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            Abstract
          
        

        
          There are two types of negative interrogatives: contracted negative interrogatives and uncontracted negative interrogatives. There is a consensus that the former type permits a sentential negation reading only. However, there is speaker variation about the latter type. Some speakers permit both a sentential negation reading and a constituent negation reading, whereas some others reject the possibility that it can give a sentential negation reading. Sentential negation and constituent negation are usually in complementary distribution: that is, it is hard to find a construction in which the negative word not can be used as either sentential negation or constituent negation. However, this paper claims that (i) T-movement can give rise to structural ambiguity between a sentential negation reading and a constituent negation reading, (ii) the uncontracted negative interrogative is a case in point, and (iii) the speaker variation about the uncontracted negative interrogative follows from a Gricean Maxim—the Maxim of Manner.
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