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Clausal complements are generally taken to be free from formal licensing 
conditions such as the Case Filter. In this paper, I discuss the 
distributional restriction of čto-clause complements of N to restructuring 
V-N collocations earlier proposed in Knyazev 2016, where it was
explained by a formal licensing requirement for čto-clausess. I present
the results of an experimental study that used a factorial definition of the
restriction adapted from studies of island effects (see Sprouse et al.
2013). The results provide evidence for the restriction and indirectly
support the licensing requirement proposed earlier.

1  Restriction on Čto-Clause Complements of Nouns 

1.1 Background on Čto-Clause Complements 
Russian čto-clauses can be optionally embedded in a DP-shell realized as 
the singular neuter form of the demonstrative to ‘that’ (with the 
respective case morphology), a construction henceforth referred to as 
to,čto-clauses (see, e.g., Hartman 2012, Knyazev 2016). To,čto-clauses 
generally appear either as (preverbal) subjects or as complements of P or 
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predicates that assign oblique case, as in (1). Many predicates allow 
to,čto-clauses to freely alternate with “bare” čto-clauses, as shown in 
(1a); other predicates, however, strongly favor to,čto-clauses (especially 
with less common verbs), as shown in (1b). 

(1) a. Ivan nadeetsja (na to),  čto   [vloženija   okupjatsja].
Ivan hopes   in  itACC  that  investments  pay off
‘Ivan hopes that the money will pay off.’ 

b. Učënye sxodjatsja ?*(na tom),  [čto  est’ global’noe poteplenie].
scientists converge   on  itLOC  that is   global    warming
‘Scientists are in consensus that global warming exists.’

Whereas many of such distributional differences are highly idiosyncratic 
and depend on poorly understood lexical and stylistic factors, there also 
appear to be more systematic restrictions that govern the distribution of 
čto-clause complements.  

1.2 Introducing the Collocational Restriction 
One such restriction comes from the distribution of clausal complements 
of nouns such as nadežda ‘hope’, uverennost’ ‘conviction’, somnenie 
‘doubt’, dokazatel’stvo ‘proof’, verojatnost’ ‘likelihood’ and potentially 
other nouns that share the property of taking true semantic arguments 
(see Krapova and Cinque 2016 for the relevant discussion and 
references).1 The restriction consists in the following fact. When these 
nouns appear in collocations like vselit’ nadeždu ‘instill hope’, vyrazit’ 
somnenie ‘express doubt’, privesti dokazatel’stvo ‘produce proof’, est’ 
verojanost’ ‘(there) is likelihood’ and others, their complement can be 
realized either by a čto- or a to,čto-clause, as shown in (2a)–(2d), 
although the čto-clause might sound slightly less natural.2 

1 The restriction does not seem to appear with complements of nouns like 
utverždenie ‘claim’ and mysl’ ‘idea’, which have different semantic properties and 
which are often treated as appositive modifiers, see Stowell 1981, Grimshaw 1990, 
Moulton 2009. Complements of these nouns are not discussed in this paper. 
2 Number marking on the noun does not seem to have a clear effect on the 
acceptability of čto-clauses in collocations and was not considered in the study. 
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(2) a.  Ona  vyrazil  somnenija (v tom),  [čto  ona  zdes’].
she  expressed doubts in itLOC   that  she  here 
‘She expressed doubt that they will win.’ 

b. On  privel   dokazatel’stva (togo), [čto  èto   fal’šivka].
he produced proofs     itGEN   that  this  fraud
‘He produced proof that this is fraud.’

By contrast, other verb-noun combinations such as razdeljat’ nadeždu 
‘share hope’, usilit’ somnenija ‘strenghthen doubt’, ignorirovat’ 
dokazatel’stva ‘ignore proof’, obsuždat’ verojatnost’ ‘discuss likelihood’ 
and others seem to strongly favor to,čto-clauses, as shown in (3a)–(3d).3 
I will refer to this preference for to,čto-clause complements as the 
collocational restriction on čto-clauses. 

(3) a.  Èto usililo somnenija ??(v  tom),  [čto  ona  zdes’]. 
this strengthened doubts in  itLOC  that  they here 
‘This strengthened doubts that she is here.’ 

b. On ignoriruet dokazatel’stva ??(togo),  [čto  èto   fal’šivka].
he ignores   proofs      itGEN   that  this  fraud
‘He ignores proof that this is fraud.’

The difference between the two types of collocations seems to lie in the 
nature of the semantic relation between the verb and the noun, although 
it is somewhat difficult to characterize it precisely due to a large intra-
class variability and the graded of nature of the judgments.  

In general, verbs in collocations that allow čto-clauses have a more 
impoverished meaning and/or are more tightly, often idiomatically 
connected to the noun. They typically express possession, coming in 
possession or causation of possession of a mental state, as in u X-a 
est’/ostaetsja nadežda ‘X has/keeps having hope’, pitat’/lelejat’ nadeždu 
‘cherish hope’, u X-a voznikla/pojavilas’ nadežda ‘X started having 
hope’, vselit’ v X-a/dat’ X-u nadeždu ‘instill hope in X’. In other cases, 
the collocation seems to have a unified meaning that is close to the base 
predicate corresponding to the noun. For example, est’/suščestvuet 
verojatnost’ ‘(there) is/exists likelihood’ (cf. ‘likely’), 

3 Examples in (3) with čto-clauses are not completely unacceptable and sometimes 
can occur naturally, a point to which I return in section 3.1. 
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privesti/presdstavit’ dokazatel’stva ‘bring/present proof’ (cf. dokazyvat’ 
‘prove’) and vyrazit’ nadeždu/uverennost ‘express hope/conviction’ (cf. 
nadejat’sja ‘hope’/uveren ‘certain’). Sometimes the verb adds extra 
content, as in tešit’ sebja nadeždoj ‘find comfort in hope’ and u X-a 
krepnet uverennost’ ‘X’s conviction is growing’, however, the 
collocation might still be taken to express the possession of a mental 
state with some further semantic or pragmatic distinctions.  

2.3 Parallels with Infinitival Complements of Nouns 
Although this semantic characterization of the contrast between verb-
noun combinations in (2) and (3) is imprecise, it is corroborated by its 
similarity to a contrast observed in verb-noun collocations that take 
infinitival complements, discussed in Franks and Hornstein (F&H) 1992, 
Franks 1995 and Lyutikova 2010 (see also Pereltsvaig 2013). F&H 
observe that infinitival complements of nouns share certain syntactic 
properties of verbal complements (such as the ability to license 
nominative case agreement on secondary predicates or element like sam 
and odin and the ability to license wh-movement) when combined with a 
particular set of verbs. This is the case with such combinations as 
vyrazit’ želanie ‘express desire’, prinjat’ rešenie ‘take decision’, polučit’ 
prikaz ‘receive order’ and voznikla ideja ‘(there) emerged idea’, but not 
with peresilit’ želanie ‘overcome desire’, ponimat’ želanie ‘understand 
desire’ and ob’’jasnit’ rešenie ‘explain decision’.  

Drawing parallels from the analysis of the make the claim 
construction (see, e.g., Davies and Dubinsky 2003), F&H argue that in 
these combinations the verbs and the noun can reanalyze to form a 
complex predicate, which accounts for their “exceptional” syntactic 
properties.4 While this reanalysis (also called restructuring) is governed 
by poorly understood lexical factors, they suggest, citing Wayles Browne 
(p.c.), that for the restructuring to be possible “the verb must be the 
minimal, unmarked lexical function of the noun, idiomatically combining 
with it to form a set collocation” (1992:42). Lyutikova (2010) further 
develops this idea, by identifying F&H’s “restructuring” verbs with 

4 See Landau (2008) for some criticisms of F&H. 
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lexical functions Oper, Func and Labor (in Mel’čuk’s (1974) Meaning-
Text Theory) of the noun).5 

Given the discussion above, there is a strong semantic parallelism 
between the verb-noun combinations that license čto-clauses and those 
that license case transmission/wh-movement in infinitival complements, 
suggesting that we are dealing with the same phenomenon. The 
parallelism is supported by the following fact. As noted by Lyutikova, 
confirming an earlier observation by F&H, phonologically overt material 
in the projection of the noun such as demonstratives, possessives and 
(potentially) quantificational elements seem to disrupt restructuring for 
the purposes of case transmission and wh-movement, whereas an 
adjectival dependent of the noun is harmless. We see a similar effect on 
the selection for čto-clauses, as shown in (4)–(5). 

(4) a.  On  vyrazil  svoi   somnenija ??(v  tom),  [čto  ona zdes’].
he expressed hisREFL   doubts in  itLOC  that  she here 
‘He expressed his doubts that she is here.’ 

b. On  vyrazil  bol’šie  somnenija (v tom),  [čto  ona zdes’].
he expressed big   doubts   in  itLOC  that  she here
‘He expressed strong doubts that she is here.’

(5) a.  Est’ neskol’ko dokazatel’stv ??(togo),  [čto  èto  fal’šivka].
is several    proofsGEN    thatGEN  that  this fraud

‘There are several proofs that this is fraud.’
b. Est’  veskie dokazatel’stva (togo),  [čto  èto  fal’šivka].

is  solid  proofs     itGEN   that  this fraud
‘There are solid proofs that this is fraud.’

Given the discussion above, we can formulate the collocational 
restriction on čto-clauses as in (6). 

(6) Clausal complement of nouns can be realized as čto-clauses only if
the noun belongs to a noun-verb collocation that can undergo
restructuring to form a complex predicate.

5 Lyutikova’s (2010) provides an analysis in terms of (non)projection of a DP-layer 
by the noun, identifying F&H’s restructuring cases with those where a non-projected 
DP (or “small” nominal) is possible. 
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2  Account of the Restriction 

2.1. Case Requirement of Clauses and the Null P Proposal 
The collocational restriction in (6) does not follow from the standard 
approach to the distribution of clausal complements (see, e.g., Pesetsky 
and Torrego 2004), according to which they are not subject to the Case 
Filter and are in principle free to appear with noun predicates. Knyazev 
(2016) challenges the standard account by proposing that argumental čto-
clauses are subject to the Case Filter by virtue of being embedded in a 
null DP-shell (which are treated as being realized by the demonstrative to 
in to,čto-clause). In order to account for how čto-clauses can appear as 
complements of non-case-licensors such as PP-verbs, N and A (one of 
the facts that motivates the standard account), Knyazev argues that in 
such positions čto-clauses are exceptionally licensed by an insertion of a 
null P, which assigns morphologically unrealized ‘null Case’ to the 
complement, as formulated in (7). 

(7) Čto-clause complements are licensed either by (i) structural Case; or
(ii) by insertion of an abstract preposition (null P).

As a phonetically empty element, null P has to get some default 
interpretation in order to be visible to the computational system. 
Knyazev (2016) proposes an account inspired by Pustejovsky’s (1995) 
analysis of constructions like John began a book, where the “understood 
verb” is recovered from the qualia structure of the complement noun, 
which specifies stereotypical actions associated with that noun (i.e. 
reading and writing).6 In a similar vein, null P gets interpreted as a two-
place relation HOLD between a propositional content and an attitude 
holder, which obtains whenever an attitude holder entertains some belief 
or claim (which can be viewed as stereotypical relations associated with 
propositional contents). For HOLD to be correctly interpreted, its internal 
(“content”) role has to be identified with the Theme role of the verb 
while its external (“holder”) role has to identified with the 
Agent/Experiencer role of the matrix predicate. This identification is 

6 Pustejovsky’s (1995) account is in terms of complement coercion and does not 
postulate a null V. For a syntactic interpretation of this account see van Riemsdijk 
2002 (see also Pylkkänen and McElree 2006 for some discussion). 
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implemented via incorporation of null P into the higher predicate (cf. a 
similar proposal in Neeleman 1997 for the interpretation of PP-
complements such as believe in Bill’s honesty). This is schematically 
represented in (8a). The result of this process is interpreted as 
conjunction of the relation HOLD and the denotation of the higher 
predicate, as shown in (8b). The proposal leads to the licensing condition 
on null P, given in (9).  

(8) a.  Ivan [V  P HOLD  nadeetsja], [PP t [DP čto…]].
hopes  that 

b. nadejat’sja’ ‘hope’ + null P:
λp.λx.λe. hope(e) & Exp(e,x) & Theme(e,p) & HOLD(x, p)

(9) Null P is licensed by predicates that have an argument interpreted as
the holder of the propositional content (realized by the čto-clause).

2.2. Motivation for the Null P proposal 
Evidence for the null P proposal comes from the sentience restriction on 
čto-clauses (Knyazev 2016, 2017a, 2017b). According to this restriction, 
čto-clauses but not to,čto-clauses are degraded with non-agentive 
(epistemic) uses of certain speech verbs such as namekat’ ‘hint’, govorit’ 
‘say’ and others, as illustrated in (10a); cf. the agentive use in (10b).  

(10) a.  Èto namekaet  *(na  to), [čto  bar  dlja  turistov].
this hints on  itACC that bar  for  tourists 
‘This suggests that the bar is for tourists.’  

b. Gid namekaet  (na  to), [čto  bar  dlja  turistov].
guide hints on  itACC that bar  for  tourists 
‘The guide hints that the bar is for tourists.’ 

Crucially, this restriction is confined to cases where the complement 
appears in a PP position, cf. (11), and is not observed with verbs like 
dokazyvat’ ‘prove’ and podtverždat’ ‘confirm’, as shown in (12). 

(11) {*Čto  / na čto}  èto  namekaet?
whatACC on whatACC this  hints
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(12) Èto dokazyvaet / podtverždaet { ego  teoriju  /, čto
this proves confirms his  theory ACC  that 
bar for  tourists}. 
bar dlja  turistov 
‘This proves/confirms {his theory/that the bar is for tourists}.’ 

The sentience restriction directly follows from the null P proposal. Given 
the lack of structural-case-assignment in (10), the licensing requirement 
in (7) will trigger insertion of null P. Null P, however, will violate the 
condition in (9) as the verb is non-agentive and lacks a sentient argument 
that can be interpreted as the holder of the propositional content. 

2.3  Account of the Collocational Restriction 
The Null P proposal provides a way to account for the collocational 
restriction in (6). As I suggested above, noun-verb collocations that allow 
čto-clauses involve formation via restructuring of a complex predicate 
that closely resembles an already existing attitude predicate. Following 
Davies and Dubinsky’s (2003) analysis of the make the claim (cf. 
discuss/retract the claim) construction, we can formalize this suggestion 
by assuming that this restructuring involves the process of abstract noun 
incorporation, which is licensed under the following conditions: (i) the 
head noun is a nominalization of an attitude predicate; (ii); the noun is an 
argument of V; (iii) one of the arguments of V is construed in the noun-
verb collocation as the holder of the propositional attitude corresponding 
to the noun. For example, in the case of vyrazit’ somnenie ‘express 
doubts’ condition (iii) will be satisfied because the subject of the verb is 
construed as the holder of the doubt and similarly for other cases.7  

It is easy to see now how the null P proposal in conjunction with the 
abstract incorporation analysis can account for the collocational 
restriction. Assuming that nouns are not case-assigners, čto-clause 
complements of nouns will trigger insertion of null P, which requires 
licensing conditions of its own. These conditions will be satisfied in 

7 For cases like est’ verojatnost’ ‘is likelihood’ we have to assume that the holder 
argument can be realized as an implicit argument. A more challenging case is 
provided by collocations like byt’/javljat’sja/služit’ dokazatel’stvom ‘be/serve as 
proof’, where the holder argument appears to be the inanimate. Perhaps these cases 
could be explained along the lines of teleological capability, which might underlie 
animacy effects (Folli and Harley 2008). 
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restructuring cases as in (2). Since abstract incorporation will create a 
complex predicate one of whose arguments is an attitude holder (due to 
condition (iii)), null P will be able to incorporate into this predicate and 
get correctly interpreted as a modifier of its denotation, as shown in (13). 

(13) Ivan  [V P HOLD  [V  vyrazil somnenija]],  [PP t [DP čto… ]]]. 
expressed  doubts that  

By contrast, non-restructuring cases as in (3) will not involve complex 
predicate formation and thus will fail to provide the right configuration 
for the licensing of null P. This account assumes (a) that nominalizations, 
though inheriting semantic arguments from the base verb, do not have 
‘true’ (theta-marked) syntactic arguments (in the sense of Grimshaw 
1990); and (sb) that identification of theta-roles involved in P-
incorporation requires true theta-marked arguments. 

As for the ‘intervention effect’ of the overt material in the DP 
projection of the nominal as in (4a)–(5a), it could follow from the 
assumption that abstract incorporation is at least sometimes blocked by 
such material (cf. a similar assumption in F&H).8  

3  Experimental Study 

3.1. Possible Concerns with the Account 
The account of the collocational restriction presented above may raise 
certain objections. First, one can find some naturally-occurring examples 
of čto-clauses in non-restructuring contexts as in (14), which leads to 
wonder whether the collocational restriction is real.9  

8 One should be careful in formulating this assumption. For example, Davies and 
Dubinsky (2003) assume that possessive reflexives do not block abstract 
incorporation in cases like write his story, whereas F&H assume that possessive 
reflexives do block restructuring in cases like make his claim. The effect of 
possessive reflexives in Russian infinitival complements, as discussed by F&H and 
Lyutikova (2010), is rather weak, according to my judgment, and has been 
questioned by Landau (2008). The experimental study discussed below also showed 
an inconsistent effect of the overt material in the DP on the licensing of čto-clauses. 
9 The example is from the Russian National Corpus (RNC) 
(http://www.ruscorpora.ru). 
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(14) My polnost’ju  opravdyvaem ego nadeždu,  čto
we  completely  justify    his  hope   that
gnusnost’  projdet.
nastiness   ends
 ‘We fully justify his hope that nastiness will end.’ [Fazil Iskander.
Sandro iz Čegema]

Second, even if the restriction is real, one may still object to the account 
of this restriction proposed above. In what follows I will mostly address 
the first concern by presenting the results of an experimental study 
testing the validity of the restriction and discuss the second concern only 
very briefly in the end of section 3.  

Before discussing the experiment, we should note that individual 
examples like (14) do not necessarily falsify the proposed account. First 
of all, syntacticians are mostly interested in relative judgments of 
acceptability between two contrasting conditions rather than in absolute 
judgments. Thus, čto-clause complements of nouns in non-restructuring 
contexts can merely be taken to be worse than to,čto-clauses rather than 
ungrammatical in some absolute sense. Second, occurrence in the corpus 
does not directly map to (relative) acceptability. While high frequency 
entails high acceptability, low frequency can be associated with either 
low or high acceptability (Arppe and Järvikivi 2007).10 

To assess the frequency of V-N collocations, an exploratory corpus 
study of V-N collocations with five nouns nadežda ‘hope’, uverennost’ 
‘conviction’, somnenie ‘doubt’, dokazatel’stvo ‘proof’, and verojatnost’ 
‘likelihood’ was conducted.11 The study showed that restructuring 
collocations are by far more frequent than non-restructuring for both čto- 
and to,čto-clauses, replicating the results of Lyutikova’s (2010) corpus 
study of N-V collocations with infinitival complements.12 The five most 
common collocations for the first three nouns are shown in Tab. 1. Given 

10 Arppe & Järvikivi (2007) assume this is only true for acceptability rating tasks, 
which they advocate for rare phenomena, but not necessarily for forced choice tasks. 
11 The study was conducted on the subcorpus of RNC texts dating after 1950. The 
queries searched for verbs in indicative mood followed by the noun and a čto-/to,čto-
clause separated by up to two words. 
12 Providing an accurate estimate of the frequency of non-restructuring collocations 
turns out to be non-trivial due to a large number of intermediate cases. I leave this 
interesting task for future work.  
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the relative rarity of non-restructuring collocations in general, it is 
difficult to assess their effect on the choice of the complement in a 
corpus study. Therefore, a controlled experiment was conducted. 

3.2. Factorial Design 
Given the discussion above, how can we establish the unacceptability of 
čto-clause complements in non-restructuring constructions? It turns out 
that simply comparing čto- and to,čto-clauses is not enough because in 
principle čto-clause complements of nouns might independently have 
lower acceptability ratings than to,čto-clause complements, i.e. across 
both restructuring and non-restructuring contexts. This is plausible 
because čto-clauses sometimes sound less natural than to,čto-clauses 
even in restructuring contexts like (2) for reasons yet to be understood 
(but see some suggestions in the end of section 3). Taking this into 
account, we need to use a factorial definition of the collocational 
restriction (see Sprouse et al. 2013, a.o, for the same logic applied to 
experimental studies of island violations). 13 That is, we need to compare 
the difference between the two non-restructuring conditions with the 
difference between the two restructuring conditions in a 2×2 factorial 
design with factors CONTEXT TYPE and CLAUSE TYPE, as schematized in 
(15). 

(15) a.  On  vyrazil somnenija v  tom,  čto RESTR | TOČTO 
he expressed  doubts in  itLOC  that  

13 The factorial definition of islands (Sprouse et al. 2013) breaks them down into two 
factors: (a) the presence of long vs. short wh-movement; and (b) the presence vs. 
absence of an island structure. Island effects are then defined as a decrease in 
acceptability over and above these two factors manifested in the significant 
interaction between them. This definition stems from the so-called reductionist 
theories of islands that attempt to reduce island effects to the independent processing 
cost associated with these two factors and thus eliminate the need to encode explicit 
constraints in the mental grammar (Kluender & Kutas 1993, Hofmeister & Sag 
2010). Note that whereas these theories are premised on the independent processing 
difficulty of both factors (Phillips 2013), formal grammatical accounts such as 
espoused by Jon Sprouse and colleagues, are in principle compatible with there 
being no independent costs incurred by these factors. In fact, as observed by Phillips 
(2013), there is only consistent evidence for a processing cost associated with wh-
movement but not with island structures per se. 
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b. On  vyrazil somnenija, čto RESTR | ČTO 
he expressed  doubts that  

c. Èto usililo    somnenija v  tom, čto N-RESTR | TOČTO
this strengthened doubts in  itLOC  that  

d. Èto usililo somnenija,  čto N-RESTR | ČTO
this strengthened doubts that  

If the collocational restriction is real, the former difference (15c–15d) 
should be larger than the latter difference (15a-15b), that is, čto-clauses 
should have a stronger effect on lowering acceptability (compared to 
to,čto-clauses) in non-restructuring contexts than in restructuring ones. In 
statistical terms, we should observe a significant interaction between 
factors CONTEXT TYPE and CLAUSE TYPE. The effect size of the 
collocational restriction can be measured by obtaining the difference 
between differences (DD-score), i.e. (15c–15d) – (15a–15b). 

3.3 Materials and Procedure 
The selection of materials for the study was not straightforward due to 
the existence of different kinds of manipulation between restructuring 
and non-restructuring contexts, high variability within the constructions 
themselves and certain pressures to use a small number of items (the 
participants were not compensated financially or in any other way). In 
addition, as this was the first study of the collocational restriction, it was 
not clear what kinds of manipulations across the contexts should be 
prioritized. The strategy was to sacrifice consistency of manipulation 
between context types in favor of a reasonable degree of variability.  

The materials were 12 item sets of four sentences as in (15), see 
Appendix and Knyazev 2017a for the full list. There were four sets with 
dokazatel’stvo ‘proof’ (sets 1–4) and two sets for verojatnost’ 
‘likelihood’ (sets 5–6), somnenie ‘doubt’ (sets 7–8), uverennost’ 
‘conviction’ (sets 9–10) and nadežda ‘hope’ (sets 11–12). Jointly there 
were: a) five sets with the manipulation of the nominal projection alone, 
including: i) three with a possessive reflexive (sets 1, 8, 9); ii) one with a 
possessive pronoun (set 2); iii) one with a quantificational element (set 
3); b) six sets with the manipulation of the verb, including: i) four with 
the manipulation of the possessive (sets 7, 10–12); ii) two without the 
manipulation of the possessive (sets 5–6); 3) one set with manipulation 
of the verb order (set 6).  



162 ������MIKHAIL KNYAZEV 162 

These 48 experimental sentences were distributed among four lists 
in a Latin square design and were interspersed with 18 fillers in a 
pseudorandom order. The fillers consisted of three sets of sentences with 
similar structures (six highly acceptable, six highly unacceptable and six 
moderately acceptable), see Knyazev 2017a for the list of fillers. The 
task was to judge the acceptability of a given sentence on 1–5 scale.14 
The experiment was presented as a survey hosted on Google Forms, the 
link to which was distributed via social media. The experiment was 
completed by 282 participants (mean age 28.2, sd=11.1, 220 female). 

3.4  Results 
Prior to the analysis, 18 participants whose mean judgment of the 
acceptable fillers was below 3 or the mean judgment of the unacceptable 
fillers was above 3 were removed. The data from the remaining 264 
participants were z-score transformed by participant and entered into a 
two-way repeated measures ANOVA.15 The analysis revealed a 
significant main effect of CONTEXT TYPE (F1 (1, 263) = 169.87, p < 
0.0001; F2 (1, 11) = 17.36, p = 0.002) and a significant main effect of 
CLAUSE TYPE (F1 (1, 263) = 656.15, p < 0.0001, F2 (1, 11) = 178.8, p < 
0.0001). Crucially, there was a significant interaction between CONTEXT 
TYPE and CLAUSE TYPE: F1 (1, 263) = 129.66, p < 0.0001; F2 (1, 11) = 
14.68, p < 0.01. The acceptability of to,čto-clauses was similar in 
restructuring (M = 0.85, SD = 0.43) and non-restructuring contexts (M = 
0.81, SD = 0.47); however, čto-clauses were significantly less acceptable 
in non-restructuring contexts (M = –0.22, SD = 0.75) than in 
restructuring ones (M = 0.25, SD = 0.7). The interaction plot with the 
DD-score (0.43) is shown in Fig. 1.

Pairwise comparisons were also performed to isolate the effect of
CLAUSE TYPE (comparing the restructuring, to,čto-clause (15a) and the 
restructuring, čto-clause (15b) conditions) as well as the effect of 
CONTEXT TYPE (comparing the restructuring, to,čto-clause (15a) and the 
non-restructuring, čto-clause (15c) conditions), see Sprouse et al. 2013.  

14 The participants were instructed to use their native speaker intuition without 
recourse to any prescriptive rules they might have learned in formal schooling. 
15 The analysis was performed in the statistical language R (https://www.r-
project.org) using the ezAnova function from the ez package, which automatically 
checks the assumptions of the test. 
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Tab. 1: Five most frequent N-V collocations with three nouns in a 
subcorpus of RNC (counts with percentages) 

Pairwise comparisons revealed a significant effect of CLAUSE TYPE (F1 
(1, 263) = 258.26, p < 0.0001; F2 (1, 11) = 58.46, p < 0.0001); the effect 

Čto-clauses To,čto-clauses 
nadežda ‘hope’ 

byt’ NNOM ‘beEXIST hope’ 255 (29) byt’ NNOM  ‘beEXIST hope’ 42 (22) 
vyražat’ NACC   ‘express hope’ 156 (17) vyražat’ NACC ‘express hope’ 25 (13) 

pojavljat’sja NNOM

‘appear hope’ 
42 (5) davat’ NACC   ‘give hope’ 18 (9) 

ostavat’sja NNOM

‘remain hope’ 

41 (5) vseljat’ NACC  ‘instill hope’ 12 (6) 

terjat’ NACC  ‘lose hope’ 32 (4) ostavat’sja NNOM  
‘remain hope’ 

11 (6) 

Unique collocations / Total  99 / 885 Unique collocations / Total 48 / 192 
uverennost’ ‘conviction’ 

byt’ NNOM  ‘beEXIST conviction’ 147 (24) vyražat’ NACC

‘express conviction’ 

40 (18) 

vyražat’ NACC

‘express conviction’ 
104 (17) byt’ NNOM

‘beEXIST conviction’ 
29 (13) 

prebyvat’ v NLOC  
‘be in conviction’ 

40 (6) krepnut’ NNOM

‘strenghten conviction’ 
9 (4) 

pojavljat’sja NNOM

‘appear conviction’ 

23 (4) vnušat’ NACC

‘instill conviction’ 
8 (4) 

vseljat’ NACC

‘instill conviction’ 
19 (3) vseljat’ NACC

‘instill conviction’ 
7 (3) 

Unique collocations / Total 125 / 617 Unique collocations / Total 83 / 217 
somnenie ‘doubt’ 

byt’ NNOM  ‘beEXIST doubt 114 (44) byt’ NNOM  ‘beEXIST doubt 75 (31) 
ostavat’sja NNOM

‘remain doubt’ 
49 (19) ostavljat’ NACC 

‘leaves doubt’ 
56 (23) 

voznikat’ NNOM

‘appear doubt’ 
25 (10) ostavat’sja NNOM

‘remain doubt’ 
25 (10) 

ostavljat’ NACC 

‘leaves doubt’ 

20 (8) voznikat’ NNOM

‘appear doubt’ 
20 (8) 

vyražat’ NACC 

‘express doubt’ 
115 (6) vyražat’ NACC 

‘express doubt’ 
19 (8) 

Unique collocations / Total 25 / 260 Unique collocations / Total 24 / 240 
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of CONTEXT TYPE was not significant (F1 (1, 263) = 3.94, p = 0.05; F2 (1, 
11) = 0.44, p = 0.52).

3.5. Discussion 
The observed interaction between the factors CLAUSE TYPE and CONTEXT 
TYPE supports the hypothesis that the collocational restriction (under the 
factorial definition in (15)) is real. Interpreting the magnitude of this 
effect (0.43), though, is not straightforward given the lack of relevant 
standards in syntactic theory (see Sprouse et al. 2016). It is smaller than 
the effect sizes reported for island violations in English wh-questions 
(0.56–1.15) and is comparable to the effect sizes reported for island 
violations in relative clauses (0.40–0.52).16 Note also that it is smaller 
than the effect of the čto-clause (15a–15b = 0.85–0.25 = 0.60). 

Given the high variability of manipulation between context types, it 
is important to examine the individual items. In Fig. 2 are shown by-item 
interaction plots for the 12 experimental items as well as the DD-scores 
calculated by averaging the four conditions.17 We can see that three item 
sets (1, 2 and 6) showed no or negligible effect of the restriction, while 
one set (9) showed a comparably smaller effect (0.31) than others (0.41–
1.28). Interestingly, three of these “misbehaving” sets (1, 2, 9) only 
involved manipulation of the nominal projection, whereas one (6) only 
involved manipulation of the word order. Crucially, all five sets (4, 8, 
10–12) that involved manipulation of the verb (whether with or without 
manipulation of the nominal projection) showed the interaction effect. In 
addition, the two other sets (3 and 8) that only involved manipulation of 
the nominal projection also showed the effect.  

These results confirm the effect of the non-restructuring context on 
the acceptability of a čto-clause. The effect is reliable when the non-
restructuring context is signaled by the verb. However, the effect of the 
presence of overt material in the DP-projection of the nominal (by 
assumption, blocking restructuring) is inconsistent and requires further 
investigation.  

16 Kush et al. (2017) assume the DD-score of 0.25 as a minimum threshold to 
establish an island effect for a given participant. 
17 The DD-scores are calculated in a non-standard way (i.e. not by averaging 
individual DD-scores) owing to the experimental design whereby each individual 
saw each item only in one condition. 
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Fig. 1: General interaction plot for the experiment 

The latter result is not entirely unexpected under the abstract 
incorporation analysis (see section 2.3) given that there is inconclusive 
evidence for the effect of overt nominal projection on incorporation in 
general (see footnote 8). The observed interaction effect follows from the 
account proposed in section 2 and provides general support for the 
licensing requirement in čto-clauses in (7) and the condition on null P in 
(9).18  

The experiment also revealed an independent (lowering) effect of 
the čto-clause in both restructuring and non-restructuring contexts. This 
effect cannot be explained as a grammatical violation of principles (7) 
and/or (9) and calls for a processing explanation. One tentative 
explanation is that processing null P independently increases difficulty 
for the speaker, which might account for the lower naturalness of čto-
clauses at least in some PP/oblique positions (see section 3.1). Note, 
however, that this difficulty should totally disappear with frequent 
predicates like nadejat’sja ‘hope’ in (1a), where čto-clauses sound 
perfectly natural. Given that restructuring collocations are also more 
frequent (see Tab. 1), this raises the possibility of an alternative 

18 A question that remains under the proposed account is why violations of the 
collocational restriction are sometimes moderately acceptable. One possibility is that 
čto-clause complements of nouns that are true arguments can still in certain cases be 
exceptionally parsed as appositive modifiers (see footnote 1) and thus obviate the 
licensing requirement in (9). I leave this question for future research. 
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explanation of the observed interaction effect (i.e. processing difficulty is 
somehow alleviated by repeated exposure).19 

Fig. 2: By-item interaction plots

4  Conclusion 

In this paper, I discussed the restriction of čto-clause complements of 
nouns to restructuring N-V collocations (previously proposed in Knyazev 
2016). I presented the results of an experimental study that used a 2×2 
factorial definition of the restriction in terms of the complement type and 
the context type. The results showed a significant interaction indicating 
that the choice of a čto-clause (as opposed to a to,čto-clause) has a 
reliably stronger lowering effect on acceptability in the non-restructuring 

19 An alternative is to postulate deletion of overt P/oblique case instead of insertion 
of null P. The observed effects could then follow from some kind of weak/violable 
principle of recoverability of deletion (cf. Pesetsky 1998) along similar lines.  
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contexts. These results provide support for the formal licensing 
requirement on čto-clauses proposed earlier although further studies are 
needed to eliminate alternative explanations. 
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