African languages (Schaefer 
and Egbokhare 2015, 310). In this light, weqaṭal forms in contexts 
such as (17) in Classical Biblical Hebrew could be identified as 
consecutive habitual weqaṭal forms rather than instances of per-
fective weqaṭal forms. As is the case with narrative habitual bət-
qaṭəl forms in NENA, these habitual weqaṭal forms disrupt the 
flow of narrative by removing temporal boundaries in order to 
signal closure and climax of discourse segments. This can have 
the effect of marking an event as a subevent cohering with what 
precedes, embedded in the higher-level narrative chain.11 The act 
of burning and the act of carrying the ashes cohere together as 
two subevents of the same overall event, the closure of which is 
marked by the weqaṭal form. Further support for this argument 
can be adduced from the fact that the yiqṭol form is sometimes 
used with the same function in narrative contexts when the verb 
is preceded by a clause argument, e.g. 

 
10 For discontinuity strategies in Biblical Hebrew see Robar (2015, 148–
49). For possible imperfective interpretations of narrative weqaṭal see 
Hornkohl (2013, 261, 288). 
11 For embedding of units in the narrative chain see Robar (2015, 74–
75). 
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ּוא (19) ְך ָקם֙  הֶ֣ ים ַוַיׂ֙ ְשת ֜ ד׀ ַבְפל  ה ַעֶ֣ י־ָיְגָעֶ֣ ִֽ ֹו כ  ק ָידֶּ֗ ְדַבִ֤ ב ָידֹוׂ֙֙ ַות  ר  ל־ַהח ִַ֔ ֙ה ַוַיִַׁ֧עש א   ְיהָוֶ֛

ה הְגד ְתשּוָעָ֥ ֹום ֹוָלָ֖ ּוא ַביֶ֣ ם ַההָ֑ בּו ְוָהָעֶ֛ ָ֥ יו ָיש  ט֙׃ ַאֲחָרָ֖  ַאְך־ְלַפֵשִֽ
 ‘He rose and struck down the Philistines until his hand was 

weary, and his hand clung to the sword. And the Lord 
brought about a great victory that day, and the men re-
turned (yiqṭol) after him only to strip the slain.’ (2 Sam. 
23.10) 

3.0. Biblical Hebrew Consecutive wayyiqṭol  
The consecutive wayyiqṭol form is normally thought to be a ves-
tige of an old past yaqtul form, which can be found in earlier 
forms of Northwest Semitic, such as the Tell Amarna Canaanite 
texts and Ugaritic, and in East Semitic. Some possible examples 
of this use of an old past yaqtul without waw have, moreover, 
been identified in early poetic layers of Biblical Hebrew, e.g.   ב  ַיצֵּ
‘he fixed’ (Deut. 32.8) (Notarius 2013, 78).12 In this paper I do not 
want to engage with the question of the identity and status of this 
past yaqtul form in ancient Northwest Semitic and beyond,13 but 
rather I shall focus on the consecutive wayyiqṭol form as it ap-
pears in the Masoretic Text and the form of the construction that 
has been transmitted in the Tiberian vocalisation tradition.  

 
12 For references to the literature see the survey in Robar (2015, 78–
79). 
13 Different views have been expressed in the literature as to whether 
there were originally two distinct yaqtul forms expressing past and jus-
sive, distinguished, according to some, by stress position (e.g., Hetzron 
1969; Rainey 1986), or whether there was only one morpheme express-
ing both functions (Huehnergard 1988). 
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I shall argue that although the scholarly consensus is un-
doubtedly correct that its roots go back to an old past yaqtul form, 
in Classical Biblical Hebrew prose it came to be reanalysed as a 
schematised extension of a dependent jussive form.14 The typo-
logical parallel to the consecutive wayyiqṭol in NENA is the NENA 
narrative subjunctive (see §1.2), which was a subordinate verbal 
form used to express discourse coherence. As we have seen, the 
NENA narrative subjunctive was an extension of the use of the 
subjunctive in subordinate clauses, in particular purpose clauses. 
The Hebrew wayyiqṭol form results from the reanalysis of the old 
Semitic past yaqtul as a jussive specifically in discourse depend-
ent contexts. This was facilitated by its formal similarity to jus-
sives and the syntactic similarity of such discourse dependent 
contexts to constructions with jussives in dependent purpose 
clauses. This similarity of form, construction, and dependent 
function led to the distinction between jussives and yiqṭol past 

 
14 Robar (2013; 2015, 78–112) is one scholar who has found the notion 
that wayyiqṭol is past perfective problematic. She insightfully adduces 
arguments against the view that it has a past perfective core meaning. 
Her thesis is that it is a narrative present form that takes its time refer-
ence from the context. She has drawn attention to parallels in the Neo-
Aramaic narrative qaṭəl form in the Barwar dialect, which I interpreted 
as a narrative present in my grammar (Khan 2008), and also to parallels 
in several African languages that have narrative forms without specified 
tense. My interpretation of the Barwar narrative qaṭəl has since, how-
ever, shifted and I now consider it to be a narrative subjunctive in the 
light of my work on other dialects. The relevant parallels in African 
languages for me are now those languages that use modal subjunctive 
forms as narrative forms (R. Carlson 1992). 
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becoming opaque and to the reanalysis of the yiqṭol past in this 
context as a schematised extension of a jussive. 

The reanalysis followed the common pattern of linguistic 
change whereby it took place in a context where it was least ob-
trusive due to structural ambiguity in particular contexts (de 
Smet 2012, 608). It was ‘coerced’ by the construction (Noël 
2007). 

As Baranowski (2016a) has shown, u + yaqtul was the most 
common pattern of past yaqtul constructions in narrative se-
quences in the Canaanite reflected by the Amarna letters. This 
archaic narrative structural pattern was preserved in Biblical He-
brew by reanalysis in a context that resembled contexts in which 
jussives were used to express dependent events, i.e., waw + 
yiqṭol. By the period of Classical Biblical Hebrew, the qaṭal form 
had extended its functional territory to include that of the per-
fective past, which would have pushed the old yiqṭol perfective 
past out of the system.15 The old narrative construction of waw 
+ past perfective yiqṭol expressing chains of events was pre-
served by a process in which it was reanalysed as an extension of 
a different, but structurally similar, construction, viz. waw + jus-
sive yiqṭol. One may say that the conservative nature of the liter-
ary tradition with the old narrative construction was a motivat-
ing factor for the reanalysis. 

Some scholars have, indeed, already expressed the view 
that there was a convergence between the wayyiqṭol form and the 

 
15 In Archaic Biblical Hebrew the qaṭal had not yet completely super-
seded the old past perfective yiqṭol (Notarius 2013).  
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modal system during the period of Late Biblical Hebrew.16 I 
would like to argue that this had taken place already in Classical 
Biblical Hebrew. Furthermore, I wish to propose a model to ex-
plain how this came about. 

In the Tiberian Masoretic corpus of Biblical Hebrew jus-
sives are used with a subordinate purposive sense after impera-
tives (20) or expressions that function pragmatically as impera-
tives, such as (21):17 

ירּו (20) ֶ֣ ה ַהְעת  ל־ְיהָוִַ֔ ים ְוָיֵסרׂ֙֙ א  ְצַפְרְדע ִַ֔ י ַהִֽ נ  ָ֖ מ  ֙י מ  ָ֑ ַעמ  ּוֵמִֽ  
 ‘Entreat the LORD in order that He remove the frogs from 

me and from my people.’ (Exod. 8.8) 
י (21) ִ֤ הׂ֙֙ מ  ב ְיַפת  ת־ַאְחָאִַ֔ ַעל א  ל  ְוַיֻ֕ פ ָ֖ ת ְוי  ֙ד ְבָרמ ֶ֣ ְלָעָ֑ ג   
 ‘Who will entice Ahab in order that he go up and fall at 

Ramoth-gilead?’ (1 Kgs 22.20) 

When the verb of the purpose clause is first person singular, the 
cohortative jussive is often used, e.g.,18 

י (22) ׂ֙ ים ַוֲעֵשה־ל  ר ַמְטַעמ ֜ ָ֥ י ַכֲאש  ְבת  יָאה ָאַהֶ֛ ָ֥ י ְוָהב  ָ֖ ָל֙ה ל  ם ְוא ֵכָ֑ ר  ָ֥ ּות׃ ְבט  ָאמִֽ  
 ‘and prepare for me savoury food, as I love, and bring it to 

me that I may eat before I die.’ (Gen. 27.4) 

This corresponds to the distribution of the modal yaqtul and 
yaqtula forms, the ancestors of the Hebrew jussive and cohorta-

 
16 E.g., Bergsträsser (1918–1929, II:§5d) and Talshir (1986). 
17 For other functions of sequences with jussive verbs see Dallaire (2014, 
102–3). 
18 For other functions of the cohortative after waw in sequences see Dal-
laire (2014, 118). 
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tive, respectively, in purpose clauses in the Canaanite of the Am-
arna letters, in that they occur with this function specifically after 
volitive expressions. Moran (1960, 6–9) called this ‘modal con-
gruence’.19 In cross-linguistic studies of the moods of subordinate 
clauses it has been observed that subordinate moods often origi-
nate as moods that are in harmony with the mood of the main 
clause, but that these can become extended to subordinate 
clauses in other syntactic contexts (Palmer 1986, 132; Bybee, 
Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994, 218–19). I shall argue that such a 
process of extension took place with jussives.  

The Hebrew jussive expresses a directive with speaker-ori-
ented modality (Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994, 179), 
whereby the speaker imposes his/her will or permission on the 
addressee or third person subject of a clause.20 Sequences of di-
rectives such as (20) and (21) had the implicature of purpose 
constructions with the second event future in relationship to the 
first event, i.e., the second event is intended by the subject of the 
first event or by the speaker. This implicature was subsequently 
conventionalised. As a consequence, the second event became 

 
19 It was Moran (1961, 64) who first proposed the Canaanite yaqtula as 
the ancestor of the Hebrew cohortative. This has been accepted by some 
scholars. Others prefer to seek its origins in the Canaanite energic form 
yaqtulanna. See Dallaire (2014, 108–11) for a survey of the literature. 
In Classical Arabic an analogous construction has a subjunctive verb 
(yaqtula) after an imperative and the conjunction fa-, e.g., ʾiġfir lī yā 
rabbī fa-ʾadkhula ʾal-janna ‘Pardon me, oh my Lord, so that I may enter 
paradise’ (Wright 1898, 31). 
20 For the various nuances of commands expressed by the jussive and 
other verbal forms in Biblical Hebrew see Dallaire (2014, 89). 
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temporally and semantically integrated with the first and had its 
temporal reference point in the first event.  

In some attested cases this construction could be inter-
preted as having made a further shift to express result, e.g., in 
the prophetic pronouncement of Elisha: 

ֹוְך (23) יםׂ֙֙ ְצָתְִ֤֙וָרַח֙ ָהלֶּ֗ ַבע־ְפָעמ  ִֽ ן ש  ב ַבַיְרֵדִַ֔ ְלךָ֖֙ ְבָשְרךֶ֛֙ ְוָיש ִׁ֧  
 ‘Go and wash in the Jordan seven times, and (as a result) 

your flesh shall be restored (LXX ἐπιστρέψει future)’ (2 Kgs 
5.10) 

As we have seen, the NENA narrative subjunctive appears 
to have developed through the pathway of purpose clause > re-
sult clause > discourse dependent. Result clauses developed 
from the common implicature of purpose clauses that the event 
took place (see above §1.2 and Schmidtke-Bode 2009, 178). 
When the main clause has future time reference, the shift from 
purpose to result clause entails a shift from a desired event to a 
predicted event.  

The cohortative form expresses the desire of the speaker to 
perform the event. This can be analysed as agent-oriented modal-
ity in the sense of the term that is described by Bybee, Perkins, 
and Pagliuca (1994, 178), i.e., it consists of internal or external 
conditions on an agent with respect to the completion of the ac-
tion. Since it is first person, however, it overlaps with their cate-
gory of speaker-oriented modality, since it imposes the desire of 
the speaker on the performance of the action. It could, therefore, 
be used in a sequence with imperatives and other directives with 
the implicature of purpose, as in (22) above. 
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The temporal structure of purpose clauses (weyiqṭol), result 
clauses (weyiqṭol), and consecutive wayyiqṭol clauses can be rep-
resented as follows. 
Table 2 

 a. Main clause Purpose clause 
  R1,E waw + yiqṭol (R1—E) 
 b. Main clause Result clause 
  R1,E waw + yiqṭol (R1—R2,E) 
 c. Main clause  Consecutive 
  R1,E waw + yiqṭol (R1—R2,E) 

In the purpose clause construction the jussive verb is irre-
alis and takes as its reference time, i.e., its contextual anchor, 
that of the main clause (represented by the repeated R1 in (a) in 
Table 2). It is viewed from the perspective of the main clause. 
The event time of the purpose clause, therefore, is posterior to its 
reference time. In (b) and (c) the jussive clause has been reana-
lysed as an asserted event. This involves the acquisition of a ref-
erence time coinciding with the event (R2). It is proposed that the 
clause retains the R1 reference time, to which it is posterior. This 
reflects its reanalysis as an asserted event that is sequential to 
what precedes, i.e., the event is located at reference time R2 in 
relation to reference time R1.21 The representation in the table 

 
21 This temporal analysis differs from that of Hatav (1997; 2004; 2006), 
who argues that a wayyiqṭol form “introduces a new R-time [i.e., refer-
ence time] into the discourse” (Hatav 2006, 748). This analysis is fol-
lowed by Cohen (2013, 95–96). According to such a model, sequential 
is an inference from the succession of R-times with each wayyiqṭol. Cf. 
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above does not include speech time, which differs in relation to 
R1 according to whether the main clause is future (S—R1) or past 
(R1—S).22 In the attested corpus of Biblical Hebrew, as we have 
seen, purpose and result clauses with jussives have future main 
clauses, whereas past wayyiqṭol is generally preceded by a past 
clause. The reanalysis of the discourse dependent past yiqṭol as a 
jussive, therefore, would have involved a schematisation of the 
temporal structure of the construction of purpose and result 
clauses whereby the speech time is no longer specified. The com-
mon denominator of the construction across all three variants can 
be identified as: 
Table 3 

Clause 1 Clause 2 
R1,E waw + yiqṭol (R1—E) 

As with the weqaṭal construction, consecutive wayyiqṭol de-
veloped by schematisation of a specific construction with the 
string waw + yiqṭol as its substantive core, which is the norm for 

 

also Cook (2004; 2012), who argues that temporal succession is the de-
fault interpretation of a series of temporally bounded perfectives. In my 
proposal the wayyiqṭol form explicitly encodes dependency on the pre-
ceding discourse by having two reference points (R1—R2,E), which is a 
legacy of its historical origin in a purpose clause. 
22 In some Neo-Reichenbach approaches (e.g., Johnson 1981; Dinsmore 
1982; Verkuyl 2012), rather than consisting of a single triple system, 
the analysis should consist of two pairs of components, namely S and R, 
on the one hand, and E and R, on the one hand. The relationship be-
tween S and R would correspond to tense, whereas the relationship be-
tween E and R would be one of posteriority or anteriority, independent 
of tense. 
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purpose and result clauses with jussive verbs. For that reason, the 
conversive yiqṭol only developed when the yiqṭol was immedi-
ately preceded by waw. 

As is the case with the NENA narrative subjunctive, the dis-
course dependent wayyiqṭol form came to be far more frequent 
than the subordinate use of the waw + yiqṭol construction. 

Reanalysis involves a change in the structure of an expres-
sion without any immediate modification of its surface manifes-
tation. It typically takes place when there is an overlap in surface 
form between two underlying structures and some analogical re-
lationship between their functions. The actualisation of the rea-
nalysis may then be manifested by changes in surface structure 
or function of some exponents of the reanalysed form from those 
of the form before the reanalysis.23 

The reanalysis of the narrative yiqṭol as a schematised ex-
tension of a jussive and also the process of change described 
above are manifested in a number of features. 

The most obvious structural manifestation is the occur-
rence of the cohortative jussive form of first person in wayyiqṭol 
forms. These become particularly frequent in Late Biblical He-
brew (Cohen 2013, 121–23),24 but are found sporadically already 
in the Pentateuch in Classical Biblical Hebrew, e.g., 

֙ה (24) ְתָנׂ֙ ם ָוא  י ֜ ת־ַהְלו  ים׀ א  ֶ֣ נ  ן ְנת  יו ְלַאֲהר ֶ֣ ּוְלָבָנֶּ֗  
 ‘And I have given the Levites as a gift to Aaron and his 

sons.’ (Num. 8.19)  
 

23 For the process of reanalysis see Madariaga (2017). 
24 For more details regarding their distribution in Late Biblical Hebrew 
see Sjörs (this volume). 
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י (25) ְַֽיה ֶ֞ אנּו ַוִֽ י־ָבֶ֣ ֹון כ  ל־ַהָמלֶּ֗ ְפְתָחהׂ֙֙ א  נ  ינּו ַוִֽ ת־ַאְמְתח ֵתִַ֔ א   
 ‘and when we came to the lodging place, we opened our 

sacks.’ (Gen. 43.21).25 

Sjörs (2021) argues that such consecutive forms retain the 
speaker-benefactive meaning of the cohortative. This can be in-
terpreted as a legacy of the volitive meaning of first person co-
hortatives in purpose constructions such as (22). 

Some wayyiqṭol forms occur in clauses that can be inter-
preted as result clauses, which, as discussed above, was the im-
mediate extension of a purposive use of jussive yiqṭol, e.g., 

ה (26) ֙ ָלָמִ֤ ְרָתׂ֙ י ָאַמׂ֙ ת  וא ֲאח ֶ֣ ֙ח ה ִַ֔ ַקָ֥ ּה ָוא  י א ָתֶ֛ ָ֖ ֙ה ל  ָשָ֑ ְלא   
 ‘Why did you say “She is my sister,” so that I took her for 

my wife?’ (Gen. 12.19) 

Occasionally a wayyiqṭol form expresses a discourse de-
pendent imperfective habitual,26 e.g., 

ָמה (27) ּו ָלֶ֣ ְבֲעטֶּ֗ יׂ֙֙ ת  ְבח  ֙י ְבז  ְנָחת ִַ֔ ר ּוְבמ  ָ֥ י ֲאש  ית  ָ֖ ּו  ֹון צ  ֙ד ָמעָ֑ יךׂ֙֙ ַוְתַכֵבִ֤ ת־ָבנ ׂ֙ ֙י א  נ  מ ִַ֔  מ 

ם יֲאכ ֶּ֗ ִֽ ית ְלַהְבר  ֶ֛ ֙ת ֵמֵראש  ְנַחָ֥ ל ָכל־מ  ְשָרֵאָ֖ י֙׃ י  ִֽ  ְלַעמ 
 ‘Why then look with greedy eye at my sacrifices and my of-

ferings which I commanded, and (habitually) honour your 
sons above me by fattening yourselves upon the choicest 
parts of every offering of my people Israel?’ (1 Sam. 2.29)  

ית ְיהָוָ֖ה (28) ֶ֣ ָ֑הּוְמ֙ ֵממ  יד ַחי  ָ֥ ֹו֙ל מֹור  ַע֙ל ְשאָ֖ ֙׃ַוָיִֽ  
 

25 There are fifteen cases of wayyiqṭol cohortative in the Pentateuch and 
Early Prophets (Talshir 1986, 590). 
26 Robar (2015, 85–86) draws attention to this fact in her argument 
against interpreting the wayyiqṭol form as a preterite. See also her paper 
in this volume. 
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 ‘The LORD kills and he brings to life; he brings down to Sheol 
and he raises up.’ (1 Sam. 2.6). 

ים (29) ֶ֣ ְמַחכ  ת ַהִֽ ו  ָ֑נּו ַלָמֶ֣ הּו ְוֵאינ  ֶּ֗ ַיְחְפר  ים֙׃ ַוִֽ֜ ִֽ ַמְטמֹונ  מ   
 ‘those who long for death, but it comes not, and dig for it 

more than for hid treasures.’ (Job 3.21) 

Such functions are incompatible with the old past perfec-
tive yiqṭol, but would not be problematic if the form is a schema-
tised jussive, which does not have a specified aspect.27 The pur-
posive construction waw + yiqṭol typically expresses a perfective 
event and this is likely to be why the wayyiqṭol form, likewise, is 
typically perfective in its function. As we have seen, however, the 
NENA discourse dependent subjunctive qaṭəl can sometimes be 
habitual (6).28 

As discussed, the substantive structural core of the con-
struction that was schematised was waw + yiqṭol (jussive). This 
explains why the narrative yiqṭol form is restricted to yiqṭol im-
mediately preceded by waw. Such restricted distribution would 
be difficult to explain if the form was still being analysed as the 
old past yiqṭol. 

 
27 An alternative way of understanding the wayyiqṭol forms in (27)–(29) 
would be to interpret them as existential perfects (‘you have honoured 
on unspecified occasions’, etc.). This would be a strategy for expressing 
a habitual characteristic of the subject that is equivalent to a ‘gnomic’ 
qaṭal. 
28 There are some cases where a short yiqṭol is preceded by waw without 
a dagesh in the prefix and the form is generally interpreted as a future, 
e.g., Num. 24.19, 1 Sam. 10.5, 1 Kgs 14.5, Dan. 11.4, or habitual, e.g., 
Job 10.17. 
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It is also relevant to note that negative purpose clauses do 
not have a jussive form, e.g., 

א (30) ה־לֹוׂ֙֙ ְול ִ֤ ים ַיְרב  א ָנש ִַ֔ ּו֙ר ְול ָ֥ ֹו ָיסָ֖ ְלָבבָ֑  
 ‘and he shall not multiply wives for himself lest his heart 

turn away.’ (Deut. 17.17) 

If consecutive wayyiqṭol came about through reanalysis of 
a jussive through schematisation of a subordinate jussive con-
struction, then how is the dagesh in the prefix to be explained? I 
have argued elsewhere that the gemination should be regarded 
as a late addition to the reading tradition in the Second Temple 
Period to express a semantic distinction between jussive and in-
dicative meanings of the construction (Khan 1991, 241; 2013, 
43), and further arguments for this have recently been adduced 
by Kantor (2020, 104–16). The phenomenon of introducing gem-
ination (reflected by dagesh in the medieval vocalisation systems) 
to express distinctions in the meaning of an originally unitary 
form is found in various places in the Tiberian vocalisation tradi-
tion (Khan 2020, I:524–30) and there are many additional cases 
in the Babylonian tradition (Yeivin 1985, 357, 909–10). The fact 
that dagesh in the wayyiqṭol form and also the other cases of 
dagesh for distinguishing meaning that occur in the Tiberian tra-
dition also occur in the Babylonian tradition suggests that it de-
veloped in the Second Temple Period in the proto-Masoretic read-
ing traditions before its Tiberian and Babylonian transmissions 
became geographically divided. This reflects a general Second 
Temple development in the proto-Masoretic reading tradition in-
volving the introduction of strategies to increase care in pronun-
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ciation and clarity of interpretation (Khan 2020, I:73–85). Read-
ing traditions that were not direct heirs to the proto-Masoretic 
reading also exhibited such strategies, but they did not always 
coincide with the proto-Masoretic tradition. With regard to the 
dagesh of wayyiqṭol, it is significant to note that the Samaritan 
reading tradition does not reflect this. In the Samaritan tradition, 
where possible, i.e., in qal I-y verbs, a different strategy was 
adopted for distinguishing waw + yiqṭol with a past consecutive 
meaning, namely the mapping of the qaṭal vocalic pattern onto 
the verbal form, e.g., wtå ŕåd ‘and she went down’ (Tiberian ֶרד  ,(ַותֵֵּּ֫
by analogy with the pattern qå ṭ́ål, versus téråd ‘she goes down’ 
(non-past, Tiberian ד ֵּ֫ רֵּ ד ,תֵּ ַרֵּ֫ -Similarly, in the Samaritan tradi .(תֵּ
tion the vocalic pattern of yiqṭol is mapped onto weqaṭal, e.g., 
wyēlḗdu ‘and they (habitually) give birth’ (Tiberian דּו  .Exod ְוָיָלָֽ
1.19).29 In the Greek transcription of the Hexapla, moreover, the 
dagesh of wayyiqṭol is reflected to a far lesser extent than in the 
Tiberian and Babylonian traditions (Kantor 2020). Moreover, 
there are sporadic examples in the Babylonian tradition of con-
structions where a form that is we-yiqṭol jussive in Tiberian is read 
as wayyiqṭol, suggesting that the gemination of the prefix was a 
matter of interpretation of tradition, rather than an original fea-
ture of the form, e.g., 

 ,wayyašmiʿu ‘and they made hear’ (Jer. 23.22 וַיַשמִעוֻ, וֳיֲשמִעו (31)
Yeivin 1985, 1063–68 || BHS עּו ִ֤  and let them make‘ ְוַיְׁשמ 
heard’) 

 
29 See Florentin (1996). A possible parallel to this in the Hexapla is ιεδαλ 
(BHS ֙ל  and it/one ceases/will cease’ Ps. 49.9). Data supplied by Ben‘ ְוָחַדָ֥
Kantor. 
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 ,wɔʾašmiʿem ‘and I announced them’ (Yeivin 1985 וָאַשמִיעֵם (32)
1063–68 || BHS ם ֵ֑ יעֵּ  (’that I may announce them‘ ְוַאְׁשמ 

The dagesh was introduced into the cases of waw + yiqṭol 
that expressed asserted realis events. In the vast majority of cases, 
of course, these were perfective events in narrative. Occasionally, 
however, the dagesh was introduced in a yiqṭol form in the re-
ceived text when the asserted event was interpreted as habitual 
to ensure that it was not interpreted as an irrealis form, as we 
have seen in (27)–(29). Another case of adaptation of the reading 
tradition in the Second Temple Period to express grammatical 
distinctions for the sake of clarity is the change of the reading of 
qal transitive verbs to piʿel and the change of the reading of qal 
intransitive verbs to nifʿal (Khan 2020, I:58–59). 

Finally, the /a/ vowel in the form wayyiqṭol can be ex-
plained by the fact that the default pronunciation of the shewa of 
the Tiberian tradition was [a]. So the /a/ would have been the 
result of the closing of the syllable with a vocalic shewa.30 

In wayyiqṭol verbal forms that have a penultimate open syl-
lable the stress typically occurs on the penultima, e.g., ַוָי ָָּ֥קם ‘and 
he arose’ (Gen. 4.8). This represents the original position of the 
stress. In jussive forms, by contrast, the stress frequently shifted 
to the final syllable when it is closed, e.g., ב  ’let him return‘ ָיׁש  

 
30 In the Tiberian tradition in the Middle Ages a vocalic shewa was, in 
fact, assimilated to a following semi-vowel /y/, so that ְקט ל  would have ְוי 
been pronounced [vijiq̟̍ tˁoːol]. Before other prefixes the default [a] ap-
peared, e.g., ְקט ל ְקט ל ,[vaθiq̟ˈtˁoːol] ְות   This assimilation .[vaniq̟ˈtˁoːol] ְונ 
before /y/ could have been a later development or perhaps the /a/ in 
the third person forms arose by analogy with other persons. 
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(Judg. 7.3). There are, however, some jussive forms with this syl-
lable structure that preserve the penultimate stress, e.g., ֶשם  ַאל־ָתָּ֧
‘do not put’ (1 Sam. 9.20). The stress shift in the jussive outside 
of wayyiqṭol constructions seems to have been by analogy with 
the stress position in the long yiqṭol, e.g., ָי֔קּום ‘[a people] arises’ 
(Num. 23.24).31 A motivation for this stress shift may have been 
to distinguish between the realis wayyiqṭol and the irrealis jus-
sives. The same applies to the advancing of the stress to the suffix 
in the weqaṭal construction, e.g.,  ְִ֤וָׁשַמְעָת ‘and you will listen’ (Deut. 
6.3). The fact that this does not entail pro-pretonic reduction in-
dicates that it is late. It is possible that this stress shift reflects the 
imposition on weqaṭal of a stress position that was characteristic 
of yiqṭol, where the stress is on the ultima in most inflections, 
e.g., ל  ’and you will eat‘ ְוָאַכְלָתַ֖  .you will eat’ (Gen. 3.14); cf‘ ת אַכַ֖
(Gen. 3.18). It is possible, moreover, that the retention of penul-
timate stress in wayyiqṭol forms such as ַוָי ָָּ֥קם had some correlation 
with the stress patterns characteristic of qaṭal, which had penul-
timate stress in some inflections, e.g.,  ְמָת  .you arose’ (2 Sam‘ ַקַ֖
12.21).32 This is analogous to the imposition of the vocalic pat-
tern of qaṭal on wayyiqṭol and of the vocalic pattern of yiqṭol on 
weqaṭal where possible in the Samaritan tradition.33 

 
31 For these developments in stress position see Blau (1978, 100). 
32 For the lateness of the stress shifts see Revell (1984). 
33 An analogous phenomenon can be found in the Yemenite reading tra-
dition of Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic. In this oral reading tradition 
the plural active participle retains its historical vocalism in the first syl-
lable when it has present tense reference, viz. [qɔːṭleː] with a qameṣ, but 
when it is interpreted as referring to the past it has the form [qaṭleː] 
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The jussive form, of course, merged with the form of the 
indicative yiqṭol in many verbal roots. In the form of the Maso-
retic text that has been transmitted to us by the Tiberian vocali-
sation, which is likely to reflect essentially the proto-Masoretic 
reading tradition of the Second Temple Period, it is only formally 
distinguished from the indicative yiqṭol in certain weak roots and 
in the hifʿil. This reflects a merger in progress. In some of the 
biblical texts from Qumran this merger is more advanced, in par-
ticular in the Isaiah scroll 1QIsaa, where short forms in the MT 
are often long, e.g., ויעשה ‘and it made’ (Isa. 5.2 = MT ַוַי ַעש) 
(Kutscher 1979, 328).34  

In the Samaritan oral tradition the jussive and indicative 
yiqṭol have merged in form completely, e.g., 

(33) w-la   yḗmot ‘and will not die’ (Exod. 9.4; Ben-Ḥayyim 1977 
|| BHS א ָי֛מּות   (ְול  

(34) w-al yḗmot ‘and may he not die’ (Deut. 33.6; Ben-Ḥayyim 
1977 || BHS  ת  (ְוַאל־ָימ ֵ֑

 

with a pataḥ. The latter form is based on the analogy of the past qṭal 
verb, which has the base qaṭl- in most persons (Morag 1988, 133–34). 
34 This merger in some cases resulted in the original jussive morpholog-
ical form being extended to the functions of the indicative. An example 
of this is the normal inflection of 3mpl and 2mpl indicative yiqṭol with 
final -ū. This represents the levelling of the original jussive inflection 
and the original indicative inflection -ūn, which has survived as an ar-
chaism in indicative contexts (Hoftijzer 1985). Moreover, there are spo-
radic cases of short yiqṭol forms (according to orthography and vocali-
sation) being used as indicatives, e.g. ֙ת ַער ָתמ ֶ֣ ם ַבנ ֶ֣ ַנְפָשָ֑  ‘their soul dies [ha-
bitual] in youth’ (Job 36.14), ם ל ַיְרֵעִ֤ ֵאֶ֣  ‘God thunders [habitual]’ (Job 
37.5). For further examples preceded by waw see n.28. 
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Analogy to the merger in other verbal forms in the reading 
tradition (i.e., strong verbs that were not hifʿil) no doubt played 
a role in this complete merger. Also, the Aramaic verbal system, 
which was in the process of losing the jussive in the Second Tem-
ple Period, is likely to have had an impact. The Rabbinic Hebrew 
verbal system, of course, converged even more closely with Ara-
maic and lost the jussive. With the loss of the jussive form the 
waw + jussive yiqṭol construction was lost and this would have 
entailed the loss of the consecutive wayyiqṭol, which was replaced 
by simple we-qaṭal. This, in turn, would have eliminated the con-
secutive weqaṭal from the system. Embryonic signs of this are 
found already in Late Biblical Hebrew and also in the language 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls, in which we-qaṭal is frequently used with 
a perfective past sense (Qimron 2018, 370). 

The morphological merger of the Biblical Hebrew jussive 
yiqṭol with the indicative yiqṭol was particularly advanced in the 
first person. This was due, it appears, to the fact that the distri-
bution of the cohortative form was extended and began to over-
lap with the functions of the first person jussive (i.e., short yiqṭol), 
including the consecutive wayyiqṭol forms, which, as remarked, 
were sometimes expressed by cohortative forms in the first per-
son. The original occurrence of waw + first person jussive in a 
purpose clause and consequently also in a wayyiqṭol clause rather 
than the cohortative may have been a vestige of verb sequences 
in earlier Canaanite. Baranowski (2016b, 166–68) has argued 
that in the Canaanite of the Amarna letters modal yaqtul (the an-
cestor of the Hebrew jussive) and modal yaqtula (the ancestor of 
the Hebrew cohortative) have different distributions. The yaqtul 
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form is what he calls a ‘sequential modal’, in that it occurs in 
clauses expressing the purpose or result of a volitive expression, 
whereas the yaqtula occurs in a volitive phrase that precedes the 
purposive yaqtul.35 Against this background, the spread of the He-
brew cohortative into purpose and wayyiqṭol clauses can be seen 
as an innovative extension of its function. This gradual replace-
ment of the first person jussive by the cohortative was due to the 
functional relatedness of the cohortative in this construction and 
also to the general extension of the functions of the cohortative. 
Originally a volitive expressing the desire of the speaker, the co-
hortative came to be used as a future expressing the intention of 
the speaker. These developments are conspicuous in the language 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls, where the cohortative becomes particu-
larly frequent in wayyiqṭol constructions and in intentional future 
constructions. In the Isaiah scroll 1QIsaa, for example, the cohor-
tative often occurs with these functions where the MT does not 
have a cohortative (Kutscher 1979, 327).36 This extension of the 
cohortative is also found in the Samaritan Pentateuch (Sjörs 
2021). As Dahl (1985, 106) has observed, a future expressing in-
tention typically implies that the speaker predicts that the event 
will take place.  

 
35 This is contrary to previous studies, which interpreted the yaqtula 
form as expressing purpose after volitive expressions, e.g., Moran 
(1960), Dallaire (2014, 131–32). 
36 According to Qimron (2018, 371) the occurrence of the cohortative 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls is conditioned by position, in that it occurs pre-
dominantly in clause-initial position after waw. The same has been ob-
served in the language of Ben Sira by van Peursen (2004, 83–87). 
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Such developments led to the merging in function of the 
cohortative with the long yiqṭol form. This would explain the reg-
ular use, with only a few exceptions, of the long yiqṭol in first 
person wayyiqṭol forms in Late Biblical Hebrew, e.g., םָוָא֗קּו  ‘and I 
rose’ (Neh. 4.8), ים  and I‘ ָוֶאְבֶנֶ֣ה  ,and I put’ (2 Chron. 6.11)‘ ָוָאש  
have built’ (2 Chron. 6.10), יד ַאֲעמ ִ֞  ,and I stationed’ (Neh. 4.7)‘ ָוָֽ
יד ְבֶנה  ,and we stationed’ (Neh. 4.3)‘ ַוַנֲעמ    .and we built’ (Neh‘ ַונ 
ַנֲחֶנ הוַ  ,(3.38  ‘and we camped’ (Ezra 8.15) (Talshir 1986, 586–87). 

As is generally the case with linguistic change, this process 
was gradual and there was variation in the first person between 
the new wayyiqtol cohortatives, e.g., יָעה  .and I saved’ (Judg‘ ָואֹוׁש  
10.12), the new long wayyiqṭol forms, e.g., יל ִ֤  and I saved’ (1‘ ָוַאצ 
Sam. 10.18, ֶאְבֶכֵ֑ה  and I wept’ (2 Sam. 12.22), and the old short‘ ָוָֽ
wayyiqṭol forms, e.g., ְך  and‘ ָוַאַ֛על ,and I made go’ (Lev. 26.13)‘ ָואֹולֵּ 
I cause to go up’ (Num. 23.4). First person jussive short yiqṭol 
forms are occasionally attested outside of wayyiqṭol, though they 
are rare, e.g.,   ַע ְׁשמ   ף ל  א א סֵּ֗  let me not hear again’ (Deut. 18.16),37‘ ל ֶ֣
ר  ִ֤ א־ַנְׁשאֵּ -and let us not leave’ (1 Sam. 14.36).38 The Classical Bib‘ ְול ָֽ
lical Hebrew representation of the long yiqṭol in the wayyiqṭol is, 
however, restricted to the orthography of the Early Prophets. The 
orthography of the Pentateuch reflects the regular use of short 
forms for the first person jussive and wayyiqṭol (Talshir 1986). 

 
37 This form, however, may have originally been a qal, as is the case 
also with the jussive form יֹוֵסף; cf. Huehnergard (2005, 467-8) [I am 
grateful to Aaron Hornkohl for drawing my attention to this]. 
38 First person jussives outside of Classical Biblical Hebrew prose, in-
clude Isa. 41.28; 42.6; Ezek. 5.16; Hos. 9.15; 11.4; Zeph. 1.2, 3; Job 
23.9, 11. 
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On many occasions the orthography of Classical Biblical 
Hebrew reflects a short form in the first person wayyiqṭol, but the 
qere reads it as a long form, e.g., ְך ַאְׁשל   ,and I threw’ (Deut. 9.21)‘ ָוָֽ
ל  and I delivered’ (Josh. 24.10). This is the norm in middle‘ ָוַאצ  
weak verbs, e.g., ם ם ,and I rose’ (1 Kgs 3.21)‘ ָוָאָק   ִ֤  ’and I put‘ ָוָאש 
(Gen. 24.47). The same applies to jussives outside the wayyiqṭol 
form, e.g., in a purpose clause: ת ֶ֣  .that I may die’ (2 Sam‘ ְוָאמ 
19.38). In the Pentateuch this applies only to first person singular 
forms. First person plural forms are vocalised as short jussives, 
e.g.,   ם ַנֲחרֵּ ב  ,and we destroyed’ (Deut. 2.34)‘ ַוָֽ ִ֞  and we have‘ ַוַנְקרֵּ
brought as an offering’ (Num. 31.50).39 

In later texts composed in the Second Temple Period the 
orthography of the ketiv reflects the long form, indicating that the 
jussive form had merged with the ‘long’ yiqṭol in the first person 
at the time of composition (see examples above). The vocalisa-
tion of Classical Biblical Hebrew forms such as ם  reflects the ָוָאָק  
state of the language in the Second Temple Period. It is not clear 
why this phenomenon of the qere is restricted to the first person 
singular. It may be connected to the greater frequency of occur-
rence of the first person singular than the first person plural. 
Within the Masoretic Text, for example, the statistics for 1s and 
1pl wayyiqṭol forms in the qal and hifʿil are as follows: 
Table 4 

1s qal: 355 
1pl qal: 48 
  

 
39 Talshir (1986, 586). For a detailed examination of this phenomenon, 
see Hornkohl (forthcoming). 
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1s hifʿil: 74 
1pl hifʿil: 12 

This may be compared to the application of the innovation 
of stress shift to the suffixes of the 1s and 2ms forms of weqaṭal, 
but not to those of the 1pl forms. As suggested by Revell (1984, 
440), this is likely to be connected with the fact that the 1s and 
2ms forms occur more frequently than the 1pl forms. The statis-
tics are as follows for 1s, 2ms, and 1pl weqaṭal forms: 
Table 5 

1s: 712 
2ms: 731 
1pl: 52 

This phenomenon would be different from the normal ef-
fect of frequency in vernacular language, in which changes that 
require analysis, e.g., reconfiguration of inflectional morphology, 
affect the least frequent words first (see Groen in this volume). 
The imposition of the aforementioned changes in the reading tra-
dition were, by contrast, applied ‘top down’, i.e., to the most fre-
quent items. These innovations are likely to have been internal 
to the reading tradition and do not reflect vernacular speech. 

Returning now to the process of schematisation of the waw 
+ jussive yiqṭol construction, which, I argue, gave rise to the con-
versive wayyiqṭol form, I would like to examine a further schema-
tisation of the construction.  

Scholars have drawn attention to the fact that the wayyiqṭol 
form in some cases does not express temporal sequentiality but 
rather elaboration of what precedes, e.g., 



340 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

ם (35) יֶהֵ֑ ְֶ֣בְך ֲעלֵּ יו ַויֵּ ק ְלָכל־ֶאָחַ֖  ַוְיַנשֵּ 
 ‘And he kissed all his brothers and wept on them.’ (Gen. 

45.15) 
ח (36) ְשַלָ֖ ב ַוי  ד ַוַיֵגֶ֣ד יֹוָאָ֑ י ְלָדו ִַ֔ ְבֵרָ֖ ת־ָכל־ד  ה֙׃ א  ְלָחָמִֽ וַ֙המ  ְך ַוְיַצָ֥ ת־ַהַמְלָאָ֖ ר א  ..֙.ֵלאמ ָ֑  
 ‘And Joab sent and reported to David all the events of the 

war. And he instructed the messenger, saying…’ (2 Sam. 
11.18–19) 

It was proposed above that a temporally sequential way-
yiqṭol reflected the following schematisation: 
Table 6 

Main clause Consecutive 
R1,E waw yiqṭol (R1—R2,E) 

Here the consecutive wayyiqṭol is bound to the temporal reference 
point R1 in the preceding clause. By a further schematisation, 
which was identified above also in the weqaṭal construction 
(§2.0), the temporal reference point of the first clause was gen-
eralised to a topical cognitive reference point, whereby the way-
yiqṭol form expresses relevance to what precedes, but not neces-
sarily temporal sequentiality. 

4.0. Concluding Remarks 
In this paper I have argued that the discourse dependency of con-
secutive weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol forms is encoded in their semantic 
structure and is not just an implicature of the context. This is a 
heritage of their historical origin in subordinate constructions 
with temporal integration between clauses. The historical devel-
opment of consecutive weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol that has been pro-
posed above has typological parallels in NENA and involves the 
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extension through schematisation of constructions containing de-
pendent clauses (apodosis and purpose clause, respectively). In 
terms of syntactic structure, these are not subordinate clauses. 
They have, however, semantic integration with the preceding 
clause, which is a feature of syntactic subordination (Cristofaro 
2003).  

The dependency of weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol is encoded by a 
temporal anchor, i.e., a reference time, in the preceding context, 
so that the event is encoded as being temporally posterior to the 
reference time of the preceding context. In some cases this tem-
poral anchor has become schematised to a cognitive topical an-
chor, so that the event is coded as being relevant to what pre-
cedes, but not necessarily temporally posterior.  

In some languages discourse dependent verb forms have 
undergone a further schematisation, whereby the cognitive an-
chor in the preceding discourse has been extended to a general 
realis indicative denotation irrespective of context. This has oc-
curred, for example, in one NENA dialect (Jewish Dobe, Khan 
2021) and is the background of the realis indicative preverbal 
particles ka- of Moroccan Arabic and bi- of Eastern Arabic dia-
lects. The question arises as to whether such a further schemati-
sation could be posited for the Biblical Hebrew consecutive forms 
weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol, i.e., are there contexts in which they have 
lost any coding of an anchor, temporal or cognitive, in the pre-
ceding context? A relevant factor when considering this question 
is the fact that, although weqaṭal and wayyiqṭol are cognitive 
‘chunks’ in constructions, they have not lost their compositional-
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ity completely and the waw still functions as a clause-initial con-
nective to the preceding discourse. This can be considered to co-
erce a discourse dependency interpretation for the construction. 
Some scholars have argued that the fact that the wayyiqṭol form 
occurs at the beginning of several biblical books indicates that 
they do not always denote sequentiality or dependency (Bauer 
1910, 35–39; Hatav 1997, 36–88; Joüon and Muraoka 2011, 
§118c). Several scholars, however, regard the waw as reflecting 
connections between the literary units of other books. Moreover, 
waw sometimes begins a biblical book before a non-verbal form, 
e.g., ֶלה ְׁשמֹות  And these are the names’ (Exod. 1.1).40‘ ְואֵּ֗

In NENA, by contrast, the substantive element in the con-
struction did not include a connective waw. In the Barwar NENA 
dialect discussed in §1.0 the discourse dependency must be en-
coded in the verbal form. Following this typological parallel, I 
have posited that the Hebrew constructions followed the same 
historical pathway and likewise involved coding of discourse de-
pendency. Unlike in NENA, and Arabic dialects, the presence of 
the waw in the substantive core of the Hebrew constructions was 
a constraint against the full bleaching of this discourse depend-
ency coding. 

The schematisation of the constructions (apodosis and pur-
pose clauses) resulted in looser semantic integration with what 
precedes, which I have been referring to as discourse depend-

 
40 One should also take into account that connectives in some Semitic 
languages introduce the main body of texts after formulaic preliminar-
ies, e.g., fa- in Arabic and Epigraphic South Arabian (Nebes 1995). 



 The Coding of Discourse Dependency in Biblical Hebrew 343 

ency. This development of linear elements, i.e., from greater in-
tegration to lesser integration, is the opposite to what is normally 
said to be the typical directionality of morphosyntactic change 
according to grammaticalisation models, i.e., main clauses > 
subordinate constructions. It has recently been recognised, how-
ever, that the opposite directionality may be more widespread in 
languages than has previously been thought. Evans (2007), in 
particular, has drawn attention across many languages to cases 
of syntactically subordinate constructions developing into main 
clauses. He refers to this process as ‘insubordination’. The insub-
ordination process in the development of consecutive weqaṭal and 
wayyiqṭol does not fit the normal model of grammaticalisation. I 
hope to have shown, however, that they can be explained using 
the model of construction grammar, whereby components of con-
structions become more generalised through the cognitive pro-
cess of schematisation.  
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