
Hyperraising
ling 252 ⋅ Ethan Poole ⋅ 17 February 2022

1 Carstens & Diercks 2013

1.1 Data

✳ Hyperraising construction in Luyia (Bantu)1 1 1/2/3/ . . . = noun class

(1) Lubukusu

(2) Lusaamia

• Embedded clause is non-defective
Unlike previously reported cases of hyperraising (as of 2013), the embedded clause
is an ordinary �nite clause, not subjunctive or defective. It exhibits the full range of
tense and agreement possibilities:2 2 fp = far past

rp = recent past
(3) Lubukusu

(4) Lusaamia
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• Subject can “reconstruct” 3 3 As discussed below, they
don’t provide any explicit
evidence for reconstruc-
tion.

– Both Lubukusu and Lusaamia are null subject languages. Thus, the hyperraising
construction could plausibly involve copy raising, rather than genuine A-raising:

(5) a. RaisingAlex1 seems 1 to be sick.
b. Copy raisingAlex1 seems like she1 is sick.

– The two possiblities can be teased apart by looking at the interpretation. In the
copy-raising construction (in English), the matrix subject must be the “perceptual
source”. This is not required in the hyperraising construction:

(6) Context: I look in the refrigerator only to �nd that it is empty.
a. It seems that somebody has eaten all the food!
b. Somebody seems to have eaten all the food!
c. #Somebody seems like they have eaten all the food!

(7) Lubukusu

Scenario: You don’t see any animals in the game park.

(8) Lusaamia

Scenario: You �nd that the watering hole is empty.

⇒ While copy raising is possible, at least some hyperraising constructions involve
genuine A-raising.

• Evidence for A-movement?

– Carstens and Diercks’s comparison with copy raising is a natural-class argument.
They assume that because the hyperraising construction does not pattern like
copy raising, it must be A-raising.

⇒ However, they do not provide any positive evidence in favor of A-movement. It
could be, for example, be (�nite) control or prolepsis.
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• Complementizers

– In Lusaamia, all complementizers block hyperraising:

(9)

– In Lubukusu, mbo ‘that’ allows hyperraising across it, but the agreeing comple-
mentizer -li does not:

(10)

(11)

1.2 Analysis

✳ Basic idea
Hyperraising cannot occur out of phases.

• No complementizer = No CP
In both Lubukusu and Lusaamia, when there is no complementizer, the �nite clause
is a TP, rather than a (phasal) CP:

(12) DP seem [TP T VP ]

• ‘mbo’ = Nonphasal CP
In Lubukusu, mbo heads a defective CP that is crucially not a phase. Thus, raising
out of it does not violate the PIC:

(13) DP seem [CP mbo T VP ]

• Other complementizers = Phasal CP
All complementizers in Lusaamia and the agreeing complementizer -li in Lubukusu
project an ordinary phasal CP. Thus, raising out of it violates the PIC:

(14) *DP seem [CP C T VP ]

• Copy raising
When the CP is phasal, copy raising is possible:

(15) DP1 seem [CP C pro1 T VP ]
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• Activity Condition

– Much of Carstens and Diercks (2013) is concerned with the Activity Condition,
because the hyperraising construction would appear to violate it.

(16) Activity Condition

A DP whose case feature is valued becomes inactive and thereby unable to
undergo subsequent A-processes.

– This discussion assumes that the Activity Condition is needed to rule out hyper-
raising in English and other languages.

– We know, however, that the Activity Condition is not su�ciently general to
account for attested improper-movement con�gurations anyway.4 4 Müller (2014)

2 Zyman 2017

• P’urhepecha is a language isolate spoken mainly in the central-western state of
Michoacán, Mexico. It is exclusively su�xing, agglutinating, head-marking, and
dependent-marking, and it has a relatively �exible word order.

5 This alternation is re-
ported to be possible for
only some speakers.

✳ Hyperraising to object

– With certain embedding verbs, the embedded subject can occur after the comple-
mentizer, in which case it is nominative, or before the complementizer, in which
case it is accusative:5

(17)

6 I don’t know what to make
of “The relevant sentences
. . . are relatively or even
quite acceptable”.

– Relevant embedding verbs: ueka- ‘want’, uetarincha- ‘need’, and mite- ‘know’.

– When the embedded subject is accusative, it can (marginally?) appear to the left
of a matrix adverbial:6

(18)

⇒ Zyman interprets (18) as evidence that the accusative DP moves into the matrix
clause. Strictly speaking though, it only shows that the accusative DP can move
into the matrix clause.

• Three possible analyses

(19) a. Hyperraising

. . . DP . . . [CP . . . DP . . . ]

b. Prolepsis

. . . DP1 . . . [CP . . . pro1 . . . ]
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c. Finite object control

. . . V DP1 . . . [CP . . . PRO1 . . . ]

7 As acknowledged in a
footnote, this is also a
property of prolepsis in
German.

• Arguments against prolepsis

Ê Accusative subjects prevent extraction of an(other) element out of the embedded
clause:7

(20)

Ë The accusative DP must correspond to the highest embedded argument; that is,
it is subject to minimality:

(21)

Ì Accusative subjects are sensitive to islands:

(22)

• The island data already follow from minimality, so it is not clear to me that we can
actually test island sensitivity for this construction.
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• Arguments against control

Ê The accusative DP is not a thematic argument of the matrix predicate:

(23)

Ë A negative accusative DP can take scope below the embedding predicate:

(24)

(25)

✳ Analysis
The embedded subject raises into the matrix verb phrase:

(26)
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3 Fong 2019

• (Khalkha) Mongolian is a head-�nal language with nominative–accusative case
alignment, local scrambling, and di�erential object marking.

3.1 Accusative subjects

• Subjects of embedded �nite clauses can be nominative or accusative:8 8 These data are similar to
Sakha accusative subjects
(Baker and Vinokurova
2010).

(27)

• Accusative subjects are embedded

Ê As shown above in (27), an accusative subject can follow an unambiguously-
embedded adverb.

Ë An accusative subject can be part of an idiom in the embedded clause:

(28)

Ì The embedded clause can itself scramble while containing the accusative subject:

(29)

Í If the accusative subject is an NPI, it can only be licensed by embedded negation:

(30)

Î An accusative subject can be interpreted opaquely w.r.t. the embedding predicate:

(31)

⇒ These considerations rule out a prolepsis analysis, and presumably an object-control
analysis as well.
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• Accusative case comes from the matrix clause

– The embedded subject cannot be accusative if the matrix clause is passive:

(32)

– It also cannot be accusative if the embedded clause is in the subject position:

(33)

⇒ Thus, the accusative case on the subject either comes from vag (on FHCT) or is
dependent case licensed by a matrix DP (on DCT).

– Importantly, these data rule out an analysis whereby the complementizer assigns
accusative case. Under such an analysis, we would not expect the makeup of the
matrix clause to play any role.9 9 Thus, an analysis à la

Major (2021) would not
work for Mongolian.• Accusative subjects are higher than nominative subjects

Ê An accusative DP cannot follow an embedded dative DP:

(34)

Ë An anaphor in an accusative subject can be bound from the matrix clause, but an
anaphor in a nominative subject cannot:10 10 Fong shows this fact for

both the re�exive posses-
sive -AA and the anaphor
ööröö.

(35)

(36)

Ì An accusative subject behaves for Condition B like it is in the matrix clause, but
a nominative subject does not:

(37)
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✳ Analysis

– The embedded subject optionally raises to embedded [Spec, CP], from where it
receives accusative without violating the PIC:

(38)

– To account for accusative subjects being able to following an embedded adverbial,
Fong assumes an articulated left periphery that can house both:

(39)

• Discussion

– As acknowledged in fn. 5, on this analysis, it is unclear why matrix negation is
unable to license an accusative subject NPI.

– Moreover, it is unclear (to me) how reconstruction for NPI licensing is supposed
to work in the �rst place.
∗ Lahiri (2017) argues that GQ traces allow reconstruction for NPI licensing
in Hindi, because they produce scope reconstruction and NPI licensing is
scope-based.

∗ Dawson and Deal (2019) argue that prolepsis in Tiwa (Tibeto-Burman; India)
can involve a bound GQ pronoun, because proleptic objects can take narrow
scope, but do not allow opaque readings.11 11 See also Keine and Poole

(2018).∗ Taken together, these arguments suggest that apparent reconstruction for NPI
licensing may not be an argument for movement.

– Unlike P’urhepecha, an accusative subject does not block movement of other
elements out of the embedded clause:

(40)

– If the embedded clause has an articulated left periphery, it is unclear why said
periphery cannot house a dative DP or a manner adverb:
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(41)

(42)

3.2 Hyperraising

✳ For at least some speakers, an accusative subject can surface in the matrix clause:12 12 According to Fong, two
out of the four speakers
who she consulted allow
this construction.

(43)

(44)

• Arguments against prolepsis

Ê The accusative DP must be the embedded subject:

(45)

Ë The accusative subject can be part of an embedded idiom:13 13 I would interpret the ‘?’ as
evidence that an idiomatic
meaning is not preserved.(46)

Ì The accusative subject forces a gap:

(47)
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• No remnant movement

– When the embedded clause is scrambled, the accusative subject cannot be sepa-
rated from it:

(48)

– Fong argues that this combination is ruled out because the trace in the remnant
is unbound.

– Problem: We know that such diving paths are in principle possible:

(49) [How likely 1 to win ]2 is Alex1 2?

⇒ Assuming that A-movement happens before scrambling (Abels 2007), the diving
path in (48) should be possible.

• Island sensitivity

– Fong claims that the accusative subject in this construction is sensitive to islands:

(50)

(51) a.

b.

⇒ Problem: How are the non-movement baselines with accusative subjects possible
in the �rst place?

• Evidence that hyperraising is local A-scrambling

Ê Only accusative subjects can scramble out of the embedded clause:14 14 The string in (52c) should
be possible if the embed-
ded subject is nominative;
cf. (34a).

(52) a.

b.
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c.

Ë Moving the accusative subject is not subject to WCO:

(53)

Ì Moving the accusative subject can amnesty a Condition C violation:

(54) a.

b.

✳ Analysis

(55)

⇒ Because embedded [Spec, CP] is an A-position in Mongolian, subsequent movement
from that position—whether it be A-movement or A-movement—does not constituent
improper movement (under the traditional Ban on Improper Movement).
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