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Abstract

The paper examines the linguistic expression oithality showing that
two concepts must be distinguished: gnomic habituahd actualized
habituality. It is claimed, on the basis of Modétebrew, that the two
concepts are derived from non-quantificational hedbioperators — Hab
which is modal and yields gnomic habituality, &gk, which is aspectual
and yields actualized habituality. The core meamiigoth operators is
iteration over a contextually long interval. Synieally, the operators differ
with respect to their position: Hab is argued tabéP-level adverb and
®yap— an aspectual head. This is correlated withdlethat gnomic
habituality is expressed via the simple form of\ikeb while the expression
of actualized habituality involves periphrasis. faper ends with a
diachronic consideration of the Hebrew periphrafstion suggesting that its
habitual use can already be detected in Biblicdirele.

1. Preliminaries
1.1 Introduction

The termhabituality appears in the literature with a variety of diéfier
meanings (cf. Comrie 1976, Xrakovskij 1997, Langacko97, Dahl 1985,
Verkuyl 1995 among others). Habituals are oftermaio be a subtype of
genericity. As such, they create intensional casteand are interpreted as
gnomic and rule-like (Carlson 1977, Krifka et 895%). However there are
languages (Bittner this volume) where expressiefexred to as habitual
simply describe the sequence of actual episode=s) obnceived as the
instantiation of a habignd do not give rise to intensionalityn this paper,
we discuss a language which distinguishes in foetween these two
meanings, and show how such a language can sheahghe semantics of
habituality.

Modern Hebrew has two separate habitual forms.i®ttee simple form
of the verb, which expresses habituality in additio its familiar episodic
reading, as exemplified in (1a) below. The othgrasphrastic, and, at least
in the indicative mood, does not have an episaehding, but is only
habitual. The periphrastic form is constructed fittve tensed form of the
auxiliary verb derived from the robyy ‘be’ in conjunction with the main



verb in its participial form, see (1b). We transl#tte simple forms in
Hebrew into simple verb forms of English, and tleeighrastic Hebrew
forms into the English periphrastic forms with eaexiliary used toor
would Like the Englistwould, the periphrastic form has another,
subjunctive, reading:

(1) a. Simple form
ya'el nas’-a la-‘avoda ba-'otobus.
Yael gopPAST-3sF to-work  by-bus
‘Yael went to work by bus.’ (episodic/habitual)
b. Periphrastic form
ya'el hayt-a nosa’-at la-‘avoda ba-'otobus.
Yael HYY.PAST-3SF gO-SF to-work  by-bus
‘Yael used to/would go to work by bus.’ (hakilisubjunctive?)

The paper is structured as follows. In section We pffer some background
on the Hebrew aspectual system in general, prianyodiscussion of
habituality. In section 2, we argue for a cructalistural distinction
between the two kinds of habitual sentences, tles arnth simple forms,
and those with periphrastic forms. Whereas the éorimvolve adverbial
modification, the latter involve a habitual aspettunctional category. In
section 3, we elaborate on the aspectual differenogerpretation between
the simple and periphrastic forms, and argue tiesé differences are not
expressions of the perfective/imperfective contrsisice, as explained in
section 1.2, this contrast is absent in Modern elebiVe also show how
our proposal accounts for the interaction of the habitual forms with
temporal adverbial modification. In section 4, vie@berate the semantics of
habituality and habitual aspect. Section 5 provaldgchronic perspective
on the Hebrew periphrastic form. Finally, sectiooff@érs some concluding
remarks.

1.2 Viewpoint aspect in Modern Hebrew

In Modern Hebrew, verbs are not inflected with &$pal affixes. In
particular, there is no marking of the perfectinggerfective distinction. We
therefore assume a default viewpoint aspect, whiehefer to aseutral
aspect The definition of neutral aspect depends on kEbaspect. It
specifies that Reference time includes Event timié case of dynamic
events, but overlaps it (and may even be includeg in the case of states.
In other words, the default aspectual value foméve VPs is perfective,
and for stative VPs — imperfective.

In Modern Hebrew, it is also possible to coerceaentive VP into the
imperfective viewpoint. It is nevertheless cleattthe basic value for
dynamic events is perfective rather than imperfectivVhereas the
perfective viewpoint is always possible for eveatierbs, imperfective



aspect is possible for these verbs only under apdisicourse conditions,
such as backgrounding. In the following exampléhéf discourse consists
of (2a) alone, default aspect takes the perfecthee. When followed by
(2b), the viewpoint aspect in (2a) takes the ingife value:

(2) a.dani xaca et  ha-kvis.
Dani cros®AsT-3sM AcC the-street
b. pitom hegixa masa’it me-‘ever la-pina

suddenly appeared truck from-around theeo
ve-pag’a b-o.

and-hit at-him

‘Dani crossed/was crossing the street. Suddemyck t
appeared from around the corner and hit him.’

Modification bywhenclauses is an additional context which indicaled t
events can be coerced into the imperfective viemtpdhether the main
clause advances the narrative or not depends otharhieis interpreted
perfectively or imperfectively. Accordingly, in tHellowing examples we
get indeterminacy between an overlapping interpoetaand a consecutive
(not necessarily causative) one.

(3) a. kSe-nixnas-ti l-a-xeder, ya'datv-a
when-entepAsT-1s to-the-room, Yael writeAST-3sF
et  ha-mixtav.

AcC the-letter
‘When | entered the room, Yael was writing kbter.’
‘When | entered the room, Yael wrote the letter

b. kSe-nixnas-ti l-a-xeder, ya'dlistadl-a
when-enterAST-1s to-the-room, Yael trpAST-3sF
le-vader et  ha-‘orxim.
to-entertaimcc the-guests
‘When | entered the room, Yael was trying to emii@rthe

guests.’
‘When | entered the room, Yael tried to enterthie guests.’
c. kSe-nixnasti l-a-xeder, ya'&h’'as-a

when-entepAST-1s to-the-room, Yael angmAsST-3sF
‘When | entered the room, Yael was angry.’ (ovepiag or
consecutive)

In all three examples, the verb in the matrix ctaomy be interpreted as
already holding at the time of the punctual evelitiuaf the whenrclause,
or as immediately following itHebrew thus differs from English, where
the overlapping reading is only available for s&afpredicates, and rather
patterns with Dutch (cf. Landman (this volumg)).



We conclude that the default neutral aspect dependhe lexical
aspectual class of the verb and on additional denstions such as
discourse for/backgrounding. Crucially, it is nle¢ tcase that "anything
goes" in the system, leading us to reject the podggithat Modern Hebrew
is a language lacking the viewpoint aspect categtiogether.

2. The syntax of habituality
We assume a sentence structure which includesmghtieinctional heads
of tense, mood and aspect. The default mood isatige, and the default

aspect in Hebrew, as explained in section 1.2 ahevesutral:

(4) Sentence structure (default values)

TenseP
Tense MoodP
Mood AspP
Indicative Asp VP

Neutral

In a structure such as (4) with default mood anmkels the verb raises
from the VP and gets (covertly) inflected for agpaed mood,and
(overtly) for tense (and subject-verb agreemertufes). This is the case,
for example, in the episodic reading of senteneg: (1

(5) Episodic sentence

Tex_l_seP
Tense MoodP
nas’-a Moaod AspP
g0 PAST-3SF
v ;—"‘;E.p VP

| ~ -

Iy tv la-‘aveda ba-"otobus
to-work  Dby-bus

‘(Yael) went to work by bus.’ (episodic readinfy(ba))



Moving on to habitual sentences, we assume a abitirel operator,
Hab, often postulated in the analysis of e.g. thgpke present in English
(Carlson 1977, Lenci 1995, Scheiner 2002, Rimm@liS2and many others).
We take the fact that the inflection of the verlsimple habitual sentences
is identical to that of episodic sentences to iaticdhat the functional heads
in the two cases are identical. The habitual opetdab is therefore not
encoded by the functional heads, but adverbiallg.aalyze the adverb
Hab as applying to its sister VP and deriving éstav/P. This derived state
falls under the scope of the sentence’s (neutspi¢etual head:

(6) Simple habitual sentence

TenseP
Tense MoodP
nas’-a Mood AspP
o0 PAST-3SF
v Asp VP

v Hab VP

fr la-‘avoda ba-"otobus
to-work  by-bus

‘(Yael) went to work by bus.” (habitual readiofy(1a))

In sentences with the periphrastic form, tense malqgy does not
inflect the verb but the auxiliadyyy ‘be’. We take this to indicate that the
habitual operato®ua, in these sentences fills a functional head paosiiie.
the aspectual head. As a consequence, the veréverged from raising out
of VP, and cannot be tensed. Rather, @jg, which raises to the tense
node, and is inflected by tense morphology, speigidas the auxiliarityy
‘be’. Thus we do not consider the auxilidryyto be the operator itself,
which is null, but rather the morphological realiaa of tense and
agreement.



(7) Periphrastic habitual sentence

TqueP
Tense MoodP
@y, p= [hayt-a] Mood AspP
HYY PAST-3SF
{dhab Asp VP
| T
Tihhah nosa -at  la-"avoda ba- otobus

go-SF to-work by-bus

‘(Yael) used to go to work by bus.’ (habituahding of (1b))

For the sake of completeness, we also presentriietige of the
subjunctive reading of the periphrastic form. Sariy to the habitual
reading, it is also possible to deduce the exigt@fi@ covert subjunctive
mood operato®syunctOn the basis of the realization of inflectional
morphology by the auxiliarityy ‘be’ rather than directly on the verb:

(8) Periphrastic subjunctive sentehce

TE_I_]._S_‘EP
Tense MoodP
Dsubjunc: = [hayt-a] Mood AspP
HYY.PAST-3SF
I®subjunct Asp \-—P

Neutral (Hab) VP

- e
- .,
- .
o -

nosa -at la-‘avoda ba- otobus
go-SF to-wortk  by-bus

‘(Yael) would go to work by bus.” (subjunctiveading of (1b))

To sum up, in addition to the default values ofdd@nd Aspect shown
in structure (4) above, there is indication for tharked valuePsupjunci
dyap respectively, realized as periphrastic forms. @tme (9) below
summarizes the different values of the functioreslds which play a role in
simple and in periphrastic forms in Hebrew:



(9) Simple/periphrastic sentence

TenseP
Te115e 110,:,(1};
Ix.Ioc.r;c.lﬂ.-” %spP
Indicative ,;hp o VP
Dstjunct

Neutral (Hab) VP
Drat

In this section, we have argued that whereas tfeaitienood/aspect
values allow the verb to raise to the functionads the presence of the
operatorsPsupjunct Prabprevents the verb from raising. Accordingly,
sentences with the default mood/aspect values hghetr not modified by
the adverb Hab, show tense morphology on the wathout the mediation
of an auxiliary, whereas sentences with the camgeratorsPrian Psubjunct
realize tense morphology with the use of the aaxilhyy ‘be’ rather than
directly on the verb. The fact thiayyrealizes tense and agreement
inflection in sentences where no verb raises tegtenctional heads has
also been shown for sentences with non-verbal pages (Doron 1983,
1986).

3. Temporal properties of habituals

We will now describe and illustrate the major difieces in the
interpretation of the two habitual forms in Hebré&ough both denote
habits, they present differences in temporality.

3.1 Restrictions on tense

The simple forms are attested in different tenkeall tenses, past,
present and future, the simple forms denote hdhitieongside episodic
events:

(10) a.dan ‘iSen mikteret
Dan smok@AsT-3sm pipe
‘Dan smoked a pipe.’ (episodic/habitual)
b. dan me’aSen mikteret



Dan smokesm pipe

‘Dan is smoking/smokes a pipe.’ (episodic/habitual)
c. dan ye’asSen mikteret

Dan smoke&uTt-3sMm pipe

‘Dan will smoke a pipe.’ (episodic/habitual)

On the other hand, both in Hebrew and Englishp#rghrastic forms are
only attested with past tense inflection (cf. G989 for Hebrew, Quirk
et al. 1985Tagliamonte & Lawrence 2000 for English):

(11) dan haya | *yihye me’aSen mikteret.
Dan HYY.PAST-3sSM/ *HYY.FUT-3SM smokesM pipe
‘Dan used / *will use to smoke a pipe.’

This difference is expected within the frameworkpwsed in section 2
above. The simple forms involve an adverbial, Helftich does not restrict
the values of the tense head. The periphrasticdamrolve a non-default
value of the aspectual heabl,, This imposes constraints on the
compatibility with tense values. It is well knowmat non-past tenses select
the default aspectual value, and similarly, deéiddtabitual forms in many
languages are restricted to the past tense (Cd@vié, Xrakovskij 1997).
Under our account, these two facts are correl@edicated habitual forms
involve a marked habitual aspectual value, wheseaple forms, which can
be interpreted either as habitual or as non-hdbitaxe default aspect.

3.2 Restrictions on aspect

3.2.1 Overlap with speech time

Simple past forms on their habitual reading deschiéibits which may still
hold at speech time. Periphrastic forms, on therdtland, describe habits
which no longer hold. We now discuss this distimetior Hebrew (cf.
Tagliamonte & Lawrence (2000) for English). Thdduling passage, from
the daily newspapédilaaretz illustrates this contrast:

(12) hitgorarti b-a-me’onot Sel ha-nezirot ha-katolijeyad ha-
knesiya. kol yorhayiti mit'oreret el ha-avir ha-mevusam ve-el
arugot ha-praxim ha-civ’oniyot. be-xadar ha-oxéiSu lexem
tari ve-xam, mirkaxot ve-gvinot mi-toceret ha-makbakoldibru
be-laxaS u-ve-naxat...
| stayed in the quarters of the catholic nuns tleachurch. Every
day| would wake up to the perfumed air and to the colorful
flowerbeds. In the dining room thegrvedfresh hot bread, jams
and local cheeses. Everyosmokesoftly and calmly.. ldaaretz
15.6.05, Tamar Golamusaf sfarinB4)



The author describes her memories from a staymomastery. Mostly, this
is the description of recurrent events which repleamselves all along her
stay. Interestingly, the events whose recurrencensined to the period of
her stay in the monastery (her waking up to théupeed air) are described
with the use of the periphrastic form, whereasahents which constitute
customs of monastery life (serving fresh breadtatidng softly), which
held then and might still hold now, are conveyethuiie use of the simple
past.

The following examples further illustrate thistdistion.

(13) a. bi-Snot ha-Smonim ya’'ehas’-a la-‘avoda ba-'otobus.
in-years the-eighties Yael gast-3sr to-work by-bus
‘In the 80s, Yael went to work by bus.’

b. bi-Snot ha-Smonim ya’dhayt-a nosa’-at la-‘avoda
in-years the-eighties Yaelyy.PAST-3SF gO-SF to-work
ba-'otobus
by-bus

‘In the 80s, Yael used to/would go to work by bus.’

In (13a) containing the simple form, the describabit may still hold at
speech time. In (13b), with the periphrastic foting habit is understood to
be over before speech time.

This property can be further illustrated by notthg incompatibility of
left boundaryfrom/sinceadverbials with the periphrastic form. These
adverbials denote intervals which continue up ®gfresent, and are
incompatible with the periphrastic form. They castrwith right boundary
adverbials such amtil/till, which are compatible with the periphrastic
form:

(14) a.’'mi-Snat 1981, hbaya me’asen golwaz.
since-year 1981, hery.PAST-3sSM  smokesm Gauloises
*Since 1981, he used to smoke Gauloises.’
b. ‘ad Snat 1987, hhaya me’aSen golwaz.
till year 1987, heivy.pAsT-3sM  smokesm Gauloises
‘Until 1987, he used to smoke Gauloises.’

This property has further repercussions whichcetiee salient temporal
anchoring of functional noun phrases. In exampg, (the difference in the
reference of the noun phrade prime ministebetween (15a) and (15b)
stems from the choice of the simple vs. periphcdstim of the verb:

(15) a. bi-Snot ha-Smonim, darhitlava
in-years the-eighties, Dani accomp&agT-3sMm
el roS-hamemsala le-nesi'ot lexul
to prime-minister  to-trips abroad



‘In the 80s, Dani accompanied the prime ministdrifs
abroad.’
b. bi-Snot ha-Smonim, danhaya mitlave
in-years the-eighties, Daniy.PAST-3SM accompanysMm
el roS-hamemsSala le-nesi'ot lexul
to prime-minister  to-trips abroad
‘In the 80s, Dani used to accompany the prime reni® trips
abroad.’

According to the preferred reading for (15a), tbemphras¢he prime
ministerrefers to the current prime minister at the tirhepeech, whereas
in (15b), to the prime minister who was in offidettze time of each episode,
though it is possible to get both readings for esaftence. In (15a), where
the simple form of the verb is used, accompanylegprime-minister may
still hold in the present, which is why the primeister referred to is
probably the current prime minister. In (15b), witle periphrastic form, the
habit has terminated. The current prime ministénésefore less salient,
and it is more plausible that reference is to pnmieisters of the eighties.

3.2.2 The relation between reference time andt hiafe

We showed in section 3.2.1 that habits denotedeloypprastic forms
terminate before speech time, unlike habits denloyesimple past forms,
which may still hold at speech time. This is anez$pal difference, yet it
cannot be reduced to the perfective/imperfectigéimttion. In other words,
it would be incorrect to view the periphrastic foas perfective, and the
simple form as imperfective. First, in a language Modern Hebrew, the
perfective/imperfective distinction is not morphgically marked (cf. the
discussion in section 1.2 above). Second, fronpalbgical perspective, a
perfective/imperfective distinction for habituales is not a common
phenomenon. Many languages are known to use ingtideforms to
express habituality (Comrie 1976). Indeed, we fimat both habitual forms
in Modern Hebrew pattern with imperfective verlysthat both allow the
described habit to overlap in time witfhenclauses:

(16) a. kSe-higa'ti l-a-’arec, ya'ehas’-a
when-arriveeAST-1s  to-the-country, Yael gPAST-3sF
la-'avoda ba-'otobus
to-work  by-bus
‘When | arrived in the country, Yael went to work bus.’

(overlapping/consecutive)

b. kSe-higa'ti [-a-"arec, ya'el
when-arriveeAsST-1s  to-the-country, Yael
hayt-a nosa’-ata-'avoda ba-'otobus.

HYY.PAST-3SF go-SF  to-work  by-bus
‘When | arrived in the country, Yael used totgavork by bus.’



(overlapping)

In (16a), the habit may be understood either agawging the time of
arrival or as starting immediately after it. Thetterns with the episodic
readings of the simple form (cf. example (3) intsecl.2). The habit
described by the periphrastic form in (16b) carydrd understood as
overlapping the time of arrival, no consecutivediag is available. Thus,
the periphrastic form actually patterns even mdearty with imperfective
verbs than the simple form.

In our analysis, as presented in section 2 alibeeaspectual distinction
between the two forms stems from the neutral asgdbe simple forms vs.
the marked habitual aspect of the periphrastic farne two distinct
structures are given in (17) and (19):

(17) Habitual sentence with the simple past teosa f

TenseP
Ten.z;.e.... ‘hoc-dP
past \Icrod | *EI}P
Indicative Jmp o RP

| . —
Neutral Hab VP

According to structure (17), the habitual readih¢he simple form derives
from a covert habitual adverbial operator Hab. @ietault neutral aspect
value of this structure provides a Reference tiRjewhich overlaps the
habit. R is ordered before speech time by pasetgm it is possible for the
habit to still hold at speech time, as shown infdtlewing diagram.

(18)
EVENT [_-_]

HABIT baerr [--1...[--)- =) 1 =) =) [ =)L e ]

R —
SPEECH TIME

In structure (19), the habitual reading derivesfi habitual operator
which replaces the default neutral aspect:



(19) Habitual sentence with the periphrastic form

TenseP

Teuseﬂﬁ-- \IoodP

past }»-'Iooﬁl,”.”“. —"apr
Indicative Aap \P

Dy,

R introduced by the habitual aspectual h®ag, is the time of the habit
(habit time-spaj R is ordered by past tense before speech tinte, a
accordingly the time of the habit precedes speieoh, tand does not overlap
it.
(20)
EVENT

R=mermve-sean L= [---1 L) [ ) o ]

SPEECH TIME

If our account of the interaction between habitealdings and viewpoint
aspect in Hebrew is correct, it seems to indidaat the habitual is not a
subtype of the imperfective as claimed by some lachdcf. Comrie 1976,
Lenci & Bertinetto 2000), but an independent asyedcialue.

3.3 Interaction with temporal adverbiéls

The difference between the structures with Habthode with®ya, has
implications for their scope relative to overt Vdrarbials. Since Hab is a
VP-adjunct, it scopally interacts with other VPaujts.®y,p, on the other
hand, is an aspectual head above VP, and therefdyescopes above VP-
adjuncts.

Consider for example durative adverbials measutiegextent of the
temporal trace of the event (cf. Csirmaz 20063 biructure with Hab,
these adverbials may be merged either lower orenititan Hab:



(21) AspP

Neutral | ’LP - h -[;}‘t:rr'-ﬁadv}
RP - (ﬁ}} ;Adi-‘}

Depending on its syntactic position, the duratisheeabial either measures
the temporal extent of episodes, or that of thettzeba whole. The felicity
of an adverbial in each of the two positions vavgs the length of the
interval it specifies. Contextually short interval® only felicitous as
measuring episodes, whereas contextually longvalte@are appropriate
mostly for the habit as a whole:

(22) a.bi-ne’ur-av dani &vad b-a-gina
in-youth-his Dani workAST-3sM in-the-garden
be-meSex Salos Saot
in-duration three hours
‘In his youth, Dani worked in the garden foraé hours.’

b. bi-ne’'ur-av dani avad b-a-gina
in-youth-his Dani  workAST-3sM in-the-garden
be-meSex SaloS Sanim
in-duration three years
‘In his youth, Dani worked in the garden foreél years.’

When the sentences in (22) are understood halyittiadin if the durative
adverbial is short, as in (22a), it can only bearstbod under the scope of
Hab, whereas if it is long, as in (22b), it is moatural to understand it as
having scope over Hab, i.e. as measuring the tinteedhabit.

In contrast, in a clause withy,p,, durative adverbials adjoining to VP
only scope below the habitual operator:



(23) AspP

Dz VP for-Adv

It follows that a durative adverbial can measueetédmporal extent of each
episode, as in (24a) below, but not that of thattesba whole, as seen from
the ungrammaticality of (24b), when intended goreng the time of the
habit:

(24) a.bi-ne’ur-av  dani haya 'oved b-a-gina
in-youth-his  DaniHYY.PAST-3sM work-sM  in-the-garden
be-meSex Salos Sa’ot.
in-duration three hours
‘In his youth, Dani used to work in the gardenthree hours.’

b. #i-ne’ur-av  dani haya "oved b-a-gina
in-youth-his  DaniHYY.PAST-3sM work-sM  in-the-garden
be-meSex SaloS Sanim.
in-duration three years
‘#In his youth, Dani used to work in the gardenthree years.’

In a similar fashion, iterative adverbials, likergive adverbials, only scope
under®yy

(25) bi-ne’ur-av  dani haya xogeg
in-youth-his Dani HYY.PAST-3SM celebratesm
et yom.huladet-o pa’amayim
AcCC birthday-his  twice
‘In his youth, Dani used to celebrate his laei twice.’

But in relation to Hab, iterative adverbials, ueliurative adverbials, do
not have two scope relations, but only scope bélalw. Thus in the
habitual interpretation of (26), the iterative adwvivice can only be
understood as reporting iteration within each eggso

(26) bi-ne’'ur-av  dani xagag et yom-huladet-o
in-youth-his Dani celebratassT-3sm Acc birthday-his
pa’amayim.
twice

‘In his youth, Dani celebrated his birthday d¢eu



The missing of théwice> Hab scope is a particular case of the well known
fact that iterative adverbs do not modify habituafs Lenci & Bertinetto
2000 a.o0.), which, in turn, follows from the stétpof the habitual

predicate, and from the fact that iterative adveltsot apply to individual-
level predicates (Landman (this volume), Roths(2004)). We account for
the stativity of the habitual predicate, and ferbeing individual-level, in

the next section.

4. The semantics of habituality

So far, we have motivated the existence of twardishabitual operators: a
covert adverbial operator Hab and a covert aspecpeaator®y,y,

The two habitual operators share a common core imgaBoth involve
a particularly long temporal interval, which is tiheration of the habit.
Since duration is only defined for cumulative poades, it has been
repeatedly emphasized by Dowty (1979), Vlach & N€81), Vlach
(1993), van Geenhoven (2001, 2004), that a duratikenval requires
iteration. The definition of both habitual prediesitherefore also involves
an iterative operator.

The two habitual operators share yet another ctearsiic: neither is
guantificational. This accords with the ample kieire (Carlson 1977, Lenci
1995, Zucchi & White 2001, Scheiner 2002, van Gegeh 2004, Kratzer
2005, Rimmell 2005 and others) which has demorestritat habituality
per sedoes not give rise to quantifier scope ambiguifldsis, in example
(27) below, when understood habitually, the ind&dia studentakes wide
scope over the habitual operator in (27a). Thisige the case with an
overt quantifier, as in (27b), wheaestudentan vary in the different
episodes of student testing:

(27) a. ksSe-hi '‘avda  b-a-universita, rutibaxan-a
when-she worked at-the-university, Ruti .testT3SF
student
student
‘When she worked at the university, Ruti tdséestudent.’

b. kSe-hi 'avda  b-a-universita, rutbaxan-a

when-she worked at-the-university, Rutit.FsT3SF
student kol Sana.

student every year

‘When she worked at the university, Ruti testetuaent
every year.’



The same is true for sentences in the periphréstic, with @y, It too,
does not give rise to scope ambiguities, unliketogeantifiers:

(28) a. ruti hayt-a boxen-et student
Ruti HYY.PAST-3SF testsF student
‘Ruti used to test a student.’
b. ruti hayt-a boxen-et studentkol Sana
Ruti HYY.PAST-3SF testsF student every year
‘Ruti used to test a student every year.’

In order to capture this common characteristicathbhabitual operators,
namely that they introduce iterativity which does hy itself interact
scopally with other quantifiers, we adopt Kratz€2605) proposal that
iterativity is (or at least can be) a property ofét of the VP. If the verb
itself is marked as iterative, this ensures thattivity is under the scope of
guantifiers introduced by the verb’s arguments.Wiletherefore assume
that under agreement with the habitual operattdrgeHab oi®,,, the verb
is marked as iterative (Mr):

(29) TenseP

Tense MoodP
Past Mood AspP
Indicative Asp VP
Neutral Hab VP
Bu ,»/ﬂ\\
VITER

We now develop the semantic analysis. First, waraeshat a verb V
denotes a property P of events:

(30) V ~>AeAw P(e,w)

We adopt the assumption (defended in Kritka 12@2dman 1996,
Kratzer 2005) that dynamic predicates P in theisagic reading are
properties of plural events. Plurality is undersk@oa weak sense which
includes singularity as a special case.

In the proposed semantics for habituality, theamoof plurality is
replaced by a stronger notion of iterativity, whatcludes singularity. We
assume that the lexical featyrex is interpreted as the operator ITER which



derives from P an iterative process ITER(P) (thtotige use of Link’s
(1983) sum-operatoo)):

(31) ITER ~>APAeAw[P(e,w) & ewe’[P(e’,w) & e’lle]]

The definition requires of each event e which §a8dTER(P), first, that it
satisfies P, and second, that it consists of adymoper subevents which
satisfy P. As a consequence, events satisfying (PERre plural in a strong
sense, i.e. they consist of sums of more than veetsatisfying P. Since
iteration involves sums gdropersubevents, it is not a trivial notion: for
example, telic predicates are not normally itegtiv

Next, we explicitly define the operator FOR whigiphes to predicates
P and selects intervals i which span ITER(P). HaweN is not necessarily
the case that the temporal tra¢e) of an event e which satisfies ITER(P) is
an interval (since there often are interruptionsvieen the iterated
subevents), rather, it is a set of intervals. \azdfore define theonvex
closureof a set | of intervals“€) to be the interval that starts at the
infimum of the left bounds of the intervals i chhd ends at the supremum
of their right bounds (i.e. it starts where thdieat interval in | starts, and
ends where the latest interval in | ends). FORgR)ue of all intervals
which are the convex closure of iterations of P:

(32) FOR ~>A\PAIAWLE[ITER(P,e,w) & i =““{1(e") : P(e’,w) & eTle}]

Notice that unlike Stump (1981), Lasersohn (138%) van Geenhoven
(2001, 2004), our notion of iteration does require breaks between the
episodes, since it is perfectly possible for egubagle to always start
before the end of the previous one, both with thgke and the periphrastic
forms. The examples in (33) are true even in camd Was repeatedly
producing the play without any pauses:

(33) a. bi-Snot-ha-ti8’im danihefiq hacaga Sel lorka
in-the-90s Dani produeasTt-3sMm play of Lorca
‘In the 90sPani produced a play by Lorca.’
b. bi-Snot-ha-tiS'im danihaya mefiq
in-the-90s DanHyY.PAST-3sM  producesm

hacaga Sel lorka
play of Lorca
‘In the 90sPani would / used to produce a play by Lorca.’

Nevertheless, predicates which by virtue of thewdal meaning rule out
pauses for arbitrarily long intervals, such asvitlial-level verbs, should
be excluded from the domain of ITER, since the ipfibn of ITER to such
predicates is vacuous. Indeed, it is known that/iddal-level verbs do not



lend themselves to serving as a base for a hdbKiiéka et al. 1995). In
the case of the simple form, the only interpretatsthat of a state holding
during some time in the past, with no additionditwl interpretation:

(34) a. be-yaldu-ti, hora-y yad'-u carfatit
in-childhood-my, parents-my knawsT3P  French
‘In my childhood, my parents knew French.’
b. dan xasav Se-ha-‘olam  Satuax
Dan thinkpAsT-3sm that-the-world flat
‘Dan thought that the world is flat.’

As for the periphrastic form, since it only has ihadd readings, sentences
with individual-level verbs (and individual-denagisubjects) are
ungrammaticat:

(35) a. ‘be-yaldut-i, hor-ay  hay-u yod’-imcarfatit.
in-childhood-my, parents-myyy.PAST-3P know-PM French
“*In my childhood, my parents would know Frerich
b. *dan haya xosev Se-ha-‘olam Satuax.
dan Hyy.pAsT-3smthink-sm  that-the-world flat
“*Dan would think that the world is flat.’

In the next section, we articulate the semantierpretations of the two
habitual operators, and discuss further differethetaeen them.

4.1 The adverb Hab

We propose that Hab is a modal operator which appt a predicate P of
events and yields a predicate Hab(P) of states(Rjab always stative,
irrespective of P, due to its modality. For a s&te count as satisfying the
predicate Hab(P), its temporal trags) must be a contextually long
interval, which is the convex closure of all intelwi satisfying FOR(P,i), at
least in prototypical worlds of the modal base JMB

(36) Hab ~>A\PASAW [ | 1(S) |> Lep & T(s) =i : Ow OMBc < (T(S),W)
FOR(P,i,w) }]

We use the notatiort(s) | for the length of the interve(s), and I p for the
length of an interval given in the context c whistiong for events
satisfying P. MB < is a contextually determined modal base togeth#r wi
an ordering source (Kratzer (1981, 1991)), whichststs of gnomic
alternatives to the real world and an ideal worlteve all dispositions are
realized as iterations of events.



In the next subsections we consider the comporoéiike definition of
Hab.

4.1.1 Length of the habit

The requirementt(s) |> L¢pin the definition of Hab expresses the fact that
the time of a habit derived from P must be subgthint the given context c,
and also that it depends on P. Habituals are ctesized by iterativity over
a relatively long duration. Intuitively, a long jpeit is needed in order to
construe an iterated event as a regular pattetmthy count as a habit. As
argued by van Geenhoven (2001), the interval maisbthg enough so as to
be in principle unbounded, such that any evensfyatig P could be
followed by yet another event satisfying P. Accogly, adverbials
denoting short time spans can only be understo@iasding a short
reference time which is a portion of the habit, ot as providing the
duration of the habit:

(837) ba-riSon le-yanuar 1970, danisén mixuc
on-first of-January 1970, Dan smak&sT-3sM  outside
[-a-binyan.

to-the-building
‘On the first of January 1970, Dan smoked o@tsite building.’

(37) clearly has an episodic reading, but it alas & habitual reading, yet
this is not a one-day-long habit, and the adverbraply characterizes the
Reference time.

4.1.2 Modality of Hab

The definition of Hab contains quantification ovewrlds in a modal basé.
The notion of modal base MB (i, w) is defined in Kratzer (1981, 1991) as
determined contextually for each interval and woaldld shaped by a
contextually determined stereotypical ordering sedt In the present case,
the modal base consists of gnomic alternativesdaeal world. The
ordering source requires us to assume the existdramncepts which are
habits (see note 1), and enables us to characteoretypical worlds as
closest to the ideal world where accidents do sotiowhich prevent the
realization of habits (in the ideal world, all disitions are realized by
iterated events). The definition of Hab states ihauch a prototypical
world, there is iteration of events P within ther{textually long) interval
1(S).

In case the real world is not prototypical, a haimy hold in it, but be
rarely instantiated, or even wholly uninstantiaf€kis is so since accidental
facts about the real world may interfere with thalization of some habits.
Accordingly, the truth of a habitual sentence isdependent on the



actualization of any particular event characterizgdhe habit. This may be
the case in the example below:

(38) bi-ne’urey-ha ya’el hicbi-a merec
in-youth-her Yael  voteAsST-3srF Meretz
‘In her youth, Yael voted for the Meretz party.’

All that (38) asserts is that Yael was a Meretzwotherefore (38) is true,
even if she mostly, or even always, happened wubef the country on
election day, and hardly, or even never, cast aetias for Meretz.
Another example is Krifka et al.'s (1995: ex. 2Banow famous example,
translated and adapted to the past tense:

(39) meri tipl-a ba-do’ar mi-‘antarktika
Mary handleeAsT-3sF the-mail  from-Antarctica
‘Mary handled the mail from Antarctica.’

Even if there is no mail from Antarctica, the sew might be true, simply
by virtue of Mary having been appointed to hantlle i

It may also happen that there are habits whichnstantiated in the real
world by a singular event. A husband who had jusieorefused to take out
the garbage might be accused by his wife years\th the use of the
habitual sentencl those days, you refused to take out the garbalyes is
so since the wife conceptualized the single refasdhe realization of a
habit.

4.2 The habitual aspe@a

The aspectual operat®,, provides the sentence with a Reference time
which is the convex closure of all intervals FOR@Pjteration of P. Unlike
Hab, ®u4p is not a modal operator:

(40) ®pap~>APNAW [ |i]> Lep & =i : FOR (P, i'w)}]

Since®yy,p is an alternative aspect to neutral aspect,directly
embedded under (mood and) tense. Accordingly, asstvawn in section 3,
we do not get the potential continuation of theihiibm the past to speech
time.

As we saw above, the habitual aspégf, does not apply to individual-
level stative verbs, from which we infer thbg,, does not co-occur with
Hab, since Hab(P) is itself stative.

In a parallel way to the discussion of the senecandf Hab in section 4.1
above, we now turn to discuss the different comptsef the semantics of

cDHab



4.2.1 Length of the habit

The periphrastic form, just as the simple one, iregua long duration;
therefore frame adverbials denoting short perisdsacluded as denoting
the time of the habit. Unlike the case of the sirfpirm where such
adverbials could denote a short Reference time, tier habit time span is
itself Reference time, and therefore cannot beecaually short:

(41) *ba-riSon le-yanuar 1970, danhaya me’asen
on-first of-January 1970, DamYY.PAST-3SM SmMokesMm
mixuc l-a-binyan
outside to-the-build.
*On the first of January 1970, Dan used to smoutsioe of the
building.’

In particular, the adverttmol‘yesterday’ cannot modify the periphrastic
form. Here there is also interaction with the caaist of excluding speech
time from the interval of the habit:

(42) *etmol, dan haya me’asen mixuc
yesterday DanHYY.PAST-3SM  smokesm outside
[-a-binyan

to-the-building
“*Yesterday Dan used to smoke outside of thédmg.’

The periphrastic examples improve as the lengtheflescribed intervals
increases:

(43) "ba-8avua’ba-xodes Se-‘avar, huhaya me’asen
in-week / in-month that-past, hedyy.PAST-3sM smokesm
mi-xuc l-a-binyan
out-side to-the-build.

‘Last week/month he used to smoke outside obthlkeling.’

4.2.2 Actualization of the habit

A crucial difference between the simple and thépbeastic form relates to
whether the habituality expressed is actualizeaobdr Whereas the simple
form denotes a potential sequence of events, thehpastic form denotes
actual events (and is thus only found in the paste). This can be
exemplified as follows. In (44), the simple formuised to denote
professional activities (in particular with unsgesd objects, cf. Mittwoch
2005), whereas the periphrastic form — only actwahts:

(44) a.dan limed b-a-‘universita
Dan teactrAST-3sM in-the-university



‘Dan taught at the university.’
b.dan haya melamed b-a-‘universita

Dan HYY.PAST-3sM teachsm in-the-university

‘Dan used to teach at the university.’
(44a) states that Dan was a professor, even ib isemester were there ever
enough registered students for him to teach, Wadd) states that Dan was
regularly engaged in actual teaching.

In the simple form, the truth of a habitual senteis not dependent on

the actualization f any particular event charazeztiby the habit. This is not
the case with the periphrastic form.

(45) a bi-ne’urey-ha ya'el hicbi’-a merec
in-youth-her Yael  voteAsT-3sF Meretz
‘In her youth, Yael voted for the Meretz palrty.
b. bi-ne’'urey-ha  ya’elhayt-a macbi’-a merec.
in-youth-her YaeHYY .PAST-3SF vote-sF Meretz
‘In her youth, Yael used to vote for the Merp#zty.’

The truth of (45b) requires actual episodes desdrily the VP, and hence
elections when Yael actually voted for Meretz. Tikigot the case for (45a),
as was shown in section 4.1.2. What is assertétbia) is that Yael was a
Meretz voter.

An additional contrast is provided in (46):

(46) a. meri tipl-a ba-do’ar mi-‘antarktika
Mary handleeAsT-3sF the-mail  from-Antarctica
‘Mary handled the mail from Antarctica.’

b. # meri hayt-a metapel-etba-do’ar mi-
MaryHyY .PAST-3SF handlesr the-mail  from-
‘antarktika.
Antarctica

‘Mary used to handle the mail from Antarctica.’

(46b) is infelicitous since its truth depends otuatepisodes described by
the VP, and hence it presupposes the existencaibfnram Antarctica. This
is not the case in (46a), where what is assertdthtdvlary was given a
task, without any commitment as to its execution.

5. Diachronic discussion of the periphrastic form
In the previous section, we proposed that the peagiic form is the

realization of a particular aspectual value. Befayecluding this paper, we
present a diachronic overview of the Hebrew pe&ptic form.



Rosén (1977) traces the periphrastic past histibyito animperfective
form. Indeed, in Mishnaic Hebrew, the periphragtitn is used not only as
habitual, as it is in Modern Hebrew, but also as@tinuous form of the
verb. The following are Mishnaic examples:

Habitual
(47) ma’ase be-‘exad Se-nata’ et karm-o
story  of-one that-plantedf@ Acc vineyard-his
‘al SeS ‘esre  ‘ama. haya hofex...
on sixteen ama  HYY.PAST-3sMswitchswm...
‘The case of a man who planted his vineyard onrfase of
sixteenama[ama=2ft]. He used to switch...” (Kil'ayim 4.9)
Continuous
(48) a.‘amar rabi tarfon, ‘ani hayit-i ba

said Rabi Tarfon, | HYY.PAST-1S comesm
b-a-derex ve-hitit-i ....

in-the-road and-turnedsl

‘Rabi Tarfon said, | was coming along the road hnd
turned...” (Beraxot 1.3)

b. ma’as be-boyetas ben zinon R&ya mev
story of-Boyetas Ben Zinon thawy.PAST-3sM bring-sm
grogarot  be-sfinave-niSber-u xaviyot Sel yayin

dry-figs  in-ship and-brokeF® barrels of  wine
‘al gabey-hem

on over-®L

‘The case of Boyetas Ben Zinon who was bringingfayy
in a ship, and barrels of wine broke over themvdéa Zara
5.2)

The periphrastic form is thus assimilated to walbkn examples of
imperfective forms in aspect languages such asiér&bench, Italian,
Russian etc., which function both as habitual andamtinuous. The
following example is from Arabic:

(49) kaana sami ya-ktubu
BE.PAST-3SM Sami  3M-write.IMPERF
‘Sami was writing.’/ ‘Sami used to write.’

Roseén faces the following puzzle: if indeed thepieastic form is
originally an imperfective form, how did it eventlydose its continuous
reading, and retain, in Modern Hebrew, solely é@bitual reading? Rosén
(1985) offers a sophisticated solution to the pezie starts his account of
the Hebrew verb system by considering the ancientit& languages,
where the tense/aspect system included the gracatiastion of lexical



aspectual distinctions, in particular the contltettveen dynamic and stative
verbs. This was the original situation in Bibli¢éébrew as well. But by the
time of Mishnaic Hebrew, Hebrew had come undeiinfisence of
Aramaic.The Aramaic tense/aspect system based itself dffeactht
aspectual distinction, i.e. the contrast betweerciual and durative verbs.
In addition to the simple tenses, Aramaic usedgbeaistic tenses for
durative verbs only, with a continuous/habitualdiag. When Hebrew
adopted the Aramaic system, it adopted the pergbicréorm
indiscriminately for all dynamic verbs, as it didtmecognize the contrast
between durative and punctual verbs. Since a aomtis reading is
impossible for punctual verbs (in this Rosén iagneement with Vendler
1967 and Dowty 1979), Hebrew was eventually fortcedive up the
continuous reading of the periphrastic form, ancetain only the habitual
reading.

Rosén’s account leaves several questions opest, iEis not clear why
Hebrew could not keep the continuous reading op#rghrastic forms for
those verbs with which it is compatible, i.e. theative verbs, as it did
originally in Mishnaic Hebrew. Second, it is no¢at that a continuous
reading is really impossible for punctual verbs.nyl&nglish punctual
verbs have a progressive form with a continuowermetation (cf. Verkuyl
1993, Mittwoch 1991, Rothstein 2004). The disapaeee of the
continuous interpretation therefore does not necéggollow. Third, the
transformation of an imperfective form into a fowhich entails that the
habit no longer holds at speech time is mysteribasrth, since Aramaic,
and hence Mishnaic Hebrew, had future periphréstios in addition to
past periphrastic forms, it is not clear why tharfer have disappeared as
well. Rosén acknowledges this problem, but lea/&s future research.
Fifth, Rosén admits that periphrastic forms are &sind in Biblical
Hebrew, i.e. earlier than Mishnaic Hebrew, whickoislly unexpected
under his account.

Instead, we would like to attribute to Biblical btew, rather than to
Mishnaic Hebrew, the origin of the periphrasticnisr What has been
unnoticed, as far as we know, is that these origorens are mostly
habitual, with the continuous reading confinedhe later periods of
Biblical Hebrew, where the influence of Aramaic bag

(50) a Sibfi:m mla:ki:m .... ha:yu: nplaqqti:m
seventy kings HYY.PERF3PM  gatherPm
taiat  Suka:ni:
under table-4
‘Seventy kings ... used to gather theadfainder my table.’
(Judges 1:7)
b. ki: fad hayya:mi:m ha:hemmaa:yu: one
for until days those  HYY.PERF3PM children



yisra: 22l magattri:m lo:

Israel burnm to-3sm

‘For until those days the children of Israel useturn incense
to it.’ (2Kings 18:4)

In addition, future periphrastic forms are rar¢ha Bible** We would
therefore like to argue that not only is the pergstic form an original
Biblical Hebrew form, but that it preserves itsgimal interpretation
(habitual) to the present day. Mishnaic Hebrewtegpreted this form under
Aramaic influence, but this was idiosyncratic tattparticular dialect, and
died with it (see also Doron 2006).

Moreover, we would like to argue that the contletiveen the two
habitual interpretations also originates in Biblicgbrew. The only
difference is that the simple form associated Wighgnomic habitual is not
the past form, which at that time was strictly petive, but the future form,
which at the time was the imperfective form (cfi#lal997):

(51) a. falken lo yidroku: kohfne da:@:n wkol
therefore not stapPERF3PM priests Dagon and-all
habba:A:m bet da:go:n fal migtan da:@:n
that-come-Bm house Dagon on threshold Dagon
bs7asdo:d fad hayyo:m hazz
in-Ashdod until the-day the-this
‘Therefore neither the priests of Dagon, nor arat tome into
Dagon’s house, step on the threshold of Dagon hdad until
this day.” (1Samuel 5:5)

b. ki:  lanna:h: hayyo:m vyiqga:re:
for to-the-prophet the-day CaASSIVEIMPERF3SM
lopa:ni:m ha:ro: 7%
before the-seer
‘For he that is now called a Prophet was inghst called a
Seer.’ (1Samuel 9:9)

We therefore suggest that the two habitual opesatgy, and Hab were
already in place in Biblical Hebrew, and that tlyaye rise to the same
interpretive differences that we find in Modern Hal. Thus, we
conjecture that whereas sentences such as (50att}Pan, Were
interpreted as prolonged iterations, sentencesasi¢hla-b), with Hab,
were interpreted as gnomic habituals.



6. Conclusion

In the literature on habituality, the issue of tiierence between
separate linguistic notions of habituality has lbeén explicitly debated. In
this paper we have shown that Modern Hebrew isiguage that encodes
such a difference in its grammatical system. Speiy, we argued that
Modern Hebrew uses two habitual operators: Habdang the former
yielding gnomic habituals and the latter — actualipnes. Both these
operators were defined as sharing a core habiteahimg while being non-
guantificational. The difference between them hesnktraced to an
interchange between a modal component in one whidplaced by an
aspectual component in the other. Syntacticdily,dperators were argued
to differ as to the position in which they mergealiHvas argued to be a VP-
level adverb, aneyan — an aspectual head. We took the fact that the
inflection of the verb in simple habitual sententseslentical to that of
episodic sentences as indicating that the halafpedator Hab is not
encoded by functional heads, but adverbially. Astfg.,, we suggested
that, as an aspectual head, it is non-modal.

It was also suggested thta, has a modal counterpar®Psupjunct—
present in counterfactual constructions. Thisdasgigestion is based on an
apparent complementary distribution between theseoperators. The
morphological similarity between habitual constioies and counterfactual
ones is not a rare phenomenon, as the Englishatems of the Hebrew
examples attest; Romance languages constituteditioad! example
(Ippolito 2004, for Italian). A full investigatioaf the semantic and
syntactic connection between these constructiolestifor future research
(cf. latridou 2000).

Finally, the analysis in this paper indirectlykias a question concerning
the conditions for the emergence of periphrastitstroictions in a given
temporal system. Here it was suggested that theepoe ofPy,, (Or
®subjunc) prevents the verb from raising to the functiopajections thus
forcing the insertion of an auxiliary.
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Notes

1 We use the terthabit for the denotation dfiabituals though these are not necessarily
habits in the every-day sense of the word. Habituals cangoécated of inanimate objects,
e.g.The sun rises in the eagtt only animate beings are normally said to have habits. But
even in the case of animates, the habitlaly answers her phorie natural, yet answering
your phone is not a felicitous example of a habit in theyeslay sense, as can be seen

from the oddity oMary has the habit of answering her phone

2 The subjunctive reading is typically found in the conseqof a conditional:

i. ‘ilu lagaxta l-a et-ha-‘oto, ya'ehayt-a nosa’-at
if(irr.) takePAST-2sM to-heracc-the-car, Yael HYY.PAST-3SF gOSF
la-‘avoda ba-'otobus
to-work  by-bus
‘If you took her car, Yael would go to work by bus.’

% Our concept is distinct from the neutral aspect of SmifiL1®hich provides the
sentence with a Reference time that overlaps the initial pEneit time. However, the
difference between the two notions is not crucial for tlyais of habituality.

4 Many statives tend to be interpreted only as overlappmguent of thevhenclause:

i. kSe-nixnas-ti l-a-xeder, sarar Sam  Seket
when-enterAST-1s to-the-room, prevabAsT-3sm  there silence
‘When | entered the room, silence prevailed.’

® A reading where the matrix eventuality totally precedesvinenclause eventuality is not
available in (3). In order to enable such a reading, the lattvar 'already' has to be used.

® Mood and aspect are not indicated in the gloss of the venb thibg have default values.
" The structure does not allow the simultaneous realizafiboth operator, ., and

Psununc: This prediction seems to be correct, but discussimgdetail is beyond the scope
of the present paper.

8 The classification of adverbials in this section is duBénnett & Partee (1978), de Swart
(1993), Vlach (1993).



° Like the Hebrew periphrastic form, the English habitualildis not possible with
individual-level predicates. However, the Englisgted tais possible with such predicates:

i. My parents used to know French.
ii. Dan used to think that the world is flat.

9 Our modal notion of habituality is based on universal tifigation over possible worlds,
and as such it differs from the notiondi$positionality(cf. Schubert and Pelletier 1989,
Green 2000 among others) which, according to Menénéeit(2005), is based on
existential quantification.

M Notice that the modal quantifier does not interact scopatly other quantifiers that may
be part of the event description (on this issue see Kradder) 2

12 But note that Tsivoni (1993) has collected some archaic exawidfiesire periphrastic
forms which have found their way into Modern Hebrew.



