Niet huilen maar: negation, directives and particles
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The Dutch modalparticlemaar is foundin severaltypesof directives,usuallyweakeningthe
imperativeforce. Here, we focus on threetenselesglirectives:the morphologicalimperative
(1a),theinfinitive usedasanimperative(1b, 1c), andthe pastparticipleusedasanimperdive
(1d, 1e)t

Q) a. Huil maar d. Maar stevig doogestapt

cry-IMP PART PART briskly PARTPREFstepSUFF
‘Feel free to cry’ ‘Let’s get on with it’

b.  Huilen maar e. Stevig doorgestapt maar
cry-INF PART briskly PART-PREFstepSUFF but
‘Feel free to cry’ ‘Let’s get on with it’

c. Maar doen
PART do
‘Go ahead’

Maar hasa numberof otherfunctions(Foolen1993),including useasa contrastingconjunc-
tion (2a) (the most common), a scalar particle (2b), and a durative marker (2c).

(2) a. Hetregent, maar morgen is het droog

it rains, but tomorrow is it dry
‘It rains, but it will be dry tomorrow’

b.  We hoeven maar vier functionele projecties aan te nemen
we need but four functional projections on to take
‘We need only assume four functional projections’

c.  En hij maar praten de hele dag
and he but taltNF the whole day
‘He never stops talking’

As the examplesin (1) show, imperativemaar can occur both before and after the verbal
materialin tenselesslirectives,exceptfor the true imperative wherewe alwaysfind the order
imperative, modal particle, rest of verbal matefial.

(3) a. Wees maar stil b. *Maar wees stil
beIMP PART silent PART belMP silent
‘better be quiet’

! Cf. alsoDe Vries (1914). Hoeksemg1992: 127) hypothesizeshat all nonHinite variantsof the imperative,
i.e. the infinitive and the past participle, are lexicalized in Dutch.

2 The only Dutch verbwith a morphologicallydistinctimperativeis zijn ‘to be’. (2) is fine with coordinative
maar.
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Althoughmaar is nota negativemarker,its unlike positionwith respecto true andsuppldive
imperativesremindsus of the observationan Zanuttini (1997: Ch. 4) concerningnegdive
imperativesin RomancelanguagesTheselanguagesare supposedo havetwo NegP’s.In
most of theselanguagestrue imperativescannot be combinedwith preverbal sentential
negation,which is correlatedwith the highestNegP. Suppletiveimperativeshowever,may
follow this negative marker:

(4) a. *Non telefona (Italian: p. 108, 9)

neg catiMP

b.  Non telefonate (Italian: p. 108, 10a)
neg caliND-2PL
‘Don’t call

c. Non kantes (Sardnian: p. 110, 19)
neg singSUBJ
‘Don’t talk’

d. Non parlare a nessuno (Italian: p. 119, 43a)
neg talkINF to noone
‘Don’t talk to anybody’

e. Non cadenna (Calabrese: p. 123: 58a)
neg falGERUND
‘Don’t fall

Zanuttini (1997:117)hypothesizes:True imperativeslack any kind of marking for tense,
aspector mood, whereassuppletiveimperativesexhibit some;this differencecould be what
lies behindtheir different behaviorwith respecto pre-verbalnegativemarkers.”Following a

proposalby Kayne,sheexplainsthe differencein acceptabilitybetween(4a) on the one hand
and (4b-4e) on the othbandalongthe following lines (detailsleft aside).All clauseswith the

illocutionary force of an imperative must check certain features in CO. Moreoverethezbal
negativemarkerrequiresthat the headof MoodP be checked.True imperativeforms of main

verbscannotcheckmoodfeaturesdueto their poor morphologicalspecificaions— hencethe

ungrammaticalityof (4a). Indicative and subjunctivesuppletiveimperative forms, however,
can,which explainsthe grammaticalityof (4b-4c).Theinfinitive in (4d) andthe gerundin (4e)

are not morphologicallyrich enoughthemselvego be ableto checkmood features.These
suppletiveforms are thereforesupposedo alwaysbe accompaniedy auxiliary verbswhich

can,astheyarethe spellout of moodfeatures.Theseauxiliariesare covertin mostRomance
dialects, but overt in some:

(5) a. No sta mdo dire (Paduan: p. 122, 56a)
neg stay met sayINF
‘Don’t tell me that’
b.  Non sciab scenn (Tarantino: p. 124, 65a)
neg goINF going
‘Don’t go’

A comparablesituationseemdo existin Dutch (and Afrikaans,accordingto Robbers1992).
Let usassumehat Dutch likewise hastwo NegP’s.The true imperativealwaysprecedeshe
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negationmarker,i.e. it can only combinewith negationin the lower NegP (6a), whereas
suppletive imperatives invariantly follow negation, i.e. they select the highest NegP (6b-6c).

(6) a. Weesniet bang c. Niet getreurd
be IMP neg afraid neg lamented
‘Don’t be afraid’ ‘Don’t lament’
b.  Niet huilen
neg cryINF
‘Don’t cry’

Supposewe adoptan analysisfor Dutch directivesparallelto Zanuttini’'s proposalfor Ro-
mancej.e. postulatean abstractuxiliary in the caseof the suppletiveforms. The existenceof
a (substandardinfinitival variantwith an overtauxiliary seemgo be anargumentn favor of
this approach:

(7) Doe niet huilen (Non-standard Dutch)
do-IMP notcry
‘Don’t cry’

A very seriousproblemwith this approachhowever s the word ordercontrastwe find when
we addimperativemaar. With an overt auxiliary, the only orderpossibleis ParticleNegation
Verb, whereashoth NegationVerb Particleand ParticleNegationVerb arefound in the case
of the supposedlycovertauxiliary. Accordingto our assumptionshowever theseword order
possibilities should have been the same.

(8) a. Doe maar niet huilen (Non-standard Dutch)
do-IMP PART neg cryiNF
‘Don’t cry’

b.  *Doe niet huilen maar
do-IMP neg cryINF PART
c.  Niet huilen maar
neg huileAINF PART
‘Don’t cry’
d. Maar niet huilen
PART neg huiledANF
‘Don’t cry’

It goeswithout sayingthat Dutch pastparticiplesusedasdirectivesare not the sameasRo-
mancegerundswith the samefunction. Let us, however takethe fact that they both occurto
the right of the negation as an indication that they lack the feahatsaveto be checkedor
the negationoperator And let us furthermoretry to adopta comparableanalysis:an auxil ary
asa spellout of thesevery features Again, this type of approachs apparentlysupportedcoy

® Therealsoexistsa (standardanguageariantwith auxiliariessuchasztten ‘sit’ andstaan ‘stand’: zt niet
te huilen (lit. ‘sit notto cry’) ‘don’t cry’. Thesecasesareincomparableastheyinvariantly showinfinitival te,
which is necessarily absent from the supposedly parallel example (6b).
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the existenceof a (marginal) variant with an overt auxiliary, in this casean impersonal
construction involvingnoeten ‘must’.

(9) ?Er moet niet getreurd
there must neg lamented
‘Don’t lament’

But again,the variantwith the supposedlyovertauxiliary allows for unexpectedvord orders
when the modal particle is added:

(20) a. ?Er moet maar niet geurd
there must PART neg lamented
‘Don’t lament’

b.  *Er moet niet getreurd maar
there must neg lamented PART
c. Niet getreurd maar
neg lamented PART
‘Don’t lament’
d. Maar niet getreurd
PART neg lamented
‘Don’t lament’

It is thus clear that (our interpretationof) Zanuttini’s theory about suppletiveimperatives
makesthe wrong predictionsaboutthe position of maaragain.We conclude therefore that
althoughwe don’t know how to analyzenegatedsuppletiveimperativesin Dutch, a straight-
forward adoptionof the solutionproposedy Zanuttinifor Romanceappeargo be unfeaible
in light of the relative positions of negation, verb and modal particle.
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