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Superraise only if you hyperraise 
 

Tarcisio Dias 

University of Connecticut 

 
In this paper I will present the novel typological observation in (1) and provide an account for it. 
 
(1) Only hyperraising languages may allow superraising. 

 

In other words, superraising (SR) is only allowed in languages that allow hyperraising (HR). Note that 
this is a one-way correlation: HR languages may lack SR, but SR languages are predicted to have HR. 
 The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 presents an overview of the phenomena under 
discussion and acknowledges a link between them (that SR languages must have HR). Section 2 offers 
a crosslinguistic surview of HR and SR languages and shows that the latter are a subset of the former; 
with examples from particular languages provided exemplifying the phenomena. Section 3 motivates 
the theoretical framework that will be adopted in the analysis, namely, the dynamic approach to the 
satisfaction of the EPP developed in Bošković (2024). Section 4 presents the proposal, namely, that 
SR is only allowed in languages where the object may satisfy EPP. Sections 5 and 6 evaluate empirical 
consequences of the proposal - that objects undergoing SR must be able to occupy a higher position in 
clause structure (in the IP/EPP domain) (section 5), and that subjects in HR languages are higher than 
subjects in non-HR languages. Section 7 concludes. 
 
1. Overview 
Both HR and SR refer to an argumental DP (A-)raising out of a finite clause. HR corresponds 
to "raising from the subject position of a tensed (or finite) clause" (Ura 1994:65, emphasis 
added), whereas SR, way less common crosslinguistically, is "the operation by which an NP 
(or DP) is moved up beyond the subject of a clause to an A-position in a higher clause"1 (Ura 
1994:05, emphasis added). The hyper- and super- prefixes are used to mark the contrast with 
(vanilla) raising constructions such as English (2b) in which movement takes place from a non-
finite clause. 
 
(2)  a. It seems [that John is a genius] 
  b. John seems [to be a genius] 
 

Notably, English disallows both HR (3b) and SR (4b).2 
 
(3)  a. It seems [that John likes Mary]      

  b. *John seems [that t likes Mary]     

        
(4)  a. It seems [that it was told John [that Mary is happy]] 
  b. *John seems [that it was told t [that Mary is happy]] 
 

 
1 Movement is either overt or covert. 
2 Their ungrammatical status was usually predicted to hold universally as they would instantiate violations to the 

Specified Subject Condition and the Tensed-S Condition (Chomsky 1973). For SR, a violation of the Relativized 

Minimality Condition (Rizzi 1990) would also be involved. 
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Constructions like (3b) and (4b) have been widely attested in other languages for decades, and 
many analyses have been proposed. The generalization in (1), however, to the best of my 
knowledge, has not yet been observed. Such one-way correlation, which implies that SR 
languages correspond to a subset of HR languages, relates to an additional crosslinguistic 
observation, namely, the relative rareness of SR when compared to HR. Here, I will argue that 
an argumental DP may only move out of a finite CP if it satisfies EPP in a position above 
Spec,IP3. This position will be identified as Bošković's (2024) Spec,A/A'P, which I claim 
serves as the launchpad for both HR and SR. 
 The proposal can be summarized as follows: HR is way more common than SR 
crosslinguistically because SR requires the object to satisfy the EPP instead of the subject 
(which is in itself quite rare). Therefore, a language displaying SR but no HR would be a 
language where in the normal case the object would satisfy EPP and the subject could not, 
which can be taken to be impossible under the assumption that whatever allows objects to 
satisfy EPP in a language must also allow subjects to. 
 
2. The landscape 
In this section I present a list of the languages that have been claimed to have both superraising and 
hyperraising.4 Languages with a C superscript are claimed to display covert SR. 
 
SR language   Ref.       HR? 

AlutorC    Mel’čuk & Savvina (1978), Mel’čuk (1988),  Ura (1994) 
    Ura (1994) 
Arabic      

 Moroccan Arabic Wager (1983), Massam (1985), Ura (1994) Ura (1994) 
 Standard Arabic Massam (1985), Salih (1985a,1985b),   Ura (1994) 
    Ouhalla (1994), Al-Janabi (2022) 
Berber     Massam (1985)     Ura (1994) 
Blackfoot    Massam (1985)     Ura (1994) 
Chichewa   Trithart (1977), Ura (1994)   Ura (1994) 
ChukcheeC   Mel'čuk (1988), Ura (1994)   Ura (1994) 
Cree    James (1984), Massam (1985), Ura (1994) Ura (1994) 
Dinka    van Urk (2015)     van Urk (2015) 
Fijian    Massam (1985), Ura (1994)   Massam (1985) 
Greek     Massam (1985)     Ura (1994) 
Ilokano    Massam (1985)     - 
Innu-aimûn   Branigan & MacKenzie (B&MK) (2002) B&MK (2002) 
JapaneseC                             Ura (1994)     Ura (1994) 
Kimuthambi    Kaburo (2022)     Kaburo (2022) 
Kipsigis                  Jake & Odden (J&O) (1979), Massam (1985),  J&O (1979), 
    Fong (2018)     Fong (2018) 
Korean          Ura (1994)C, Yoon (2007)   Ura (1994) 
Lisu    Ura (1994)     Ura (1994) 

 
3 I am using IP for ease of exposition, but Spec,IP should be understood as the position regular DP subjects satisfy 

EPP in languages like English; cf. Mary left (Spec,AgrSP or Spec,TP). 
4 Although the list is intended to be exhaustive, some languages may of course have been left unnoticed. If the 

reader is aware of any other language that has been claimed to display both phenomena (or SR only), I welcome 
them to reach out.  
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Lusaamia   Carstens & Diercks (C&D) (2009)  C&D (2009) 
Lubukusu   C&D (2009)     C&D (2009) 
Malagasy   Massam (1985)     Ura (1994) 
Mandarin Chinese5  Ura (1994), Jonah Lin (2011)  Ura (1994), Chen (2023) 
Nez PerceC   Deal (2017)     Deal (2017) 
Niuean    Seiter (1978, 1980), Massam (1985), Ura (1994)  Ura (1994) 
Quechua    Lefebvre & Muysken (1982), (Massam 1985),   Ura (1994) 
    Ura (1994) 
Zacapoaxtla Nahuatl  Massam (1985)     - 
 
With the exception of Ilokano and Zacapoaxtla Nahuatl, for which I haven't find works on HR, 
all languages that have been argued to have SR were also argued to have HR. Such a typological 
gap should not be taken as accidental, and an account must be provided. It is also worth noticing 
that only 14 languages were listed as having SR in Ura (1994), whereas over a hundred were 
listed as having HR, which is very telling of the relative rareness of the former. In the remaining 
of this section, I briefly discuss some language particular cases. 
 
2.1. Moroccan Arabic (MA) 

In (5a) we have a finite sentence embedded under the raising predicate ttshab (and no raising), 
with (5b) corresponding to its superraising version, where the embedded object raises past the 
embedded subject up to the matrix clause preceding the complementizer belli. (5c,d) show 
hyperraising of the embedded subject. 
 

 

 
  
Note that Moroccan Arabic is a VSO~SVO language with both subject and object agreement 
on the verb (Harrell 1962, Wager 1983, Kortobi 2002). When SR or HR takes place (5b,d), the 
matrix verb agrees with the raised argument (and the embedded verb retains its agreement). 

 
5 See Shi (1990) for an alternative view. 
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Also note that Wager (1983:190) argues that raising verbs like ttshab in MA take CP 
complements. This shows the availability of both HR and SR in MA.  
 
2.2. Standard Arabic (SA) 
Ouhalla (1994) argues that both subject and object (A-)raise past the finite CP in SA to a matrix 
object position, with the matrix verb assigning accusative to the raised argument. 6  SR is 
illustrated in (6a), and HR in (6b). 
 

 
 
2.3. Fijian 
(7a) presents the non-raising baseline, and (7b) shows raising of the embedded object to the 
matrix clause. Note that this language displays a form of agreement (proper agreement) 
between the verb and the object. 
 

 
 
Note that movement of the object iko triggers agreement on the matrix verb. Ura (1994:21) 
crucially argues against a prolepsis analysis of (7b), where iko would bind a pro object in the 
embedded clause: he claims that if we had pro instead of the trace in (7b), object-verb  
agreement should be allowed as in (7a).7 
 
2.4. Mandarin Chinese (MC) 
(8a) corresponds to the non-raising baseline with a clause embedded under the raising  predicate 
keneng, with (8b) and (8c) corresponding to their superraising and hyperraising counterparts, 
respectively.8 

 
6 See also Al-Janabi (2022) for more on non-vanilla raising in SA.  
7 One might wonder whether a lower copy shouldn't be triggering the same effect. But not necessarily: if we think 

of languages that allow long distance agreement skipping the subject such as Hindi (Yadav p.c.), a pro analysis 
wouldn't be able to account for the lack of agreement in the embedded clause.  

8 Data with no reference in the text were collected in personal sections with native speakers. 
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Importantly, Li (1990) argues that keneng is a raising predicate in MC. One of the arguments 
involves preservation of idiomatic readings under movement, which also shows such 
movement is not A' left dislocation (see also discussion in Ura (1994). It has also been pointed 
out in Hou (1979) that the DP preceding keneng has subject properties, which is expected under 
a raising account. Jonah Lin (2011) argues that raising from finite clauses is allowed in MC. 
Finally, (9) shows that the object can be in the matrix position, with zuotian ('yesterday') taking 
scope over the matrix predicate.9 
 

 
 
 
 
 
3. Theoretical background: EPP positions 

My proposal builds on Bošković (2024) contextual approach to the EPP, in which the EPP is not 
satisfied in a fixed position: its locus varies according to the syntactic context. The idea is that there is 
an EPP domain (10, in bold), with EPP being satisfied in the highest projection of the domain, which 
ranges from A/A'P to IP. One of the consequences of this account is that if A/A'P is not available, EPP 
will be satisfied in the Spec of IP (henceforth the contextuality of the approach).10 
  
 

 
9 With the zuotian keneng order (with or without SR), my consultant has only allowed likely > yesterday. The 

keneng zuotian order is more permissive, crucially including the reading in (9b). 
10 IP is split into AgrSP and TP in his system. The split plays no role in this discussion. 
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(10)  [CP  [A/A'P  [IP   

 

The A/A'P corresponds to a low left periphery position between CP and IP that hosts, e.g., locally 
moved wh-subjects (as in who left?), with other wh-XPs moving to Spec,CP.11 Crucially, it is argued 
that the EPP is satisfied in Spec,A/A'P in such cases. The arguments provided for A/A'P show that who 

in who left? is neither in Spec,CP nor in Spec,IP - it must be in a projection in between shown to display 
mixed A and A' properties. For instance, the interaction of wh-movement and topicalization in (11) 
shows that wh-subjects and wh-objects do not land in the same position.  
 
(11) a. Mary wonders which book, for Kim, Peter should buy. 
 b.  *Mary wonders which student, for Kim, should buy that book.   (Bošković 2024:7) 
 
Note that the wh-subject in (11b) cannot land above the topic for Kim, whereas the wh-object can (11a), 
which indicates that the former is lower than the latter. Also, it is argued that who is not in Spec,IP (and 
doesn't go through it). One of the arguments is given below. Consider West Ulster English (12).  
 
(12) a. Who was arrested all t in Duke Street? 
 b.*They were arrested all t last night. 
 c. What did he say all t that he wanted?         (McCloskey 2000) 
 
The wh-subject in (12a) patterns with the wh-object in (12c) rather than with the DP subject in (12b) in 
that it allows a floating quantifier. If who were in Spec,IP (or if it were to move through it), we would 
expect (12a) to be bad on a pair with (12b), which shows that the quantifier cannot be stranded under 
movement to IP. Another argument for the who-is-not-in-Spec,IP claim concerns the scope facts in (13). 
 
(13) a. Who loves everyone?  (who>everyone;  *everyone>who)  
 b. Someone loves everyone. (someone >everyone; everyone>someone)    

(Bošković 2024:3) 
 
The impossibility of inverse scope in (13a) indicates that who is higher than someone (in Spec,IP). Were 
who also in Spec,IP, there would be no reason for the bleeding of QR in (13a), taken to be involved in 
(13b) to derive the inverse scope reading. So, by showing that wh-subjects are neither in Spec,CP nor 
in Spec,IP, Bošković proposes that it is in the intermediate Spec,A/A'P position (10).12 Also, since who 

doesn't go through Spec,IP, it follows that the EPP must be satisfied there in such cases (whereas a 
regular DP subject as in Mary left would satisfy the EPP in Spec,IP).  
 Regarding the mixed A and A' properties of this projection, Bošković (2024) observes that the 
long-noticed observation that extraction from subjects wh-islands is less degraded than extraction from 
non-subject wh-islands can be accounted for under this analysis; the sentence ??what do you wonder 

how she bought? is worse than ?what do you wonder who bought?). Considering that wh-movement to 
an A'-position across an A'-Spec is disallowed (Rizzi 1990), Bošković claims that in the case of 

 
11This is not a local wh-subject exclusive position. Bošković (2023) provides arguments that Spec,A/A'P is also 

the position for V2-subjects in Germanic languages, only-subjects, overt imperative subjects, locative 
inversion, CP-subjects, there-subjects (as in there arrived a woman at the station), Singlish non-agreeing 
subjects, Defaka focus subjects, and Chinese/Japanese subjects. 

12 Independent evidence is provided in Dias (2023) for the A/A'P projection in discussing ellipsis cases in Brazilian 
Portuguese that are restricted to locally moved wh-subjects. There is also provided arguments based on Brazilian 
Portuguese for the mixed A and A' nature of this position. 
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extraction from subject wh-islands the crossed position wouldn't be a pure A'-position, but a mixed A/A' 
position, therefore the degrees of grammaticality mentioned above. 
 The role of this particular approach to the EPP in accounting for the observed facts will become 
clearer when the proposal is presented in the next section, where the availability of non-vanilla raising 
will be tied to the to the availability of the A/A' position in the language. 
 
4. The proposal  

My proposal takes into account the analysis of Japanese scrambled objects in OSV constructions as 
developed in Miyagawa (2003) and Saito (2011). But first consider (14). 
 
(14) Zen’in-ga sono  tesuto-o  uke-nakat-ta. 
 all-NOM  that   test-ACC  take-NEG-PST 
 ‘All did not take that test.’ (*not>all, all>not )          (Miyagawa 2003) 
 
Saito (2011) argues that the subject in (14) is higher than in English, which is in Spec,IP (see note 10), 
and that EPP in Japanese is satisfied in a low left periphery position, which Bošković (2024) interprets 
as being Spec,A/A'P and I assume here. Now, object scrambling gives rise to (15).  
 
(15) Sono tesuto-oi zen’in-ga ti uke-nakat-ta. 
 that  test-ACC  all-NOM   take-NEG-PST 
 'That test, all didn’t take.’ (not>all, all>not )       (Miyagawa 2003) 
 
Importantly, the scrambling above makes the inverse scope reading available. Miyagawa (2003) and 
Saito (2011) argue that it is the scrambled object that satisfies EPP in such sentences, going to the same 
position of the subject in (14). The subject, now in a lower position (within IP), can then scope under 
the negation, QR-ed to IP. Here, this amounts to saying that the object moves to Spec,A/A'P and the 
subject to Spec,IP. I therefore propose that the EPP position Spec,A/A'P is the launchpad for both 

superraising and hyperraising. So, only DPs satisfying EPP in the Spec of A/A'P may raise out of a 

finite clause. We can now propose an account for the typological gap described in (1) - that no SR 
language lacks HR.  
 
(1)  Only hyperraising languages may allow superraising. 

 
If Spec,A/A'P launches both SR and HR, having a SR language without HR would require a language 
in which the object satisfies EPP (and the subject could not). The rarity of SR with respect to HR can 
therefore be tied to the rarity of objects satisfying EPP instead of the subject. Note the role of the EPP 
in accounting for the typological "shyness" of SR: simply claiming they both use the same launchpad 
position wouldn't predict any subject/object asymmetry neither the inexistence of a SR-but-no-HR 
language. Bringing the EPP into the picture enables us to make sense of both crosslinguistic 
observations. Being rare to have the object satisfy the EPP and being impossible to have a language 
where only the object satisfies the EPP nicely capture the crosslinguistic observations.  
 In more general terms, only elements satisfying EPP on Spec,A/A'P may leave a finite 

clause (to perform either HR or SR). That SR languages are a subset of HR languages follows from 
there being no language (to the best of my knowledge) in which objects satisfy the EPP but subjects 
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cannot.13 Also note that improper movement is no longer an issue here: a subject or an object moving 
from the A/A' position to an A-position in the matrix clause will not lead to an unexpected A'-A chain 
link.14 
 Now this proposal makes a clear prediction: objects performing superraising must depart from 
an EPP position above the subject (the Spec,A/A'P), which would be pushed down to the inflectional 
domain (as we saw happens in Japanese). In the next section I will evaluate this prediction for some of 
the languages listed in section 2. 
 
5. Superraising higher objects 

5.1. Nez Perce (Sahaptian)  
Deal (2017) argues that both objects and subjects covertly raise to the matrix clause in Nez Perce, with 
the effect of raising seen in the fact that both matrix and embedded verbs show agreement. 
 
(16) a.SR: 
 'Aayat-onm hi-nees-nek-se [ watiisx  mamay'ac-na Angel-nim 
 woman-ERG 3SUBJ-O.PL-think-IMPF 1.day.away children-ACC A.-ERG  
 hi-naas-wapayata-ya  ] 
 3SUBJ-O.PL-help-PERF 
 'The woman thinks Angel helped the children yesterday' 
 b.HR: 

 Taamsas-nim pee-nek-se [Angel-nim hi-naas-wapayata-ca mamay'as-na]15 
 T.-ERG  3.3-think-IMPF A.-ERG  3SUBJ-O.PL-help-IMPF children-ACC 
 'Taamsas thinks Angel is helping the children'            (Deal 2017:8-9) 
 
Deal shows that (16) above do indeed involve movement (she crucially claims it is not prolepsis). One 
of the arguments regards islandhood, to which cross-clausal agreement is sensitive:  
 
(17) a.SR: 

 *'Aayato-nm hi-nees-nek-se  [ke kaa    mamay'ac    hi-pa-paay-no'],  
  woman-ERG   3SUBJ-O.PL-think-IMPF when        children.NOM   3SUBJ-S.PL-arrive-FUT 
 hi-lloy-no'   qiiwn  
 3SUBJ-be.happy.FUT old.man.NOM   
 Int.: 'the woman thinks that when the kids arrive, the old man will be happy'  
 b.Prolepsis:  
 ?'Aayato-nm mamay'as-nai hi-nees-nek-se [  ke kaa  proi    hi-pa-paay-no' ], 
 woman-ERG children-ACC 3SUBJ-O.PL-think-IMPF  when  3PL    3SUBJ-S.PL-arrive-FUT 
 hi-lloy-no'  qiiwn 
 3SUBJ-be.happy.FUT old.man.NOM  
 'The woman thinks that when the kids arrive, the old man will be happy'  (Deal 2017:4) 
 

 
13 The fact such languages seem inexistent is an independent matter for which I have no account for. But it seems 

that a language where only objects could satisfy EPP seems would disallow even simple intransitive 
constructions like Mary left. 

14 Though it is usually claimed that HR and SR target A-positions in the matrix clause (they are crucially not A'-
movement), a system with an A/A' projection opens the possibility to having such movements target the mixed 
Spec. 

15 pee- marks agreement with both 3rd person subject and 3rd person object (Deal 2017:3). 
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Nez Perce has flexible word order in both matrix and embedded clauses. Interestingly, when 
undergoing superraising, the object must show up in the first position (note the OSV order in 16a). 
Crucially, Deal argues this is an instance of A-movement. In her analysis, the object becomes accessible 
from "the highest A-position in the embedded clause" (p.8), which she assumes to be Spec,TP. Under 
the contextual EPP approach, I take this position to be Spec,A/A'P. 
 
5.2. Tsez (Nakh-Daghestanian) 
In Tsez, the matrix verb may agree with the embedded object (absolutive agreement) (18).16 On a pair 
with Nez Perce, Tsez long distance agreement (LDA) is also island constrained (17). Note that Tsez's 
basic word order is SOV). 
 
(18) eni-r [ uz-a  magalu  b-ac'-ru-li]  b-iy-xo 
 mother-DAT boy-ERG bread.III.ABS III-eat-PST.PRT-NMLZ III-know-PRES 
 'The mother knows the boy ate the bread' 
 
(19) *[kid  y-ay-zal ] eni-r  xabar  y-iy-s 
 girl.II.ABS II-arrive-when  mother-DAT news.III.ABS II-know-PST.EVID 
          (Polinsky & Postdasm 2001:606-7) 
 
Polinsky & Potsdam (2001) claim that in LDA constructions the object must (covertly) front to a topic 
position. (20) independently shows that the language exhibits leftward scrambling. 
 
(20) bikorik uza hibored  tk  zek'si 
 snake boy stick   hit 
 'The boy hit the snake with a stick'      (Polinsky & Postdasm 2001:589) 
 
Importantly, the authors observe that the fronted object in (20) need not be interpreted as a topic (p.598), 
discouraging a left-dislocation account. I take this to indicate that objects can move for EPP reasons in 
Tsez, which would then make them available for (covert) superraising as in (18). (also remind that this 
position, being A/A', is compatible with topic features). 
 

5.3. Korean 

It has been argued that Korean displays both SR and HR, exemplified in (21a) and (21b), respectively. 
 

 
 
In (21b), the subject would satisfy the EPP in Spec,A/A'P before leaving for the matrix clause. Yoon 
(2007) has actually argued that subjects undergoing HR in Korean are higher than the regular subject 
position. In (21a), the object would satisfy EPP in Spec,A/A'P. Here, this means that the subject is 

 
16 Alternatively, agreement can target the clausal complement (IV agreement) (Polinsky & Postdasm 2001:605).  
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pushed to Spec,IP, so we should witness the same scope effects of Japanese. This prediction is borne 
out. 
 

 
 
Notably, the inverse scope reading becomes available in the OSV construction. 
 
5.4. Japanese 
Ura (1994) claims that Japanese displays covert superraising, expressed by the possibility of the 
embedded object exhibit accusative in dative subject constructions, where the source of accusative must 
be from the matrix predicate (23a) (cf. 23b). (the same is observed for these constructions in Korean)  
 

 
 
Regarding arguments for DP movement into the matrix clause, Ura (1994) shows that the embedded 
object can have scope over the dative subject, it cannot sit within a subject or a complex NP island, and 
it also shows binding effects. Finally, dative subject constructions exhibit the same scope effects 
observed in 5.2 when the object is scrambled (note that inverse scope becomes available when 
scrambling (i.e., object satisfying EPP in Spec,A/A'P; see section 4) takes place. 
 

 

 
 
5.5. Mandarin Chinese (MC) 
Jonah Lin (2011) claims that EPP drives movement in MC (EPP cannot be reduced to feature checking) 
and observes that only finite clauses allow object shift, whose effect is producing an SOV clause (25). 
 
(25) a. Zhangsan chi-le  hanbao  (SVO, no object shift) 
  Z.  eat-PERF burger 
  'Zhangsan ate the burger' 
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 b. Zhangsan hanbao chi-le   (SOV, object shifts) 
  Z.  burger eat-PERF 
  'Zhangsan ate the burger'          (Jonah Lin 2011:60) 
 
Assuming with the author that movement is connected to the EPP, we then expect object shift to be 
possible under predicates such as keneng under the proposal that object satisfying EPP feeds 
superraising. This is indeed attested (26)17.18 
 
(26) a. Zhangsan  keneng [ t zhunbei-le wancan  ]   
  Z.  be.likely.to  prepare-PERF dinner 
  'Zhangsan may have prepared the dinner' 
 b. Zhangsan keneng  [t  wancan  zhunbei-le ] 
  Z.  be.likely.to  dinner  prepare-PERF  
  'Zhangsan may have prepared the dinner'          (Jonah Lin 2011:61) 
 
5.6. Dinka (Nilotic) 
Dinka observes a construction in which a fronted object triggers verbal agreement instead of the subject. 
 
(27) yîin ø-cí   môc   tîiŋ 
 you 2-PRF.OV man.GEN see.NF 
 'The man has seen you'           (van Urk 2015) 
 
Also relevant here are Bantu OVS sentences where the verb agrees with the object, which has been 
analyzed as satisfying EPP (cf. Ura 1995, Ndayiragije 1999). An account in the lines proposed here can 
be pursued for Bantu SR languages (reported at least for Lusaamia, Lubukusu and Kimuthambi) 
featuring the relevant OVS constructions, again showing the connection between EPP and non-vanilla 
raising. 
 
6. Hyperraising higher subjects 
The proposal developed here predicts hyperraising subjects depart from a position higher than Spec,IP 
(namely Spec,A/A'P). Assuming QR is involved in the inverse scope reading in (13), repeated below 
(28), we thus expect the subject of HR languages to disallow inverse scope. 
 
(28) a. Who loves everyone?  (who>everyone;  *everyone>who) 
 b. Someone loves everyone. (someone >everyone; everyone>someone)      

(Bošković 2024:3) 
 
This is indeed attested for several HR languages: (an example from Brazilian Portuguese is given below) 
 
(29) Scope-rigid hyper-raising languages  
Finnish  (Zimmermann 2003) 
Georgian (Borise & Polinsky 2018) 
Greek   (Baltazani 2002) 

 
17 It is worth mentioning that such object shift (in the complement clause) is not always allowed, being 

prohibited under root modal predicates and hui ('will'), for instance (p.61).  
18 Object shift in Mandarin Chinese is likely tied to topicalization (Jonah Lin 2011:60,ftn11), which is fully 

compatible with the A/A' approach. 
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Hmong   (Creswell & Snyder 2000) 
Hungarian (Kiss 2002, den Dikken 2017) 
Japanese  (Hoji 1985)  
Kabardian (Minor 2005) 
Kinande  (Baker, 2003) 
Korean  (Kim 2008) 
Lubukusu (Carstens et al. 2010, Diercks 2013) 
 
Mandarin  

Chinese  (Huang 1982) 
Persian  (Shafiei & Storoshenko 2017) 
Sinhala  (Chou & Hettiarachchi 2016) 
Spanish  (Alexiadou &  Anagnostopoulou 1998,  Fernández-Salgueiro 2005,  
  Pires & Nediger 2018) 
St'át'imcets (Matthewson 1999, Davis 2020) 
Tamil   (Sarma, 2003) 
Turkish  (Altinok, 2017)  
 
(30)  Alguém ama todo mundo  
 someone loves everyone (someone>everyone; *everyone>someone) 
 
Notice that BP, a HR language (Altinok, 2017), patterns with the wh-subject in (28) in disallowing 
inverse scope, not with the regular subject. Here, this is explained by the subject being higher than IP, 
therefore bleeding QR (like in Japanese; cf. section 4).  
 
7. Conclusion 
In this work I have presented a novel typological generalization, namely, that only hyperraising 
languages may allow superraising (the latter being a subset of the former) and have proposed an account 
that ties such cases of non-vanilla raising to the EPP being able to be satisfied in a  position above 
Spec,IP (Spec,A/A'P). The typological possibilities are depicted in the table below, with L3 being an 
impossible language. 
 
(31) SR iff HR 

   

L1 

HR SR e.g., 

✓ ✓ Korean 
  L2 ✓ ✗ Brazilian Portuguese 
* L3 ✗ ✓ unattested 

  L4 ✗ ✗ English 
 
This analysis provides evidence for a contextual approach to the EPP, and also unifies SR with HR by 
showing they are connected in a principles way: they share the same launchpad position. More precisely, 
this work establishes when hyperraising or superraising should be expected in a language: one has to 
consider where EPP is satisfied (Spec,IP? Spec,A/A'P?) and which argumental DP (subject? object?) 
may do it.  
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