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EXPRESSION OF THE SYNTAX OF NOT 

Annotation 

 This article is an attempt to give a unified account of the syntax and semantics 

of negation, and in particular, of the lexical item not. Two analyses are presented and 

discussed: the first providing for the deep structure occurrence of not in the specifier 

of adverbials and noun phrases and deep structure interpretation of the scope of 

negation, and the second providing for generation of not in sentence initial position 
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and derived structure scope interpretation. It is argued that the second analysis 

provides a better description of two adverbial classes that are superficially parallel 

but differ in significant syntactic and semantic respects. Further, it is suggested that a 

comprehensive theory of scope semantics would require derived structure scope 

interpretive rules. The semantics of the quantifier any are considered and Quine’s 

proposal that any is the "universal quantifier is supported, and evidence is presented 

that its distribution can be predicted if it is regarded as the marked form of the 

universal quantifier.  
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Syntactic, formation, determiner, passive transformation, lexical items, quantifier

 Today, learning foreign languages and expressing thoughts in other target 

languages, which is very necessary for any modern person. Related to this is the 
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history, culture and traditions of other languages. In this state, we cannot express our 

thoughts. A more efficient way of forming negation is with a prefix. It creates new 

words by adding prefixes before the root.
1
 

 We intend to examine the distribution of the lexical item “not” in surface 

structure, and the implications of this distribution for the base rules and trans-

formations involved in sentences containing “not”. In the course of the discussion, 

two syntactic schemas will be presented. In the first, which I call the Determiner 

Theory, “not” is generated on NP’s and Adverbials and, in - some circumstances, 

transformationally relocated into the Aux. In the second, the Pre-S Theory, not is 

                                                           
1
 L.T.Toshhonov, H.T.G’ofurova “Forming negation with the prefixes”, Вопросы науки и образования  

№ 7 (91), 2020 Москва ” on page 32  
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generated in a "pre-S" node as in Klima (1964). Both analyses will be shown to 

require an Auxiliary base position for “not”. 

 We will first consider phrases containing “not” and a quantifier, for example 

“not many” and “not often”. One logical possibility is that the base rules can generate 

determiners on noun phrases of the form “not + Quantifier”, and adverbials of the 

form not + adverb, and that only the rules normally involving NP’s and adverbs apply 

to such NP’s. we will argue that this possibility is untenable.  Consider the following 

pair of sentences; 

1. The student solved not all of the problems. 

2. Not all of problems were solved by the student.  

  Sentence 1 is particularly interesting because it is fully interpretable and seems 

potentially quite a useful construction, but my intuition is that there is something 
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wrong with it. In general, when a sentence is interpretable and violates no selectional 

restrictions, but still seems to be a "bad" sentence, I will assume that the syntax fails 

to generate it.  We will assign to such a sentence. 

 Suppose that “not” is generated on noun phrases and the syntax has no 

transformations affecting that “not”. Then in order to account for the contrast 

between 1 and 2, a condition on the passive transformation would be required making 

passive obligatory just in case the object NP has “not” in its determiner. 

 Now consider sentences 3 and 4. 

3. Not everyone saw the play 

4. The play was seen by not every one 

4, like 1, is grammatical if “not” is absent. To rule out sentence 4,  another condition 

on the passive transformation would be required stipulating that just in case the 
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subject NP has “not” in its determiner, the transformation blocks. A similar, but even 

more problematic case arises with verbs that generally resist passivization, such as 

want. Sentence 5 is analogous to 1 and 4 in its ungrammatically, but 5 produces an 

ungrammatical sentence even if it is passivized. 

Hence, within the analysis under discussion, the well-formed deep structure 

underlying 5 and 6 produces only ill-formed surface structures. 

5. John wants not many books 

6. Not many books are wanted by John 

 In sentence 2, not all of the problems seem to be a constituent. Since 1 is 

ungrammatical, this constituent has no apparent source. Similarly, in sentence 3, “not 

everyone” seems to be a constituent. But if  the passive transformation operates on this 
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constituent, the resulting string is ungrammatical. Note that when “not” is absent, 

sentences corresponding to 1 through 4 are all grammatical.  

  1. The students solved all of the problems 

 2. All of the problems were solved by the students 

 3. Everyone saw the play 

 4. The play was seen by everyone 

In the above sentences, the constituent with “not” can only occur in subject position, 

while the corresponding constituent without “not” can occur freely. 

 Consider now the adverb often. There are three major positions where “often” 

can occur, indicated by 8, 9, and 10. 

8. Often, I cut astronomy class 

9. I often cut astronomy class 
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10.  I cut astronomy class often 

“Not often”  is a potential constituent, since most speakers accept sentences like 11. 

11.  Not often do I cut astronomy class 

But in the non-initial adverb positions, “not often” is un- grammatical.  

  12. I not often cut astronomy class 

 13. I cut astronomy class not often 

On the surface, then, not all adverb positions are available to adverbs with “not”. In 

particular, just as only subject position permitted “not+Quant+NP”, only initial 

position permits “not+adverb”. We claim that these two facts are elements of the 

same phenomenon, and that significant generalizations would be missed if the rules 

of passive and adverb movement were constrained so as to be obligatory or 
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prohibited just in case the wrong choice would produce one of the proscribed outputs 

we have described. 

An alternative to constraining the transformations in various ad hoc ways is to 

hypothesize various lexicalization rules that are optional in subject or initial adverb 

position but obligatory elsewhere. Such an analysis would have transformational 

rules like the following. 

14. not many —> few [optional in subject position] 

15. not often —> seldom [optional in initial position] 

This proposal faces several difficulties, some of them apparently 

insurmountable. First, sentence 1 above is ungrammatical because its object has the 

determiner not all. But in this case, the ungrammaticality cannot be accounted for by 

making some lexicalization rule obligatory, because not all has no corresponding 
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single lexical item. Similarly, there are no single lexical items corresponding to the 

phrases not every, not always. Further, even the phrases that do have similar lexical 

items, as in 14 and 15 raise several difficulties, since not many and few, for example, 

differ in significant syntactic ways. Few can be modified in ways that not many 

cannot as the correspondences below show. 

16. rather few           -   rather not many 

      surprisingly few     -   surprisingly not many 

Similarly, seldom occurs in frames in which not often cannot occur. 

17. rather seldom  -  rather not often 

Also, few can be compared, while the corresponding phrase cannot. 

18 fewer 
not many-er 

more not many 
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fewest 
not many-est 

most not many 

Finally, not  many and not often can be modified in ways that do not 

correspond to any modification of few and seldom. Not very many, for example, is 

quite different from very few, and not very often is not equivalent to very seldom. 

But the not phrases so modified behave syntactically just like the unmodified phrases 

in examples 1 - 13 above. That is, such phrases are ungrammatical except in initial 

position, even though the structural description for the hypothesized obligatory 

lexicalization transformation is presumably never met. 

19. I cut classes not very often 

20. The police arrested not very many of the demonstrators 

21. The desired answer was given by not very many of the witnesses 
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On the basis of 16 - 20, I conclude that the ungrammatical sentences I have 

presented cannot be accounted for by a lexicalization transformation changing 

phrases with not into single lexical items. 

Klima (1964) suggested that not is generated sentence- initially, 

dominated by a node labelled Pre-S. The Pre-S deep structure position for not 

would then be the source of not in the examples I have been discussing. This 

proposal has many virtues in the description of the syntax of sentence with not, 

but it has one major shortcoming. In particular, it fails to account for 

grammatical sentences with two occurrences of not. Examples of this 

phenomenon are sentences 22 and 23. 

22. Not many of the arrows didn't hit the target 

23. Not many of the demonstrators weren't arrested 
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24. Not often do I not do my homework 

22 and 23 suggest that at least two deep structure sources for not are required, one of 

them in the Auxiliary. I propose that the base rules expanding Aux can optionally 

generate not in the initial position of the Aux, and I will argue that such a base rule 

underlies the occurrence of not in 25. 

25. John didn't leave 

The relevant aspects of the deep structure for 25 are represented in 26. 

S 

NP  VP  

John  Aux V 

 not Tense Leave 

  Past  

Some statistical confirmation of the relative grammatically judgements I have 

been using as evidence appears in Whitman (1971). In this interesting study, Whitman 
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tabulate acceptability judgements concerning various syntactic frames with not. One 

of the results is that not on an NP to the right of the verb, i.e. on an object or 

prepositional NP, produces the least acceptable sentences. 

In general, he finds that an increase in the number of riot's tends to decrease 

acceptability. But even allowing for this fact, sentences with a not on the subject and 

one in the Aux are far more acceptable than sentences with only one not if that not is 

in object position. Sentence W1 obtained twice as many acceptable ratings as W2, 

against 7 on one sample. 

Even W3, a sentence of considerable apparent complexity, had twice as many 

acceptable ratings as W2, again, 14 against 7. 

W3 Not many girls don't like Rock Hudson, do they? 
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Further, when a sentence pattern involving an object not is compounded by a second 

not, the resulting sentence is universally rejected. W4 received only one acceptable 

rating out of 24 responses, and W5 received no acceptable ratings. 

W4  Not many girls like not many boys 

W5  John didn't see not many girls 

Whitman collected interpretability judgements, as well, which are not, 

unfortunately, reported in his note. Significantly, however, he states that a sizeable 

proportion of the relatively unacceptable judgements were judged to be relatively 

easily understood. It seems quite likely that such sentences as W2 above fall into that 

category. 
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I turn now to a discussion of the deep structure source of not in phrases like not 

many and not often. I will examine two theories, which I call the Determiner Theory 

(DT) and the Pre-S Theory (PT), respectively. 

1. Determiner Theory  

In the Determiner Theory (DT), is generated optionally in the determiner of Noun 

Phrases and certain types of Adverbial Phrases, The presence of not in the determiner 

of a NP, for example, would be contingent upon other aspects of the form of the 

determiner. 27 would be a possible deep structure under either option, but 28 would 

be excluded by subcategorization, 

27. (not) many people 

28. not people 

The determiner of a count noun could include 29,then. 
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29.   

  

 

 

 

 

The determiner of a mass noun, similarly, could include 30. 

30.  

 

 

 

Determiners generated by the base rule underlying 29 appear in sentences 31. 

31.   a. Not many people arrived 

b. Not every student passed the test 

c. Not all of the analyses were acceptable 

d. Not a lot of demonstrators were arrested 

((not) 

many 

every 

all 

a lot of 

 

) 

((not) 

much 

all 

a lot of 

) 
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The determiners in 30 appear in sentences 32. 

32.  a. Not much foliage survived the frost 

b. Not all of the crops were destroyed 

c. Not a lot of thought went into your explanation 

The first problem facing DT is illustrated by examples 1 - b above. In 

particular, a phrase generated by 29 or 30 can be the subject of a passivized sentence, 

but not the object of en active sentence. And such a phrase can be the subject of an 

active sentence but not the by-phrase of a passive one. This distribution of facts can 

be accounted for within DT by a transformation ordered after passive, and whose 

operation is obligatory, which would shift a not occurring in the determiner of a NP 

to the right of the Aux into the Aux. ___ 
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In conclusion, the generalization covering those sentences is that when the 

particular set of adverbs under discussion have not in their determiner, the fronting of 

the adverbial phrase fulfills the environment for Subject Auxiliary Inversion (SAI), 

One consequence of this observation, which we  note in passing, is that Adverb 

Fronting must precede SAI. 
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