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recent artıcle hıs publıcatıon the prefix Con]jugatıon the nınth-century
Tel Dan Aramaıc inscr1ption J ropper (1996) CONTLINUES debate the prefix
conjugatıon attested the inscrıption agaınst the Northwest Semitıc princıpally
Hebrew, ackgroun Hıs artıcle has been precede Dy another study by Emerton
(1997),. who also addresses the SaImnlec ubject Since the present wrıter
happens ave the pleasure of havıng trıggere theır publications, that Dy Iropper
1997) ı particular, he MmMay be allowed féspond. ;
Our position, first enuncılated ı uraoka has been preity consıstent Thıs
posıtıon IMNay be summarısed ollows

Our inscription  1  SS  8 .  S  ÖS contaıns al least SCVCI'I2 reasonably certaın Cases of
preterıital pC forms.

|wo of these instances NOT precede. by the Conjunction Waw
We ack sufficıent evidence OW us assSsume the formal dentity of

the phenomenon wıth that Bıblical Hebrew
These preterıtal DC forms the inscr1ption INay es the short

imperfect
the followıng offer SOTINC remarks the above proposıli1ons

reterital Dc OIMSs
NL the d1scovery of inscription  . OS AA knew of only three Casecs ofpreterital DC,
{from the 7akkur inscription.“ (Hven the ocalıty where the Tel IDan inscr1ption
found and ıts Contents ONC Cannot entirely preclude poss1ıble influence of Hebrew

AÄAramaıc oUg real CAaS! has been made for such influence AdSs regards the
Casecs the Zakkur inscr1pton thıs regar| 17 15 ımportant remember that
cComparalıve Semitics adıan 1DI1Ca| Hebrew Geez and AaSsSSsS1ıCa. 19)(0
correlates the short DC wıth the preterıtal function Ihe Samnıec Comparalıve evidence
also remıinds us that al] those ancıent Semuitıic languages usec the short PDC also
volıtıve TOAal wıth TNOTC PICCISC ındıcated by terms such
JUSSIVC pre‘  1 and VeEUUV! er NOTt the precalıve UuUsSCcC and the volıtive had

Iropper directs hıs CT1IL1cCI1SM Iso üller (1995)
Possibly N fONC include partly restored w |yhmlk and he made kıng (lıne 4) and |wW]

and| departed’ ıne hus egen wısh has een he (Degen 969 LLS end) had
cautioned agaınst awıng far reaching conclusıon the alleged rel1g10us colourıng of
the known at the iime only Tree examples the Sth Century inscr1ption
Sasson (1997) has INtrOduce:| Into the discussıion 1ınNeren!] kınd of S  ist1c and ıterary parameter
though unconvincingly OUT miıind SCC Muraoka Rogland 998

DC prefix CI  n Ssuffix C  n
We leave Out of account the controversı1al DDeiır Ila plaster
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al ONC stage SOTINC denominator, belıeve ıt important to keep both SCS

ın VIEW when discuss the function and of the short PC TOmM thıs
perspective WOU. emphasiıze that the volıtive uUusSsec of the short PC 15 VeEIY ırmly
establıshe' throughout Classıcal Aramaıc down Qumran Aramaıc and wıth
geographical lımıtatıion. ere 15 pomt peakıng of C'anaanısm Hebraısm 1n
thıs last respectT.
As tOo the importance of thıs NC and fırm evidence for the preterıtal In Old
Aramaic there 15 argument between I ropper and

No Waw preceding
We stanı by earlıer sStatemen)! that “the fact that [WO of these S1X preterıital prefix
con]jugations Notprecede by the conJunction Waw CannoTt be over-emphasized”
(MuraokaaThe emen! WAas made, for ONC thıng, from the perspective
of Forschungsgeschichte. amely, the only relevant Old Aramaıc instances known
prior o the discovery of inscr1ption, those of the 7Zakkur inscr1ption, had been
viewed by number of Prev10ous scholars, startıng wıth Nöldeke9ın terms
of Waw CONversive ell preterital force.? er OT nNnOot ON accepted the
theory of Canaanısm, hıch 15 for all intents and PUTDOSCS /  Hebraism, ıt appeared
O us ımportant ghlı his detaıl 1s NOT self-evident, however, that these

short pC’S hıch SC below, (4)
VeEIY first study (1995a:20) stated in amb1ıgu0us terms that “the uUusc of

the or1ginally preteriıtal short prefix con]Jugatiıon wıth the conjJunction WW d

specıal phonetic shape |emphasıs added| 15 feature un1ıque tOo Aassıca Hebrew.”
For I ropper, the complex, OT syntagm, consisting of the conjunction Waw and the
iımmediately following PC, INOTE specıfically short PC, and nNOT merely the preterıital
usc of the PC, 1S sıgnıfıcant 1Ssogloss, areal 1Sogloss characterising West Semitic
anguages (Tropper 1996:637-38)

Comparability between 1DIICAa 'ebrew and OldAramaıc
The single MOStT important disagreement between I'ropper and us CONCETNS the
nature and extent of ını between Bıblical Hebrew and Old Aramaıiıc. We both
ABITCC that the anguages chare the uUsc of the PC, MOST lıkely short PC, d

punctiliar, preterıtal nse form

For ılluminating historical Ul of the analysıs of the Zakkur evidence, SCC egen
969:114, 21

SO STl ege (1975:377): “sıiıcher eın Kanaanısmus.” See Iso short discussıon the
question by Emerton (1997:438-39).

OU; sımılar phenomenon 15 ttested In Moabiıte and the Deır Ila dialect
Gıbson attempts Cut the ınk between the preterital UuUsSsc of the DC and the Waw by

referring SOINC examples In 1Ca. ramaılc. Most of the examples, however, AdIC not
convincing. yhk bzr A0 15 'OUnN! empora| clause introduced by "ad al ydhinny and
yohlnny, besides being long pC’s, do not ave be preterital, and yhyt 15 morphologically and
lexically difficult an yWaYy. The only remalnıng example 15 ytwi Dan 43
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According tO Iropper 490) the the lan 6S 15 “durchaus
vergleichbar, ” hıch ONC May translate “totally analogous Hıs latest
ropper 996 slıghtly nuanced wıth the word *“durchaus” conspicuously
MISSUNS, 15 summed up ollows

altwestaramäisches WYyqgtl und masoretisch hebräisches wayyigtol formal und funktional VOI-

gleichbar sınd Sıe aben J1eselibe Genese (beide enthalten die semitische PKK [= Kurzform der
Präfixkonjugation] und dieselbe konsonantische Gestalt S1e teılen außerdem dıie gleiche aupt-
funktion nämlıch die Bezeichnung des präteritalen Tempus des perfektiven spe und
dienen übereinstimmend als narratıve Erzählforme: me1Ss! Progreß verlaufende DCI-
fektive Sachverhalte der Vergangenheıt DIie ezeugung yatl Formen ohne vorausgehendes
Waw der an-Inschrift 1St eın stichhaltiges Argument die Vergleichbarkeıit von

wygtl und hebr wayyigtol

TOM the VeETY ırst ave been soundıng WaITNs aga erm1inology
whereby the USagc inscription (and the inscr1ption) Wäas „totallyidentified wıth the Waw consecutive wıth the imperfect 1 Bıblıical Hebrew.* Apart
from the undesıiraDble 1ıIMPICCISC termınology, such approac. obscures the fact that
the contrıibution made by inscr1ption tOo the qu'  1' of the verb tenses 15

precisely the preterital uUusc of the PC (and poss1ibly ırrespectıve of the OT

absence of the Conjunction Waw) Moreover hıle Bıblical Hebrew 1splays
rOU: complementary distrıbution of wayyigto. and free standıng yiqtol
DOEeTrY, fınd both Juxtapose: sıngle inscrıption Ihıs latter fact cannot be
explaıne: AaWaVY, Iropper 638) does by that the overwhelming
ma)JOrıty of stelae the Ancıent Orient WI of artıstic (“Kunst-

narratıve Apart {irom the fact that call the Tel Dan inscr1ption
of DOEeLIYy YOU must ave UN1QUC of gesthetics much of Bıblical

narratıve hıich 15 unıversally agree: 118 be poetic surely “Kunstprosa, does not
mostly the features
One of the princıpal argumen(ts dvanced by Iropper 635 36) agaınst INY
proposıtıon that lack hard evidence for dSSUMNNES the dentity between the Waw

inscr1ption (and the inscr1ption) and that of wayyiqgtol 15 that the
phonetic shape un1ıquely characterizıng the syntagm namely the vowel of the
Conjunction and the gemiıinatıon of the prefix onsonant, 15 secondary and late
(“sekundär und ‚pät””) feature of Massoretic Hebrew Nonetheless he speaks of
wayyiqto oughout hıs study, SV the tıtle of hıs artıcle and he obviously
thı that thıs syntagm 15 VELIYy ancıent Hebrew back al least the
century the date of Aramaıc inscr1ption On the other hand he C1tes
footnote {O translatıon/revisıon of Joüon STAaININAL (Joüon uraoka

For g10ss of vergleichb analogous 2° ote that Iropper formulates h1is ought
Aram wygqtl und hebr wayyigtol sınd morphologisch identisch und uch funktional vergleichbar

634)
'The latest example Sasson 99’7 1C entitle« “Some observatıons the uUsSsc and

orıgınal of the Waw CONSECUULVE Old Aramaıiıc and 1DI1Ca Hebrew hat 117}
terminology o0€es ead misunderstandıng ıllustrated by hat Emerton WTIteSs 09'/ 47
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991 1182 ') where drawn attention the ahbsence of the first features
the second column of the Origenian Hexapla and the Samarıtan readıng tradıtiıon

of the Hebrew Pentateuch. Thıs makes ONC conjecture that Iropper ould probably
date the introduction of thıs phonetic shape the post-Chrıstian CTa. But thıs
pr oversimplıfıed, lınear development of the language Would he gO
far 118 uggest that the Massoretic distinetion between w-yiqtol and wayyigtol 15
pureIy artıfıcıal feature introduced by Massoretic cholars and ıt basıs 1n
tradıtiıon of readıng handed down irom per10 when Hebrew ST1
iving anguage, and that the Hexapla and the Samarıtan tradıtion that such
distinetion SVEl ex1isted earlıer stage of Hebrew? What else WOU. he INC.: bDy
“sekundär und spät””? fact, hıs “cekundär und spät” opposed to hıs *alt bzw.
ursprünglıch” ropper Systematıc and delıberate introduction of such
far-reaching feature iın the Massoretic per10 us intrinsıcally implausıble,

less implausıble than the 1O  S generally discredite: Kahle’s theory the
Massoretic tradıtion wıth respect the ophonic distriıbution of the S1X plosıves
and the morpheme of the second PDCITSON masculıne sıngular. On the other hand,

quıte comfortable wıth the notion that thıs morpho-phonemic dıstincetion 15
inner-Hebrew development whereby the orıgınal vowel of the conjunction
reduced when ollowe! Dy ultima-stressed long DC (yigtol), whereas the
penultimately stressed short PC (yıqtol), instead of engthening the preceding vowel
of the conjunction, len!  ene| the immediately preceding prefix CONsSOoNaN! Dy WaY
of geminatıion. Such inner-Hebrew development amounts to what ıts
un1ıque feature Siınce thıs inner-Hebrew development presumably took place
result of accent shıft, ONC ould at least have postulate sımılar ch1 In Old
Aramaiıc order to arguc that the SaImnlc morpho-phonemic distinction btaiıned
there, 00 The fact 1S, however, that, Ccomparıson wıth Hebrew, have tOO ıttle
tangıble evidence 1ın Aramaıc base such assumption

al the moment ave 110 internal Aramaıic evidence hıch WOU. SUPpOIT
Iropper’s contention that the Aramaıc wygtl and wayyiqto morphologisch
iıdentisch.” “Morphologisch” should INE: INOIC than “konsonantıische Gestalt,” fOr
OMNC term of the equation, wayyiqtol, contaıns INOTEC than SCQUCNCC of consonantal
morphemes. etymologiıc they certamly “vergleichbar,” and invıte
and stanı cComparıson, but havıng compared them, OIlC Cannot assert wıthout
qualification that they formally identical.
cıden  %e f partly restored wgtl|t and kılled’ (line 6) be correct, ” it WOU.
neutralıze the opposıtıon between wygtl and wgqgtL, thus enıng ropper’s
ypothesıs the comparabılıty between Old Aramaıc and Bıblical Hebrew.

The short preterital ımpertect
The question to whether the DC forms In OUT 1S short long has eady
been mentioned above couple of tiımes.

Wrongly gıven 5a 19a” ropper 996:635, 4)
12 So Bergsträsser 1929:22, Bauer Leander 1922:218-19, Jlau 972:228.; 9, and Ben-
Hayyım 1977:81
13 As for poss1ible infinıtıve aDsolute al thıs point, SG uraoka 1995:19
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Degen’s analysıs (1969:1 14) of the three 7akkur inscription “Kurzımpf.” must be
based syntagmatıc cons1ıderation, for there 15 morphological indication
supporting such analysis. ‘“
ımılarly, 1ropper has assumed along that the Samnıec applıes tOo the Tel Dan
inscr1ption, wiıthout, however, demonstrating it, for the actually attested forms
provıde formal clue OW us settle the question. The only example hıch
ough uraoKaalmiıght provıde such clue, namely W Sm  S and placed’
ıne 9 15 nOot acceptable hım rthographic indicatıon of the short stem
vowel the lıght of the oraphıc CoONnTtras Fekherıyan between SM °Let hım
place, precatıve ıne L4) agalnst WYSYM and he ıll place, indıcatıve, long
PC ıne 12), had argued that W SM  P in the Tel Dan inscrıption could uggest short
DC ropper’s reasonıng 1S that the UsSsCcC of lectionıs for long vowels In NON-
wordfinal posıt1ons 1S unattested ın West Aramaıc inscr1ptions pri0r 800 BCE
But ave NOT heard of pre-800 Old Aramaıc Inscr1ption of western
provenience in hıch there 15 OCcasıon use world-medial mMater lectionis.
Thıs question has also earıng one’s analysıs and interpretatiıon of the IWO Waw-
less forms VSQY ‘he went up ıne and yhk °‘he - went’ (line Siınce the Context of
the irst instance 15 only partly preserved, focus the better preserved
second: wyskb >by yhk 7 | bhwIh wy 1 m  SIr 1C INaYy be tentatıvely
glossed and IMNY er lay, he went hıs |forefathers| and the kıng of Israel
entered Emerton (1994:257) had proposed takıng yhık cırcumstantial, and
recent study (Emerton 1997:432-35) he attempts clarıfy and elaborate his posıtıon

thıs matter. He COMNCUTS wıth the VIEW that Skb 15 the maın verb and that yhık
deser1ibes the Ccircumstances rather than TES act1on: ‘he died, go1ing tOo [hıs fate

The dec1isıon depend matters Fırstly, how should OMNC estore
the lacuna? ıran and ave. theır publıcatıon of the fırst iragment9
cıted Akkadıan 1ıdıom Un  S SIMILSU went tOo hıs fate’ >  us wiıth

1€' wıthout, however, restoring correspondıng Aramaıc phrase ven after
the publiıcation by 1ran and ave! of the second fragment and theır proposal
estore the text g1ven above. Emerton ST1 prefers the edıtors’ pseudo-restoration,
and omng hıs fate” be indeed interpreted circumstantıal rather
explicatıve and elaboratıng, best expressed ın German wıth ındem. econdly, how
should ONC take the meanıng of the maın verb., skb? 46T0 lıe ın bed, whether death-
bed OT sıck man sımply SYNONYIN of MWwWI o dıe” in Emerton’s
translatıon? (OQur preference lıes wıth the first The verb iın Qal 15 often INOTE than
3() times accordıng BDB, used, eferring death, but not “meanıng” it.
Thıs In collocatıon wıth the phrase “Wlth one’s forefathers, ” and sıgnıfıcantly
most of these examples attested In the book of Kıngs of closely elated SCHNIC dS

inscr1ption. The uUusc of the verb ıts wıth sımılar aDpPCAars be
onfined {O poetic exXts, INn SOINC of1C. C Is 14.8 it does NOoTt necessarıly refer

death. We belıeve that the collocatıon or1ginally meant o COINC lıe In ancestral
orave  29 Ihus have SOINC 1fficu. in translatıng the verb In inscription
14 In that his wording 1S ıllogical: ‘wa-ylgatol’ hat das Kurzimpf. Belegen In der
kr-Inschrift dıe Funktion der Erzählform.”
15 Iropper o€es not consıder Samalıan representative of such 1d1ıom.
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“dıed 5° ıran and ave 993 dıd who theır 995 artıcle have opte for
went to h1isalternatıve rendering suggested Dy themselves earlıer ay down

[ ancestors|] became sıck and 1€' 1C| us ımprovement
Should ON Opt for thıs ınterpretation of wysSkb and 1ran Naveh’s restoration
MCAMNS n hıs forefathers OTIIC COU. not maıntaın that the second actıon 15

circumstantıal 1T 15 rather fresh actıon the actı1ıons eing dıstinct and OCCUITIN£
the OIC after the other.
Iropper 640-43) also addresses hımself tO thıs question. He mentions L[WO
possiıble analyses: paratactic and hypotactic. %e paratactıc, the verbs 'ould be
SYN  uS, hence the second, accordıng hım, must also match the first formally,

short DC If hypotactıc interpretation Iropper favours the second verb WOU.
indıicate ACCOMPANYINS resultatıve actıon (“Begleıt- oder Folgehandlung” He
Opts for the second analysıs emantıc consıderation namely O O ON

father” 15 euphem1sm for “t0 dıe However he offers argument for thıs
emantıc choice Moreover hıs translatıon 66  und (daraufhın) Jlegte sıch INe11N Vater
nıeder sterben wobe!1l 8 star 15 problematıc sterben” 15 1na. nNOot
resultatıve ‘“wobel starb” 15 not exactly ACCOMPANYLIS actıon relatıon
“he Jay down What 15 meant by the text 15 conce1vably eıther “he lay bed for
hıle en went (Jo1n) hıs forefathers” (L “he a1ld the ancestral tomb He
went (Jo1n) hıs forefathers Most of the Ugarıtıc examples of the syntagm <SC

Iropper C1Ites translated by hıimself being fınal force * S‘Er stanı
auf (Speisen) bereıten Another Ugarıtıc example he of the ynı
<pc 15 us most ıllumınatıng “Daraufhin (geschah daß) anıel sıch
erno um(?) sıch den Eıngang des Tores setzen | VESU ytO| (und Gericht
halten) What apPpCAaL 118 us be s1ignıficant feature of the wnole syntagm and has
NOTt been noticed by 1 ropper 15 asyndesıs That 15 the BA of the phenomenon
1C he wants to ıllustrate by eferring Nöldeke The paragrap) the latter
Syriac STAININAT (Nöldeke 8IO® 337/) M> ] ropper quo(tes ollows paragraphs
hıch discuss types of “Copulatıvsätze _- Nöldeke perspecltıve 15 evıdent
the introductory clause hıch Iropper has omıtted °*°| )as Syr setzt aber überaus
häufig Z WCI1 erba, welche rasch auf einander olgende oder zusammentallende
andlungen bezeichnen ohne Verbindung ZUSaImMMeN Mark the
adversatıve Contrastıve “aber and C  auf einander olgende In analysıng such
of asyndesıs ON needs face damental methodologıical question nNOot

up question of pragmatıcs namely translatıon strategy and that of ySIS
of linguistic structure? The becomes when language has at 1ts
dısposal forms, whether ex1cal syntactic, explicıtly markıng the function
question.S Thus. EVCN ıf ONC conceded that the LWO verbs ı the Tel Ian inscription

reference being NOTtBy ““hypotactic he apparently “Jogıically hypotactic
CONstruction wıth the uUsSsc of subordinatıng Conjunction non-finıte erb form For purely
formal terms COonstruction paratactıc
17 Emerton 434) NOW be favour of the 1CW that the waw-less yhRK Can CAXADICSS

It NOT Jear whether he has 1N1OW abandone: h1s earlıer interpretation
Circumstantıal which nOoTt the Samc final
18 Muraoka 99’/ where the alleged fınal function of Bıblıcal Hebrew discussed
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be translated WdY suggesting form of subordinatıiıon between them, ıt does
nNnOoTt necessarıly follow that the verbs morphologically 1ıTieren! ee in
Syrlac Cases Iropper cıtes from Nöldeke the verbs of the Samne ense
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Abstract.

The recently diıscovered Tel DDan inscrıption shows (1) that Old Aramaıc, addıtion the volıtıve
USC, sed the prefix conjugatıon indicate one-off (“einmalıg”), punctilıar actıon the past, and
poss1bly iree varıant of the suffix conjugatıon for thıs er function, (2) thıs preterıital prefix
conjugatıon, Just its volıtıve varlety, Wäas mMoOst lıkely short, and (3) the evidence currently
avaılable does NOT OW NC Dos  ate that Old Aramaıiıc knew dıstincetion between Waw
consecutivum and Waw copulatıvum 1DI1Ca Hebrew, the former automatıcally chosen where
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the conjunction 15 proclitically attached such preterital yqatl, and the ollowıing inıtıal CONnsonan!
equally automatically being geminated.
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