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Abstract. It is generally assumed that complements of factive predicates are less
transparent for extraction compared to nonfactive predicates. It is also assumed that
the violation produced by such extraction is relatively weak, at least for certain types
of elements such as (object) arguments, as opposed to other types of elements such
as adjuncts. This has led to the notion that complements of factive predicates are weak,
or selective, islands. This paper compares complements of factive and nonfactive pred-
icates with respect to argument and adjunct extraction in relative clause dependen-
cies. The question is investigated in two acceptability rating studies, testing DP argu-
ment (Experiment 1) and PP adjunct (Experiment 2) extraction. An important feature
of the design is that it tests both bare (¢7o) clauses and nominalized (fo, cto) clauses
(in oblique/object-of-P positions) with both classes of predicates using the nominal-
ized clauses as a benchmark for strong islandhood. The results showed that factivity
of the predicate is associated with a decrease in acceptability for both argument and
adjunct extraction, whereas adjunct extraction did not show any degradation relative
to argument extraction. Nominalization also lowered the acceptability of extraction
but, surprisingly, not for adjunct extraction, which is tentatively explained as the re-
sult of processing facilitation (adjunct processing advantage). The results are best ex-
plained by two additively combining gradient constraints (penalizing extraction from
complements of factive predicates and extraction from nominalized clauses). The pa-
per ends with a brief discussion of the experimental results in the light of different ap-
proaches to weak islands, focusing on featural Relativized Minimality.
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Annoranusi. CeHTeHIMAIBHBINA aKTaHT (aKTUBHBIX ITPEIUKATOB OOBIYHO CUUTA-
€TCSl MEHEe «IIPO3PaYHBIM» IS BEIHOCA [0 CPABHEHMIO C He(DaKTUBHBIMH IIPEINKa-
tamu. [Ipu 5TOM cumTaeTcs, 4TO BEIHOC M3 TAKOTO aKTAHTa CBA3aH CO CPAaBHUTEIIHHO
ci1abbIM HapyIIeHHEeM, 110 KpaiHel Mepe st HEKOTOPBIX THIIOB BEIHOCHMBIX JIEMEH-
TOB, KaK, HaIpuMep, (HeTIOUIekKAIHbIC) apTyMEHTEI, B OTIIMYHE OT a/IBIOHKTOB. Mcxoms
13 TAaKOTO POZIa KOHTPACTOB CEHTCHINAIBHBIN aKTAaHT (JaKTUBHBIX NTPEIUKATOB TPAIU-
LMOHHO KJIacCH(PUIIPYETCs KaK «cIa0bli» (CENeKTUBHBIN) OCTPOB. B cTrarse cpaBHU-
BAIOTCSI CEHTEHIIATbHbBIC AKTAHTHI (JaKTHBHBIX U HE()AaKTUBHBIX MPEUKATOB C TOUKH
3peHns BBIHOCA OTHOCHTEIBHOTO MECTOMMEHHS KOMOPbIll U3 TIO3UIUH aPTyMEHTA W
afbIoHKTA. [IpUBOAATCS pe3ynbTaThl ABYX 3KCIEPUMEHTOB Ha OLEHKY MpPHEMIIEMO-
CTH, B KOTOPBIX IPOBEPSICSA OTHOCUTENBHBIHN BIHOC DP-aprymenta (Oxcniepument 1)
u PP-apbronkra (OxcnepumenT 2). OcoOCHHOCTBIO IKCIIEPUMEHTAIBHOTO Ju3aiiHa
OBLIO MCHOJIb30BaHKE KaK MPOCTHIX KJAy3 CO 4o, TaK 1 HOMUHAJIM30BAaHHBIX Kiay3
¢ mo, umo (B NO3ULIMK KOCBEHHOTO I1a/1€XKa WIIK [P TIPEIore) ¢ 000MMHU KJIACCAMU TIpe-
JIMKATOB; MOCJITHAE CITY>KYJIH JUIsl KOHTPOJISI HEIPHEMIIEMOCTH BBIHOCA U3 CHIIBHOTO
ocrtposa. Pe3ynbrars mokasany, 4to (JaKTUBHOCTB IPEUKaTa CBs3aHa C IIOHIDKEHAEM
MIPUEMJIEMOCTH KaK ISl BBIHOCA apryMEHTa, Tak U JUIS BEIHOCA a/IBIOHKTA, IPH ATOM
BBIHOC apT'yMEHTa, BOIIPEKH OKUJIAHUSIM, He OBLI CBSI3aH C IIOHIDKEHHEM IIPHEMIIeMO-
CTH OTHOCHUTEJILHO BBIHOCA apryMeHTa. Hamame mo, umo Taxoke MOHIKAIIO IpueMIIe-
MOCTB BBIHOCA, HO 0 HE BIIOJIHE SICHBIM IIPUYHHAM He [Tt BEIHOCA anbioHKTa. [Ipema-
TaeTcs MpeABAPUTENLHOE 00BSCHEHNE STOMY (DaKTy, OCHOBAHHOE HA MEHBIIIEH Harpy3Ke
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Ha pabovyro MamsTh IpH 00padOTKe aJbIOHKTHOTO BEIHOCA IT0 CPABHEHHIO C APTYMEHT-
HbIM. OCHOBHBIE PE3YJIbTaThl YKa3bIBAIOT HA HAJIMYKE JIByX HE3aBHCHMBIX (aIUTHB-
HbIX) IPajlyabHbIX OrPAHMYCHHIT: Ha BBIHOC W3 CEHTEHLMAIBHOTO aKTaHTa (haKTHBHBIX
NPEAUKATOB U HA BBIHOC U3 HOMMHAJIN30BAaHHOM KJ1ay3bl. B 3akmoueHun JacTCA Kpart-
Koe 00CY)XIEeHHE Pe3yJIbTaTOB SKCIICPUMEHTOB B CBETE PA3IMYHbBIX ITOAXOIOB K Clla-
OBbIM OCTPOBAM C aKLIEHTOM Ha TEOPHH NPH3HAKOBOH OTHOCUTEIILHONH MUHUMAIILHOCTH.

KuioueBble cl10Ba: hakTHBHOCTB, ciabble OCTPOBA, HOMHHAIN30BAaHHbIC KJIay3bl,
ACHMMETPHS apIyMEHT — a/IbIOHKT, IPa/lyalIbHOCTb B TpaMMaTHKeE.

Baaropapnoctu. 51 xoay nobnaronaputs ciymiareneit «Urennit mamsti A. B. Bon-
Japko. AKTyabHBIe IpoOIeMbl GpyHKIMOHAIBHON TpaMMarukm» (CankT-IleTepOypr,
2023 r.) 1 B 0COOCHHOCTH CITymIarelieil KoH(pepeHInn « IKCIIepIMEHTaIbHbIC UCCIIe-
nosanuA s3bika (ExpLing)» (Mocksa, 2024 1), rie ObUTH IPENCTaBICHBI OCHOBHBIC
pe3yabTaThl JAHHOTO MCCIEAOBAHUs. TakxkKe BBIpakalo NCKPEHHIOK OIarogapHOCTb
E. A. JlioTukoBoif 32 BHUMATEIbHOE MPOYTCHHE NIEPBOM BEPCHU CTaThU U 32 OUCHb
LIEHHBIE 3aMEUaHusl.

HccrnenoBanue BBIMOIHEHO 3a cdeT rpanta Poccuiickoro HaydHoro ¢oxaa
Ne 22-18-00037, peanuzyemoro 8 MI'Y um. M. B. Jlomonocosa, https://rscf.ru/
project/22-18-00037/.

1. Introduction

1.1. Factive clauses as weak islands

Factive clauses' are often taken to differ from nonfactive clauses not
only in terms of their semantic/pragmatic properties (i.e., the truth of the
former being presupposed) but also in terms of their syntactic proper-
ties [Kiparsky, Kiparsky 1971; Kastner 2015]2. One of the distinguishing

! Throughout the paper, the term “factive clauses” is used descriptively to refer to clausal
arguments of factive predicates with no commitment to their analysis or theoretical status.

2 For example, according to [Kastner 2015], factive clauses typically allow (or re-
quire) overt nominal complements; can be replaced by nominal proforms; and disallow
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features of factive clauses is that they are standardly assumed to be less
transparent for certain types of syntactic dependencies such as wh-interrog-
ative and relative clause formation, represented as movement, or extraction,
in syntactic theory (the dependency occurring between the position where
the wh-word/relative pronoun is pronounced and the position where it is
interpreted, i.e. from which it is extracted). Since Ross’s [1967] seminal
dissertation, such less transparent syntactic domains are called “islands”.
More specifically, factive clauses are usually classified as weak islands (a.o.,
[Hegarty 1992; Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010; Haegeman 2012; Kastner 2015]),
as opposed to strong islands. The term “weak islands” refers to domains
that in contrast to strong islands, the more prototypical case of islands
that disallow any extraction, allow extraction of some phrases, while
disallowing extraction of other phrases (see [Szabolcsi, Lohndal 2017]
for a recent review). The traditional and perhaps most well-known (e.g.,
[Chomsky 1986]) contrast in extractability is between arguments (or, more
precisely, objects) and adjuncts, the latter being more difficult to extract.

This contrast can be illustrated in (1b)—(1c), where extraction of the
object wh-word what from the complement of the cognitive factive notice,
as in (1c¢), is more acceptable than the corresponding extraction of the ad-
junct how in (1b), although it is still not fully acceptable (cf. the baseline
case with a nonfactive clause in (1a)).

(1) a. How, do you suppose [that Mary had fixed the car __]?*
b. *How;, did you notice [that Mary had fixed the car __]?*
c. "What, did you notice [that Mary had fixed __]?
[Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010: 120]

main clause phenomena such as argument fronting inside the embedded clause.

3 Here and below, I indicate extraction with an underscore co-indexed (by “i”’) with
the wh-word, instead of using #(race), adapting the original examples where necessary.
I also add brackets to the original examples where necessary in order to more transpar-
ently indicate that the wh-word originates in the embedded clause (see also next footnote).

4 The sentence is acceptable on the irrelevant reading where the manner adverb
modifies the matrix clause.
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Since the early work on asymmetries in extractability (based on the
ECP principle) [Huang 1982; Lasnik, Saito 1984; Chomsky 1986], which
focused on the argument/adjunct distinction, a wide range of subtle syn-
tactic, semantic and pragmatic factors have been identified that can lead
to the differential effect of extraction from weak islands [Szabolcsi, Lohn-
dal 2017]. Nevertheless, in this paper I will keep to this most basic con-
trast between argument and adjunct extraction, which looks like a good
starting point in view of the fact that there is very little work on Russian
factive islands.

Factive islands have received a number of different accounts in the
literature, including syntactic and semantic ones (a.o., [Haegeman,
Urdgdi 2010; Kastner 2015; Abrusan 20141]). I will not attempt to review
them here, nor decide among them (but see Section 4 for some discussion).
Instead, I will mostly focus on whether there is experimental evidence
for factive islands in Russian, which turns out to be a nontrivial question.

1.2. Challenges of factive islands in Russian

Russian data pose methodological problems for the traditional under-
standing of factive clauses as weak islands. First, as is well-known, ex-
traction from ¢to-clauses in Russian is independently degraded, as com-
pared to English [Khomitsevich 2007; Lyutikova, Gerasimova 2021],
as illustrated in (2).

(2)  "Komu, Ira skazala, [¢to vy otdali kotjat __;]?
‘Who did Ira say that you gave kittens to?’ [Morgunova 2021b: 80]

As a result, extraction from factive clauses should at best be of inter-
mediate quality. This makes it more difficult to detect a contrast between
“good” and “bad” extractions (necessary for establishing the weak island
status) and calls for using formal methodology of collecting acceptabil-
ity judgments (see, e.g., [Sprouse et al. 2016]).

A second problem is similar in kind but more severe. It is some-
times argued that ¢fo-clauses in Russian are in general weak islands [Ba-
ilyn 2020: 648]. For example, according to [Bailyn 2020], they show
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argument/adjunct asymmetry characteristic of weak islands at least for
wh-interrogative extraction, as in (3), cf. (2) (but see [Demina 2021] for
experimental results that do not support this claim).

(3)  *Kak, ty dumaes’, [cto Petr pocinil masinu _;]?
‘How do you think that Peter fixed the car?” [Bailyn 2020: 648]

If Bailyn’s characterization is correct, establishing factive islands
in Russian becomes more difficult because it can no longer be based
on argument/adjunct asymmetry as such but must rely on the contrast
between factive and nonfactive clauses in the degree of (un)accept-
ability of extraction for arguments, adjuncts or both. Thus, one must
presuppose either at least two levels of “mild” unacceptability (e.g.,
“277 vs. “?*”) —if the relevant diagnostic is based on argument ex-
traction, or at least two levels of “severe” unacceptability (e.g., “*” vs.
“#%7) _—if it is based on adjunct extraction. While these assumptions
are not problematic in themselves, they present a departure from the
standard way of diagnosing factive islands, as they rely on finer-grained
contrasts not accessible to introspection. Furthermore, by assuming
more levels of acceptability, they make the standard binary concep-
tion of grammaticality extremely unlikely (see [Villata et al. 2016;
Rizzi 2018] for discussion).

A third problem is not a problem per se but a particular aspect of the
grammatical pattern in Russian not observed in languages like English,
namely the presence of nominalized clauses introduced by the distal
demonstrative to (i.e., fo, cto-clauses), which systematically alternate
with bare cto-clauses (a.o., [Kobozeva 2013; Knyazev 2016; Bonda-
renko 2022]). The relevance of nominalized clauses lies in the fact that
they are standardly taken to be strong islands [Khomitsevich 2007; Bond-
arenko 2022], as illustrated in (4).

(4)  *Kogo; Lena dobilas’[togo, ¢to oni pozvali __; na prazdnik)?
‘Who did Lena succeed in ensuring that they invited to the party?’
[Bondarenko 2022: 328]

On the binary grammaticality model (or at least where levels
of ungrammaticality are not distinguished), this may suggest that the
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acceptability of extractions from nominalized clauses cannot be further
aggravated by the factivity of the complement and by the adjunct status
of the extracted element. However, if one assumes that “full” ungram-
maticality allows for gradations, one may allow for more theoretical
possibilities. For example, it could be that degradation due to extraction
from a nominalized clause is compounded with (i) extraction from a fac-
tive clause; or (ii) extraction of an adjunct from a c¢fo-clause in case it
is a weak island; or (iii) extraction of an adjunct from a factive clause
in case it is a weak island.

To summarize, although the task of establishing factive islands in Rus-
sian does not directly depend on acceptability data for nominalized clauses
(as long as there is a contrast for bare clauses), the relevant data can give
a better understanding of the extraction properties of factive clauses, jus-
tifying inclusion of nominalized clauses in the experimental design.

1.3. The present study

The aim of this paper is to experimentally compare relative extractions
from factive and nonfactive clauses in Russian in order to test whether
extractions from factive clauses are generally worse than extractions
from nonfactive clauses (Question 1 in (5a)) and whether the former
show a contrast between argument and adjunct extractions (Question 2
in (5b)). Thus, the primary goal is to test whether Russian factive clauses
show characteristic properties of weak islands. Two further questions are
addressed. First, the paper tests whether the contrast between argument
and adjunct extractions is also shown by nonfactive clauses (Question 3
in (5¢)). Second, it tests whether nominalized clauses are indeed strong
islands in the sense of leading to strong ungrammaticality for any type
of extraction and whether there is any further degradation due to factiv-
ity and/or the adjunct status of the extracted element (Question 4 in (5d)),
as explained above (see Table ).

(5) a. Question 1: Are extractions from factive clauses worse than ex-
tractions from nonfactive clauses and if yes, in what ways?
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b. Question 2: Do extractions from factive clauses show argument/
adjunct asymmetry characteristic of weak islands?

c. Question 3: Do extractions from nonfactive clauses show argu-
ment/adjunct asymmetry characteristic of weak islands?

d. Question 4: Are nominalized clauses indeed strong islands, and
if yes, do they still show any further contrasts?

To answer these questions, two acceptability rating studies were con-
ducted, Experiment 1 testing argument extraction and Experiment 2 test-
ing adjunct extraction. Both experiments manipulated the factivity of the
matrix predicate (as a between-items variable), as well as the presence
of clausal nominalization. Sentences with extractions were also systemati-
cally compared with baseline sentences without extraction in order to take
into account independent (dis)preference for nominalized clauses. Other-
wise, the design of the two studies was very similar.

Two important features of the design require comment. First, the
experiment used relative extraction with kotoryj ‘which’, as opposed
to more commonly studied wh-interrogative extraction (see [Lyu-
tikova 2009] for an overview of syntactic properties of relative clauses
with kotoryj ‘which’, including movement properties)°. Relative ex-
traction is assumed to be more permissive compared to wh-interroga-
tive extraction, at least for some island types [Lyutikova 2009: 467—
471; Morgunova 2021a: 54-55], which may be beneficial for avoiding
overall too low ratings for extraction sentences, which may prohibit de-
tecting contrasts among different kinds of extraction. In addition, sen-
tences with relative extraction usually sound more natural in a zero con-
text, whereas interrogative sentences may require a supporting context,
at least for naive participants.

Second, only predicates alternating between bare ¢ro-clauses and
nominalized to, ¢to-clauses in the oblique case or inside a PP (but
disallowing complements in the accusative), such as nadejat sja “hope’
and Zalet’ ‘regret’, were tested. This resulted in the exclusion of some

5 This may also be a potential drawback, as I discuss in Section 4.
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of the prototypical factive and nonfactive verbs like ‘know’, ‘realize’
or ‘think’. The reason for this is that (exclusively) accusative-taking
verbs such as predpolagat’ ‘suppose’ and ponimat’ ‘realize’ normally
disallow or resist nominalized clauses, at least outside special contexts
[Khomitsevich 2007; Knyazev 2016], and thus cannot provide appropri-
ate baselines for extraction data, in contrast to oblique/PP-taking verbs,
which systematically allow nominalized clauses. As for accusative-tak-
ing verbs that alternate with about-PP complements, such as skazat’ ‘say’
and znat’ ‘know’, although these allow nominalized clauses inside PPs,
it is unclear whether the latter bear the same thematic relation to the verb
as bare clauses.

In previous research, neither extraction from factive clauses nor ex-
traction from nominalized clauses in Russian has been experimentally
tested, with the exception of [Knyazev 2023]°. However, the latter study
only tested argument extraction and thus does not provide direct evidence
regarding the weak island status of factive (and nonfactive) clauses, which
is central to the present research.

The main goal of this study is to fill the descriptive gap concerning the
status of factive islands in Russian. The study aims to provide a detailed
empirical picture, which can serve as a basis for evaluating existing the-
ories of weak islands, a topic I will only briefly touch on in Section 4. Fi-
nally, the results of the study bear on a more general question regarding
the categorical (binary) vs. gradient model of grammaticality, an import-
ant theoretical issue, which I have little to say about in this paper.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 discusses Exper-
iment 1 testing argument extractions. Section 3 discusses Experiment 2
testing adjunct extractions. Section 4 contains a general discussion of the
results of the two experiments, including their theoretical implications,
as well as a brief conclusion.

¢ Another exception is [Rygaev (to appear)], which was brought to my attention
after this paper was completed. I leave the discussion of Rygaev’s study to future
work.
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2. Experiment 1: Argument extraction

2.1. Remarks on the experimental design

While the present study addressed several research questions involving
multiple points of comparison, as in (5) above, the experiments most di-
rectly focused on Question 1 in (5a), concerning the comparison between
extractions from factive and nonfactive clauses. Thus, Experiment 1 tested
whether argument extractions from factive clauses (for both bare and nom-
inalized clauses) are less acceptable compared to nonfactive clauses and
Experiment 2 did the same for adjunct extractions.

By contrast, the difference between argument and adjunct extraction
(for both factive and nonfactive clauses) (see Questions 2-3 in (5b)—(5¢)),
was addressed only indirectly, by comparing them with the correspond-
ing extraction from nominalized clauses (as well as with unacceptable
fillers). The underlying assumption was that if nominalized clauses are
strong islands whereas bare cto-clauses (whether factive or nonfactive) are
weak islands, we should expect a contrast between bare and nominalized
clauses for argument extractions (i.e., extractions being more acceptable
for bare clauses) but no such contrast for adjunct extractions, assuming
that adjunct extractions from weak islands should amount to extractions
from strong islands.

Since nominalized clauses were included in the design, the study was
also able to address Question 4 in (5d), concerning their strong island
status, which was achieved by comparing the corresponding argument
and adjunct extractions from factive and nonfactive predicates (and also
by comparing them with unacceptable fillers).

As was mentioned earlier, in order to control for an independent (dis)
preference for nominalized clauses baseline/no extraction conditions were
also included so that all comparisons involving extractions were relative
to the baseline.

Note that the present design gives logical priority to the factive/nonfac-
tive asymmetry over the argument/adjunct asymmetry. Thereby it assumes
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that ascertaining that factive clauses are less transparent for extraction
than nonfactive clauses (at least in some conditions) is a precondition for
establishing the (weak) island status of factive clauses. This seems reason-
able as it is only after we have established that factive clauses have their
own extraction profile as distinct from nonfactive clauses, i.e., that factive
island exists as a separate constraint, that we should ask whether it con-
forms to standard weak island diagnostics (argument/adjunct asymmetry).

2.2. Design and materials
2.2.1. Experimental sentences

The experiment had a 2 x 2 x 2 design with factors PREDICATE CLASS
(non-factive vs. factive), SENTENCE TYPE (no extraction vs. extraction) and
COMPLEMENT TYPE (bare vs. nominalized). The non-factive conditions are
illustrated in (6a)—(6d) and the factive conditions in (7a)—(7d).

(6) a. On nadejalsja, cto Masa polucit posylku cerez nedelju.
‘He hoped that Masha would get the package in a week.’
[NON-FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | BARE]

b. On nadejalsja na to, ¢to Masa polucit posylku cCerez nedelju.
‘He hoped that Masha would get the package in a week.’
[NON-FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED]

c. Posylka, kotoruju; on nadejalsja, ¢to Masa polucit __; Cerez ned-
elju, poterjalas’na pocte.
“The package that he hoped that Masha would get in a week was
lost in the post.’
[NON-FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | BARE]

d. Posylka, kotoruju;, on nadejalsja na to, ¢to Masa polucit _; Cerez
nedelju, poterjalas’na pocte.
‘The package that he hoped that Masha would get in a week was
lost in the post.’
[NON-FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED |
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(7)  a. Ona zalela, cto zurnal ne prinjal k publikacii étu stat ’ju.

‘She regretted that the journal had not accepted this article for
publication.’
[FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | BARE]

. Ona zalela o tom, ¢to zZurnal ne prinjal k publikacii étu stat ju.

‘She regretted that the journal had not accepted this article for
publication.’
[FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED ]

. Stat’ja, kotoruju;, ona zalela, cto zurnal ne prinjal __; k publik-

acii, byla dejstvitel 'no neudacnoj.

‘The article that she regretted that the journal had not accepted
for publication was indeed a failure.’

[FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | BARE]

. Stat’ja, kotoruju; ona zalela o tom, cto zurnal ne prinjal _;

k publikacii, byla dejstvitel 'no neudacnoj.

‘The article that she regretted that the journal had not accepted
for publication was indeed a failure.’

[FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED]

Four nonfactive and four factive predicates were tested, as in (8a)—(8b).

8) a.

Nonfactive predicates
nadejat sja (na+Acc) ‘hope’, uveren (v+PREP) ‘certain’, rasci-
tyvat’(na+acc) ‘count on’, namekat’ (na+acc) ‘hint’

. Factive predicates

zalet’ ‘regret’ (0+PREP), rad (DAT) ‘glad’, udivijat sja (DAT) ‘be
surprised’, gordit sja (INs) ‘be proud’

With the exception of the speech verb namekat’ hint’, the nonfactive
class was represented by various propositional attitude predicates. The
factive class was represented by emotive factives. Each group had one ad-
jectival (uveren ‘certain’ and rad ‘glad”) and three verbal predicates. All
nonfactives and one factive (Zalet ‘regret’) selected for a PP complement,
with the remaining factives selecting for an oblique complement. The
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category of the selected complement (PP vs. oblique) was not matched
or controlled for as it was assumed that this should not influence the re-
sults given that nominalized clauses sound equally natural in both oblique
and PP positions (see, e.g., [Khomitsevich 2007] and also Section 1), al-
though the results for individual predicates were also inspected.

With each predicate, two sentence sets of four conditions as in (6)—(7)
were constructed. The relative clause modified the matrix subject in one
half of the sentences (cf. (6)—(7)) and the oblique or direct object in the
other half’. (The full list of materials, with mean ratings, is given in the
Appendix.) This was done to ensure some variety, as well as to make the
experimental manipulation less apparent. All relative clauses involved rel-
ativization of the direct object. With one exception, the head of the rela-
tive clause was always singular.

The experimental sentences were distributed in a Latin Square design
among four participant lists such that each participant judged only one
sentence in each four-condition set such as (6) or (7) and the same num-
ber of sentences (i.e., two) per each of the four between-item conditions
for both predicate classes, e.g., two sentences with extraction from bare
nonfactive clauses, hence jointly 16 experimental sentences.

2.2.2. Fillers

There were also 18 filler sentences. (See Appendix for the full list.)
There were six unacceptable fillers that involved sentences with selec-
tional violations. In half of the sentences, the obligatory nominalizer
to was missing, as in (9a); in the other half, the case marking of the
nominalizer 7o violated the selectional restriction of the matrix predicate,
as in (9b). In addition, half of the sentences had subjunctive and the other
half indicative complements, to ensure some variety.

7 And example of the latter kind of items is provided in (i).
(1) Ivan otlozil den’gi na operaciju, kotoruju on nadejalsja (na to), cto vraci sde-
lajut emu v sledujuscem godu.
‘Ivan saved money for the surgery that he hoped the doctors would give him
next year.’
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(9) a. *Uspex firmy byl vyzvan, ¢to ona éksperimentirovala s forma-
tom magazinov.
Intended: ‘The success of the firm was caused by the fact that it
experimented with the format of the stores.’

b. *Putesestvenniki nuzdalis tem, ctoby ix kto-to prijutil.
Intended: ‘The travellers needed someone to host them.’

There were also six acceptable sentences, all of which involved com-
plement clauses with further embedding of the relative clause modifying
the non-subject argument of the complement clause, as in (10). Similarly
to acceptable fillers, half of the sentences had nominalized clauses and
the other half bare clauses; half of the sentences had subjunctive and the
other half indicative complements.

(10)  Futbolisty verili v to, cto smogut pobedit’ klub, kotoryj v proslom
godu vyigral Ligu cempionov.
‘Soccer players believed that they would be able to beat the team
that won the Champions League last year.’

The aim of acceptable fillers was to provide a baseline for long-dis-
tance extraction sentences in the experimental conditions (cf. (6¢)—(6d)
and (7¢)—(7d)) that would be roughly matched in length and (surface) syn-
tactic complexity so that one could ensure that the degradation associated
with the long-distance extraction conditions was specifically due to an is-
land constraint rather than syntactic complexity in general.

An additional six fillers involved sentences with long-distance rela-
tive extractions. Two sentences involved complex NP violations, as in (11),
and served as baselines for unacceptable extraction from an island.

(11)  *Kontrakt, kotoryj napadajuscij otverg [predlozZenie o tom, ctoby
klub prodlil na sledujuscij god), soderzal semiznacnuju summu.
Intended: ‘The contract that the striker rejected the offer for the
team to prolong for the next year had a 7-digit number in it.’

Two further sentences involved extractions from complement clauses
with ¢toby (with verbs xotet” “‘want’ and prosit’ “ask’), as in (12a), which are
usually considered fully acceptable [Khomitsevich 2007; Demina 2021].
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They served as baselines for acceptable long-distance extractions. Finally,
two sentences involved extractions from complement clauses with ¢to
with more prototypical/frequent nonfactive verbs dumat’ ‘think’ and pred-
polagat’ ‘suppose’, as in (12b) (recall that the experimental sentences used
rather nonprototypical nonfactive predicates). They were included to pro-
vide an acceptable baseline specifically for extraction from cto-clauses,
assuming that complements of more common nonfactive predicates may
be more transparent for extraction [Dabrowska 2008; Liu et al. 2022].

(12) a. Vino, kotoroe, ona xotela, ctoby muz prines__; k uzinu, bylo ra-
skupleno.
‘The wine that she wanted her husband to bring for dinner was
sold out.’

b. Lera sostavila spisok produktov, kotorye; ona dumala, ¢to Kolja
kupil __; na eti den’gi.
‘Lera composed the list of groceries that she thought Kolya
bought for this sum of money.’

Apart from diverting attention of participants away from the experi-
mental manipulation, fillers (specifically, unambiguously acceptable and
unacceptable ones) were used to exclude participants who were not pay-
ing attention to the task (or had nonstandard grammar). In addition, as was
mentioned above, fillers were used as (un)acceptability baselines for ex-
perimental sentences.

2.3. Procedure and participants

The fillers were combined with the experimental sentences into 34-
item lists in an automatically randomized order (for each participant). Each
list started with two additional warm-up sentences—one acceptable and
one unacceptable (with a c¢ro-clause-taking predicate followed by a cto-
by-clause)—that were not marked as such. Participants had to judge the ac-
ceptability of each sentence on a 1-7 scale. The use of the scale was illus-
trated by one unacceptable sentence (with a cfoby-clause-taking predicate
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followed by a c¢to-clause) with the recommended rating of 1-2, and two ac-
ceptable sentences, including one with a relative clause, rated as 7. Partici-
pants completed the task at their own pace, which took on average 8 minutes.

The experiment was hosted on PClbex Farm (https://farm.pcibex.net/),
with the participants recruited via Toloka (https://toloka.ai/; formerly Yan-
dex.Toloka) for a modest fee of $0.125°%. Fifty seven tolokers submitted
the results; of these the results of 49 participants were included in the sta-
tistical analysis (see below)”.

2.4. Analysis

The results of 8 participants were excluded based on the following
criterion: the mean rating of both acceptable fillers and sentences with
long-distance extraction from ctoby-clauses (cf. (12a)) had to be larger
than the mean rating of both unacceptable fillers with selectional viola-
tions and sentences with extraction from complex NPs (cf. (11)).

As is standard practice, prior to the analysis the ratings were z-score
transformed (by subtracting the participant’s mean from the partici-
pant’s raw rating and dividing it by the participant’s standard deviation),
which reduces biases in the use of the rating scale [Sprouse et al. 2016].
But whenever possible, raw ratings are also reported.

The z-score transformed ratings were analyzed using linear-mixed
effects models with maximal random effects structure justified by the
design and allowing for convergence [Barr et al. 2013]. Predicate class,
sentence type and complement type (treatment-coded with NONFACTIVE,
NO EXTRACTION and CTO-CLAUSE as reference levels), as well as all their
interactions were included in the model as fixed effects 1. Simpler models

8 The criteria for participation included Russian as a native language, as well
as Russia-based IP and phone number.

° Due to a technical error, the age of participants was not recorded.

10 The formula for the main model was: rating.zscore ~ sentence.type * complement.
type * predicate.class + (1 + complement.type | item) + (I + sentence.type + predi-
cate.class | subject).
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with two factors and their interaction were also fit where necessary, as well
as models with one factor for pairwise comparisons. The analysis was im-
plemented using the ImerTest package for R (version 4.2.3) [Kuznetsova
etal. 2017].

2.5. Results

2.5.1. Fillers

The results for the fillers are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Mean raw and z-score rating with standard error by filler type
(Experiment 1)

filler type mean raw rating (SE) mean z-score rating (SE)
acceptable 6.45 (0.03) 0.85 (0.03)
extraction: ctoby-clauses 5.18 (0.09) 0.35(0.07)
extraction: cto-clauses 3.15(0.12) —0.45 (0.07)
unacceptable: selection 2.69 (0.07) —0.65 (0.04)
unacceptable: complex NP 1.98 (0.12) —0.92 (0.05)

As can be seen, participants clearly distinguished acceptable from
unacceptable fillers. As expected, fillers with long-distance extraction
from ctoby-clauses received fairly high ratings, close to acceptable fill-
ers, while extraction from cto-clauses was rated slightly below the mid-
point of the scale but above unacceptable fillers with selectional viola-
tions . Sentences with complex NP violations were rated lowest, which

' One of the unacceptable fillers with selectional violations given in (i) received
a relatively high rating of 3.73 (z-score —0.22) compared to others ranging from 2.27
(—0.85) to 2.84 (—0.59). Excluding this filler, the mean rating of this category is 2.49
(=0.74), which is likely a better estimate of acceptability of selectional violations.

(1) Meroprijatija byli napravleny, ctoby celovek osvoilsja v kollektive.
‘The activities were aimed at the person getting familiarized with the group.’
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may be due to the additional complexity of the sentence (apart from the
island violation).

Overall, the results of the fillers indicate that participants were able
to distinguish various degrees of acceptability roughly in accordance with
theoretical expectations.

2.5.2. Experimental sentences

The means for the experimental conditions are given in 7able 2 and
Figure I (p. 376).

Table 2. Mean raw and z-score rating by predicate class, sentence type and
complement type (Experiment 1)

redicate class | sentence tvpe complement mean raw mean z-score
preci P type rating (SE) rating (SE)
. bare 6.62 (0.05) 0.92 (0.04)
no extraction
. nominalized 6.76 (0.03) 0.97 (0.04)
nonfactive
. bare 3.32(0.12) | —0.40 (0.07)
extraction
nominalized 2.48(0.13) | —0.71 (0.06)
. bare 6.69 (0.03) 0.94 (0.04)
no extraction
, nominalized 6.76 (0.03) 0.98 (0.04)
factive
. bare 2.26(0.13) | —0.82(0.06)
extraction
nominalized 1.76 (0.10) | —1.06 (0.05)

Starting from the reference level, i.e., nonfactive ¢fo-clauses, we see
a clear effect of extraction (f =—1.33, SE = 0.08, p <0.001), confirming
the view that extraction from nonfactive ¢to-clauses (with the z-score rat-
ing of —0.40) is mildly unacceptable. Note that this rating is similar to the
result for the fillers that involved extraction from cto-clauses with proto-
typical nonfactive predicates dumat’ ‘think’ and predpolagat’ ‘suppose’
(—0.45) but is higher than that of selectional violations (—0.65).

Moving on to factive c¢to-clauses, the effect of extraction (with
the mean rating of —0.82) is visually stronger compared to nonfactive



376  Acta Linguistica Petropolitana. 20.2

nonfactive factive

N
o
"

I I

o
wn
L

Extraction type

. cto
- to, ¢to

I

o
wn
L

Mean z-score rating
. DS
o

N
o
L

I

T T T T
no extraction  extraction no extraction  extraction

Figure 1. Mean raw and z-score rating by condition (Experiment 1)

cto-clauses and is lower than selectional violations and is only slightly
higher than complex NP violations (—0.92), suggesting that argument ex-
traction from (emotive) factive clauses is generally unacceptable. This is
confirmed by a significant interaction between factivity and extraction
(B =-0.43, SE = 0.10, p < 0.001). Pairwise comparison of extraction
from bare factive vs. nonfactive clauses showed a reliable effect of fac-
tivity (B =—0.41, SE =0.15, p = 0.015), suggesting that the above inter-
action was driven by the difference in the extraction (rather than base-
line) conditions.

Turning to nominalized clauses, extraction from nominalized nonfac-
tive clauses (with the mean rating of —0.71) was rated lower compared
to bare clauses, in line with their status as unacceptable in the literature.
This was confirmed by a significant interaction between nominalization
and extraction (B = —0.36, SE = 0.10, p < 0.001). Pairwise comparison
of extraction from bare vs. nominalized nonfactive clauses also showed
a marginal effect of nominalization (B = —0.31, SE = 0.16, p = 0.09).

Nominalization also affected extraction from factive clauses (with the
mean rating of —1.06), making it less acceptable compared to bare fac-
tive clauses. This is confirmed by the lack of three-way interaction be-
tween nominalization, extraction and predicate class (f = 0.08, SE=0.14,
p = 0.56), suggesting that nominalization reduced acceptability of ex-
traction similarly for both factive and nonfactive predicates. This was
confirmed by the interaction between nominalization and extraction



Mikhail Yu. Knyazev 377

in a model for factive clauses (B = —0.28, SE = 0.09, p = 0.001). Pair-
wise comparison of extraction from bare vs. nominalized factive clauses
showed an effect of nominalization (f =—0.25, SE = 0.08, p=0.002), sug-
gesting that the interaction was driven by the extraction condition. In ad-
dition, pairwise comparison of extraction from nominalized nonfactive
vs. factive clauses (B = —0.35, SE = 0.11, p = 0.008) showed an effect
of factivity, suggesting that extraction from nominalized clauses is less
acceptable with factive predicates '>. Overall, these contrasts suggest that
factivity and nominalization additively combine to exacerbate extraction
from complement clauses.

2.5.3. Results for the individual predicates

The results for the individual predicates, shown in Table 3, largely
conform to the general pattern, despite some variability among predi-
cates of the same class.

Table 3. Mean z-score rating by predicate, sentence type and complement type
(Experiment 1)

no extraction extraction
predicate class predicate > > > >
éto to, ¢to éto to, ¢to
nadejat sja “hope’ 0.95 1.00 -0.10 —0.64
) uveren ‘certain’ 1.00 0.86 —-0.13 —0.92
nonfactive
rascityvat’ ‘count on’ 0.99 1.07 -0.51 —0.58
namekat’ ‘hint’ 0.76 0.96 —0.87 —-0.72
Zalet’ ‘regret’ 0.97 0.95 —0.72 —0.88
) rad ‘glad’ 0.94 1.02 -0.75 -1.01
factive -
udivit sja ‘be surprised’ | 1.11 1.05 —-1.00 -1.36
gordit sja ‘be glad’ 0.76 0.89 —0.80 -1.00

12 Other effects were not significant, including the effect of nominalization (in the
baseline nonfactive condition), the effect of factivity (in the baseline bare condition)
and the interaction between factivity and nominalization (in the baseline condition).
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The only clear outlier is the nonfactive verb namekat’ ‘hint’, which re-
ceived a rather low rating in the bare extraction condition (—0.87), which
was lower than the corresponding rating for three of the factive predi-
cates. In addition, it is the only predicate with which extraction from nom-
inalized clauses was more, rather than less, acceptable compared to bare
clauses. However, we may also note that in contrast to other nonfactive
predicates, namekat’ ‘hint’ showed a more pronounced dispreference for
cto-clauses in the baseline condition, which may perhaps partly explain
the unexpectedly low rating of the bare extraction condition.

2.6. Discussion

The results confirm the characterization of nonfactive extraction in Rus-
sian, which received the mean rating below the midpoint of the scale, as mildly
unacceptable. The results are also in line with the status of nominalized
clauses as strong islands since their mean rating in the two extraction condi-
tions was consistently below the corresponding bare clauses and was in ab-
solute terms close to or below selectional violations (see Question 4 in (5d)).

Turning to the contrast between extraction from factive and nonfac-
tive clauses, which was the main point of Experiment 1 (see Question 1
in (5a)), the results showed that factive clauses were less transparent for
argument extraction compared to nonfactive clauses. This is line with the
reported (mild) effect of argument extraction from factive clauses in lan-
guages like English [Ambridge, Goldberg 2008; Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010;
Kastner 2015] and thus provides support for the special status of ex-
traction from factive complements. One difference is that in Russian ar-
gument extraction from factive clauses is in absolute terms strongly de-
graded, with the acceptability level at the low end of the scale, which is
unsurprising given that extraction from nonfactive clauses was rated al-
most 0.40 pts below the midpoint (which is considerable since the majority
of z-score ratings were located in the interval [-1; 1]). Importantly, how-
ever, in relative terms extraction from bare factive clauses still did not
reach the lowest level of unacceptability and was more acceptable com-
pared to extraction from the corresponding nominalized clauses.
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Perhaps, the most unexpected result is that the contrast in extraction
from factive and nonfactive complements was also observed for nomi-
nalized clauses. That is, while extraction from nominalized nonfactive
clauses was in absolute terms strongly degraded, just like extraction from
bare factive clauses, it was still significantly more acceptable compared
to extraction from nominalized factive clauses. Incidentally, this implies
that participants were able to systematically distinguish at least two lev-
els of acceptability at the low end of the scale, defying the categorical (bi-
nary) notion of a strong island (cf. Question 4 in (5d)).

To summarize, the fact that argument extraction from factive, com-
pared to nonfactive, clauses was reliably degraded despite a relatively
low rating of the latter, provides supporting evidence for the existence
of a factive island in Russian "*. Yet, to probe into the nature of this island,
specifically to test whether it observes characteristic properties of weak
islands (as factive islands are generally understood), we need adjunct ex-
traction data. This is the purpose of Experiment 2.

3. Experiment 2: Adjunct extraction

3.1. The goal of the experiment

The goal of the experiment was twofold. First, it tested whether
factive and nonfactive clauses differ with respect to adjunct extraction,
which provides the clearest case for the islandhood of factive clauses,
according to the literature (e.g., [Hegarty 1992; Haegeman 2012]).

13 Interestingly, while [Knyazev 2023] also found a significant effect of nominaliza-
tion for both predicate classes, the difference between argument extraction from bare
nonfactive vs. factive clauses did not reach significance in that study, despite the nu-
merical trend, and also the fact that three out of four factive predicates showed a clear
contrast from nonfactive predicates with respect to extraction from bare clauses. Note,
however, that [Knyazev 2023] had only one sentence set per predicate, as opposed
to two in the present study. Therefore, it is possible that the null result in that study
reflects lack of power to detect the true effect.
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As in Experiment 1, both bare and nominalized clauses were compared.
This addresses Question 1 in (5a) and Question 4 in (5d).

The second goal was to compare argument extraction and adjunct
extraction. As was discussed in Section 2.1, this was done mainly indi-
rectly, by comparing extraction from bare and nominalized clauses. If fac-
tive clauses are weak islands, adjunct extraction from them should lead
to a more severe violation compared to argument extraction. In relative
terms, this may result in the disappearance of the contrast between ex-
traction from bare and nominalized clauses (observed in Experiment 1)
due to the additional cost of adjunct extraction for weak islands. There is
a similar prediction for nonfactive clauses provided they too are weak is-
lands in Russian. This addresses Questions 2—3 in (5b)—(5c¢).

3.2. Design and materials

The design of the experiment was similar to Experiment 1 except
that the extraction conditions involved extraction of the PP adjunct of the
embedded verb, as shown in (13c)—(13d) for nonfactive predicates and
in (14¢)—(14d) for factive predicates (cf. baseline/no extraction conditions
in (13a)—(13b) and (14a)—(14b), respectively).

(13) a. Ona nadeetsja, cto ee muz budet lecit’ zuby v étoj klinike.
‘She hopes that her husband will be treating his teeth in this clinic.’
[NON-FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | BARE]

b. Ona nadeetsja na to, cto ee muz budet lecit’ zuby v étoj klinike.
‘She hopes that her husband will be treating his teeth in this
clinic.’

[NON-FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED |

c. Klinika, [v kotoroj]; ona nadeetsja, cto ee muz budet lecit’
zuby _, naxoditsja v drugom rajone.
“The clinic in which she hopes that her husband will be treating
his teeth is located in a different district.’
[NON-FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | BARE]
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d.

(14) a.

Klinika, [v kotoroj); ona nadeetsja na to, ¢to ee muz budet lecit’
zuby _;, naxoditsja v drugom rajone.

“The clinic in which she hopes that her husband will be treating
his teeth is located in a different district.’

[NON-FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED |

Mat’ zaleet, ¢to v blanke dlja otvetov rebenok pereputal polja.
‘The mother regrets that her child has mixed up the answer fields
in the answer sheet.’

[FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | BARE]

. Mat’ zaleet o tom, cto v blanke dlja otvetov rebenok pereputal

polja.

‘The mother regrets that her child has mixed up the answer fields
in the answer sheet.’

[FACTIVE | NO EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED]

. Blank dlja otvetov, [v kotorom]; mat’ Zaleet, cto rebenok perep-

utal polja __, vydavalsja v odnom ekzempljare.

‘The answer sheet in which the mother regrets that her child has
mixed up the answer fields was handed out in one copy.’
[FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | BARE]

Blank dlja otvetov, [v kotorom], mat’ Zaleet o tom, ¢to rebenok
pereputal polja ., vvdavalsja v odnom ekzempljare.

‘The answer sheet in which the mother regrets that her child has
mixed up the answer fields was handed out in one copy.’
[FACTIVE | EXTRACTION | NOMINALIZED]

As in Experiment 1, in half of the sentences with extraction the head
of the relative clause was the matrix subject, as in (13)—(14), and in the
other half a non-subject argument . (See the full list in the Appendix.)

4" An example with a non-subject head is given is (i).

(1) On razbil masinu, [na kotorojl; ona byla uverena (v tom), ¢to oni poedut
v otpusk.
‘He smashed up the car in which she was certain that they will go on vacation.’
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When constructing the experimental sentences, a special care was taken
to ensure that the matrix construal of the adjunct phrase was implausible
and the embedded construal was highly preferred (at least in a zero con-
text). For example, a matrix construal in (13¢) would involve a paraphrase
such as ‘she is hoping inside some clinic that her husband will treat his
teeth’, which is clearly less likely than the intended construal.

The experiment used the same four factive and four nonfactive predi-
cates as in (8). The construction of experimental materials and the compo-
sition of experimental lists followed the same procedure as Experiment 1,
with the same number of experimental sentences and fillers.

The only difference was that all fillers with extraction used sentences
with extraction of verbal PP adjuncts to match those in the experimen-
tal sentences, as shown in (15a) for extraction from a complex NP and
in (15b)—(15c¢) for extraction from a c¢toby-clause and a c¢to-clause with
dumat’ ‘think’/ predpolagat’ ‘suppose’, which served as acceptable base-
lines for long-distance extraction.

(15)  a. *Zurnalist nazval summu, [na kotorujul, napadajuicij otverg
predlozenie o tom, ctoby klub povysil ego zarplatu ;.

Intended: ‘The journalist named the amount by which the striker
rejected a suggestion that the club should increase his wages’

b. Rjukzak, [s kotorym]; ona xocet, ctoby muz vstretil ee na
vokzale __,, dyrjavyy.
‘The backpack with with she wants her husband to meet her
at the station has a hole in it.’

c. Park, [v kotorom); ona dumaet, cto oni budut igrat’v nastol 'nyj
tennis __, sejcas zakryt.
“The park in which she thinks they will play table-tennis is closed now.”

3.3. Procedure, participants and analysis

The procedure and analysis was the same, as in Experiment 1.
Fifty two participants submitted the results; of these the results of 44
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participants were analyzed whose average rating of acceptable fillers was

larger than the average of both unacceptable fillers with selectional viola-
tions and sentences with extraction from complex NPs . The mean of the

participants was 36.6 with the standard deviation of 8.2 (the gender in-
formation was not collected).

3.4. Results

3.4.1. Fillers

The results for the fillers, given below in Table 4, were fairly similar
to Experiment 1, with participants clearly distinguishing acceptable and
unacceptable fillers '°.

Table 4. Mean raw and z-score rating with standard error by filler type
(Experiment 2)

filler type mean raw rating (SE) mean z-score rating (SE)
acceptable 5.85(0.04) 0.69 (0.04)
extraction: ¢foby-clauses 3.76 (0.11) —0.27 (0.08)
extraction: ¢fo-clauses 4.41(0.10) 0.05 (0.08)
unacceptable: selection 2.89 (0.07) —0.66 (0.05)
unacceptable: complex NP 2.61(0.12) —0.77 (0.07)

But there were also two differences. First, sentences with extraction
from a complex NP (cf. (15a)) received a slightly higher rating compared

15 Sentences with extraction from c¢foby-clauses such as (15b) were not used to ex-
clude participants (unlike in Experiment 1) because that would have excluded too
many participants given that such sentences, for unclear reasons, received ratings be-
low the midpoint (see next section).

16 One problematic filler with a selectional violation (see footnote 11) had the mean
raw rating of 4.36 (z-score: 0.01), which was again considerably higher compared
to others, ranging from 2.16 (—0.99) to 2.95 (—0.63). Excluding this filler, the mean
rating of the unacceptable fillers becomes 2.60 (—0.79).
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to Experiment 1, close to selectional violations (see footnote 16). Sec-
ond and more importantly, sentences with extraction from ctoby-clauses
(cf. (15b)) received a lower rating than expected, below the midpoint, and
were also on average rated lower than fillers with extraction from cto-
clauses (cf. (15¢)), although this contrast was not consistent across all the
items (see Appendix for the by-item mean ratings). Although the reasons
for this divergence are not fully clear, I suggest that it does not invalidate
the results of the experiment but instead can be attributed to item-spe-
cific effects. Consider the filler in (19), which received an unexpectedly
low rating (raw: 3.22; z-score: —0.51), largely accounting for the lower-
ing of the average rating of the relevant condition.

(16) Ona ne mozet najti magazin, [v kotorom); on prosit, ctoby ona
kupila ovosci .
‘She cannot find the shop where he asks her to buy vegetables.’

It is plausible that this filler may have induced a “garden path” effect
despite the fact that it was constructed in such a way as to favor the em-
bedded interpretation. That is, participants may have originally attached
the PP to the matrix verb but later backtracked to the intended interpreta-
tion (or perhaps stuck with this implausible interpretation), which would
be reflected in the decreased rating. Assuming that plausibility consider-
ations in constructing the materials were unable to fully eliminate the pos-
sibility of matrix attachment and further assuming that such possibility
was modulated by some unknown property P of the items, it is possible
that P has obscured the expected contrast between cto- and ¢toby-clauses.
The same concern of course arises for the experimental sentences. How-
ever, because there were more items per condition (i.e., 8 instead of 2),
it becomes less likely that P was disproportionally present with factives
or nonfactives (assuming that P is independent of factivity), suggesting
that it should not have distorted the results.

3.4.2. Experimental sentences

The results for the experimental sentences are given in Table 5 and
Figure 2.
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Table 5. Mean raw and z-score rating by predicate class, sentence type and
complement type (Experiment 2)

redicate class | sentence type | complement e mean raw mean z-score
p P P P rating (SE) rating (SE)
. bare 6.49 (0.05) 0.98 (0.07)
no extraction —
) nominalized 6.53 (0.05) 1.01 (0.05)
nonfactive
) bare 3.98 (0.11) —0.17 (0.09)
extraction —
nominalized 3.92 (0.11) —0.16 (0.08)
. bare 5.95 (0.08) 0.73 (0.07)
no extraction —
e nominalized 6.23 (0.06) 0.87 (0.06)
active
) bare 2.35(0.11) —0.91 (0.07)
extraction —
nominalized 2.32(0.12) —0.93 (0.07)
nonfactive factive
g 1.0 I I
© i
E 0 Extraction type
Q .
Q 0.0 . ¢to
w F
N I to, éto
S -0.54
—
1.0 . . | : I
no extraction  extraction no extraction  extraction

Figure 2. Mean raw and z-score rating by condition (Experiment 2)

We can immediately see that there is no contrast between extraction
from bare and nominalized clauses, irrespective of factivity. At the same
time, there is a strong contrast between extraction from factive and
nonfactive clauses, such that the latter are close to the midpoint (—0.17
and —0.16, for bare and nominalized clauses respectively), whereas the
former are clearly unacceptable (—0.91; —0.93).

This result is supported by the statistical analysis. The model showed
a significant effect of extraction (B =—1.14, SE=0.15,p <0.001), as expected.
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It also showed a significant effect of factivity such that in the baseline con-
dition (bare) factive clauses were rated as slightly less acceptable compared
to nonfactive clauses (B = —0.24, SE = 0.09, p = 0.009). The latter effect
mostly likely arises due to somewhat lower ratings for certain experimen-
tal items (cf. the by-verb results in 7able 6 below) and is not particularly
meaningful, especially given that it was not observed in Experiment 1.

Crucially, there was an interaction between factivity and extraction
such that extraction from (bare) factive clauses was rated lower com-
pared to nonfactive clauses (p = —0.50, SE = 0.21, p = 0.03). Note that
this interaction takes into account the difference between the baseline
conditions, i.e., it shows that the contrast in extraction was driven by the
extraction conditions. The interaction between nominalization and ex-
traction (f = —0.05, SE = 0.09, p = 0.70) was not significant. And nei-
ther was the interaction between factivity, nominalization and extraction
(B=-0.10, SE=0.19, p=0.60). The lack of the three-way interaction sug-
gests that the interaction between factivity and extraction was observed for
both bare and nominalized clauses, which was confirmed by the latter in-
teraction in a simpler model for nominalized clauses (p =—0.60, SE =0.22,
p = 0.02). It also suggests that nominalization did not interact with ex-
traction for factive clauses, which was confirmed by the lack of interac-
tion in a simpler model for factive clauses (p =—0.15, SE=0.13, p=0.27).

3.4.3. Results for the individual predicates

The results broken down by the predicate are shown in Table 6 (p. 387).
The by-predicate results largely conform to the general pattern. Thus,
extraction from nominalized clauses does not show clear degradation

17 Specifically, the effect was presumably driven by items 9 (with Zalet’ ‘regret’) and
14 (with udivijat sja ‘be surprised’), which received ratings of 5.17 (z-score: 0.39) and
5.08 (0.46) in the baseline condition (see the Appendix). Why these particular sen-
tences were rated relatively lower is unclear. The text suggestion that the effect is ac-
cidental is supported by the fact that once the relevant sentences are removed, the ef-
fect loses statistical significance (B =—0.13, SE = 0.1, p = 0.20). I thank the reviewer
for drawing my attention to this effect.
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Table 6. Mean z-score rating by predicate, sentence type and complement type
(Experiment 2)

predicate no extraction extraction
Predicate
class &to to, éto &to to, éto
nadejat sja “hope’ 1.04 1.11 0.03 —-0.01
uveren ‘certain’ 0.98 1.07 -0.07 -0.22
nonfactive
rascityvat’ ‘count on’ 0.88 0.99 -0.27 | —-0.21
namekat’ ‘hint’ 1.01 0.89 —0.34 —0.19
zalet’ ‘regret’ 0.62 0.82 —0.61 -0.43
) rad ‘glad’ 0.80 0.82 —0.96 -1.02
factive
udivljat sja ‘be surprised’| 0.67 0.98 -1.26 -1.19
gorditsja ‘be glad’ 0.88 0.84 —0.83 -1.07

relative to bare clauses, with the possible exception of gorditsja ‘be
glad’ and to a lesser extent uveren ‘certain’ (cf. Experiment 1 in 7a-
ble 4). As for the contrast between predicate classes, extraction from
bare clauses with all 4 factive predicates was clearly lower compared
to nonfactive predicates.

3.5. Discussion

The experiment replicated the contrast between extraction from fac-
tive and nonfactive clauses with respect to adjunct extraction that was
observed with argument extraction in Experiment 1. As in Experiment 1,
the contrast was replicated for both bare and nominalized clauses. The
main difference from Experiment 1 is that there was no contrast between
extraction from bare and nominalized clauses, for both predicate classes.
In view of the logic of the experimental test (see Section 3.1), this may
give the impression of supporting the notion that adjunct extraction is
less acceptable than argument extraction, which would result in the level-
ling of the difference between bare and nominalized clauses with respect
to extraction. However, this interpretation is not supported by the data.
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Adjunct extraction from nonfactive clauses was rated slightly be-
low the midpoint of the scale (bare/nominalized: —0.17/-0.16), sug-
gesting that such extraction is at best only mildly degraded, which
would be unexpected if adjunct extraction were qualitatively worse
compared to argument extraction. In fact, if we compare this with
the results of Experiment 1 adjunct extraction was rated higher than
argument extraction (—0.40/-0.71). This suggests that the levelling
of the contrast between adjunct extraction from bare and nominalized
clauses was due to amelioration for adjunct extraction from nomi-
nalized clauses rather than a disadvantage of adjunct extraction from
bare clauses (I develop this idea below). Note that the higher rating
for adjunct compared to argument extraction (with nonfactive) can-
not be simply dismissed as the result of an unintended parse whereby
the adjunct is attached to the matrix clause as that would leave unex-
plained why adjunct extraction from factive clauses was strongly de-
graded (under the natural view that the possibility of a matrix parse
should not depend on factivity) '*.

As for factive clauses, although the results in principle do not ex-
clude the possibility that adjunct extraction is worse compared to ar-
gument extraction the difference for the bare conditions was rather
weak (—0.91 vs. —0.82) and may well be driven by the slight dispref-
erence for bare factive clauses in the baseline condition (see Figure 2),
whereas in the nominalized conditions adjunct extraction was, again,
rated higher, rather than lower, compared to argument extraction (—0.93
vs. —1.06).

The reviewer raises an important question whether it is appropriate
to compare the results of the two experiments given that they had different
sets of participants, as well as nonidentical, albeit structurally and lexically
similar, fillers (except for 6 fillers with selectional violations and 2 practice

18 This is not to say that the possibility of matrix attachment does not play a role. In-
stead, I conjecture that comprehenders always or nearly always entertain such a parse
initially but later backtrack from it in favor of the embedded attachment, provided
the complement allows it (to some extent). (See also the discussion at the end of Sec-
tion 3.4.1). These issues no doubt require further study.
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items) . I believe this is not a serious concern and the comparison is justi-
fied. First, the participants were drawn from the same population of speak-
ers using the same criteria (workers of Toloka based in Russia, etc.), with
a rather small interval between the two experiments (2.5 months). Sec-
ond, the overall procedure of the two experiments (including presentation
of the items, instructions, etc.) was the same. Third, and most importantly,
we see a very high correlation between the ratings of the fillers across the
two experiments (r(18) = 0.92, p <0.001), which is not surprising given
the overall similarity between the fillers across the two experiments (see
Section 3.2). This suggests that the fillers were perceived in roughly the
same way across the experiments and thus should not have influenced the
results (e.g., by causing participants to systematically shift their ratings
of the experimental items towards the upper or lower end of the scale).

To make the comparison between argument and adjunct extraction
more obvious, | present the results of the two experiments side by side,
as in Figure 3 (p. 390). As we can see, there is no clear disadvantage for
adjunct extraction in any of the four conditions. Instead, we see a surpris-
ing advantage with nominalized nonfactive clauses and, to a lesser ex-
tent, with bare nonfactive condition, whereas factive clauses do not show
a clear advantage for either type of extraction.

To further examine the difference between the two experiments, I an-
alyzed the pooled data, separately for each predicate class. The pooled
model involved an additional factor (experiment/extraction type, with ar-
gument extraction as baseline), besides complement type (bare vs. nom-
inalized) and sentence type (no extraction vs. extraction).

The model for nonfactive clauses showed an effect of (argument)
extraction (B =—1.33, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001) and also an interaction be-
tween nominalization and (argument) extraction (f = —0.36, SE = 0.12,
p = 0.002), which simply replicates what we observed in the analysis
of Experiment 1. What is more important is that there was a marginally

19 Specifically, the nonidentical fillers had the same combination of the matrix predicate
and complement type, as well as partially overlapping lexical content (see Section 3.2).

20 This model had item, subject, by-item slopes for experiment type and comple-
ment type, as well as by-subject slope for sentence type as random effects.



390  Acta Linguistica Petropolitana. 20.2

¢to to, ¢to
1.0 I I
001 [ - ™ |8
-0.51

Extraction type

-1.01
. argument (Exp. 1)

1.0 T )
I adjunct (Exp. 2)
0.5+
0.0
-0.5- -
-1.04 = I

T T T T
no extraction extraction no extraction extraction

BANoBIUOU

Mean z-score rating

aAnoOR)

Figure 3. The condition means (and standard errors) from Experiments 1 and 2
together

significant interaction between experiment type, nominalization and ex-
traction (B =0.31, SE=0.17, p=0.07), suggesting that the effect of nom-
inalization (observed in the argument extraction condition) was largely
cancelled in the adjunct extraction condition, presumably due to the ame-
lioration effect mentioned above (note the positive coefficient for the inter-
action term)?'. This interaction is visually reflected in the fact that while
the downward-looking dark bar on the left is lower than the one on the
right in the upper panels of Figure 3, the contrast is not observed for the
corresponding light bars. Interestingly, the same model did not show an in-
teraction between experiment type and extraction (f = 0.19, SE = 0.14,
p=0.17), suggesting that while adjunct extraction from bare clauses was
numerically more acceptable compared to argument extraction (cf. the
dark downward-looking bar being slightly lower than the corresponding

21" A simpler model for extraction (from nonfactive clauses) showed a similar effect
of nominalization (f =—0.31, SE = 0.12, p = 0.02) and a marginally significant inter-
action between adjunct extraction and nominalization (f = 0.30, SE=0.17, p=0.09).
The effect of adjunct extraction (from bare clauses) was not significant (f = 0.24,
SE =0.20, p = 0.24).
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light one in the left upper panel of Figure 3), this difference was not sta-
tistically significant*.

The model for factive clauses showed an effect of (argument) ex-
traction (f = —1.76, SE = 0.08, p < 0.001) and an interaction between
nominalization and (argument) extraction (p =—0.27, SE=0.11, p=0.01),
which replicates the analysis of Experiment 12. There was also a margin-
ally significant effect of experiment type (f =—0.20, SE=0.11, p=10.06)
such that baseline sentences with bare clauses in the adjunct extraction
experiment were rated lower compared to the argument extraction ex-
periment. The effect is difficult to interpret and may be an artefact or re-
flect specific features of the experimental items (see Section 3.2). More
importantly, just like with nonfactive clauses, there was no interaction
between experiment type and extraction (f = 0.11, SE =0.12, p = 0.36),
suggesting that adjunct extraction (from bare clauses) was rated simi-
larly to argument extraction, in fact, there was a numerical trend in the
opposite direction, as shown by the positive coefficient. (This trend arises
because of the larger contrast in the baseline condition since in the ex-
traction conditions adjuncts show slightly lower acceptability, as can
be seen from left lower panel of Figure 3.) The interaction between
experiment type, nominalization and extraction was not significant
(B =-0.14, SE = 0.16, p = 0.38). This might look as if nominalization
interacted with extraction similarly for both adjunct and argument ex-
traction. However, as we know from the analysis of Experiment 2 (see
Section 3.4.2), nominalization did not modulate adjunct extraction, which
indicates that the combined model simply failed to find a true difference.

How can we interpret the results of Experiment 2 in light of the results
of the pooled analysis? The most important conclusion is that there was
no evidence of adjunct extraction leading to a more severe violation. If
anything, there was an opposite trend for adjunct extraction to be more ac-
ceptable compared to argument extraction. Interestingly, a similar advan-
tage for adjunct over argument extraction was observed by [Demina 2021]

22 Other effects and interactions were not significant.

23 The model had item, subject, by-item slope for complement type as well as by-sub-
ject slope for sentence type as random effects.
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in experiments testing extraction from wh-questions, which are also usu-
ally considered weak islands*.

The trend towards advantage for adjunct extraction was most pro-
nounced with nominalized nonfactive clauses, as we saw in the (margin-
ally significant) positive coefficient of the three-way interaction in the
model above, which had the effect of cancelling the aggravating effect
of nominalization with adjuncts. It is further reflected in a significant in-
teraction between experiment type and extraction in a separate model for
nominalized nonfactive clauses (f = 0.50, SE=0.11, p <0.001). We can
see this clearly in the large contrast between the dark and the light down-
ward-looking bars in the upper left panel of Figure 3. The same numeri-
cal trend is observed in the other three conditions (cf. the positive, though
not significant, coefficient of the interaction between experiment type and
extraction in the models for nonfactive and factive clauses above; and
a similar, and even larger, trend in a separate model for nominalized fac-
tive clauses: p = 0.25, SE = 0.18, p = 0.19). Although this trend did not
reach significance in these three conditions, in view of its significance
for nominalized nonfactive clauses, as well as its consistency across all
the conditions, I interpret it as non-accidental and tentatively attribute the
non-significant results to independent factors, as will be explained below.

What is the nature of this trend towards higher acceptability of adjunct,
compared to argument, extraction, and why was it more pronounced with
nominalized nonfactive clauses? I would like to suggest the following
processing explanation (see also [Demina 2021] for a sketch of a syntac-
tic explanation). It is well-known (e.g. [Cinque 1990; Rizzi 1990]) that
extraction is more acceptable for complex wh-phrases (sometimes called
D-linked) such as which student as opposed to bare wh-phrases such
as who. This effect is often thought of as ameliorating specifically weak
island violations (e.g., by way of adding some discourse-related feature

24 Interestingly, [Demina 2021] did not observe the adjunct over argument advantage
with extraction from (bare nonfactive) cfo-clauses. Note, however, that it is difficult
to directly compare the present results with those of Demina as she tested wh-inter-
rogative, as opposed to relative clause dependencies, and also used only prototypical
nonfactive predicates scitat’ ‘believe’ and dumat’ ‘think’ in the respective condition.
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to the filler and thereby avoiding intervention for Relativized Minimality;
see below). However, there is also experimental evidence that it facili-
tates processing of filler-gap dependencies in general, including extraction
from non-islands [Hofmeister, Sag 2010; Goodall 2015], the idea being
that by virtue of having richer content more complex fillers lead to more
activation in memory and are thereby easier to retrieve at the gap position.

What I wish to suggest is that PPs with locative, temporal, comita-
tive and other adverbial meanings that were used in Experiment 2, e.g.,
na kotoroj ‘on which (FEM.SG)’, also have richer semantic content (for
the purposes of maintaining the filler-gap dependency) compared to ac-
cusative-marked relative pronouns such as kotoruju ‘which, . (FEM.SG)’
used in Experiment 1. As a consequence, they should be easier to pro-
cess, which would account for the facilitation effect for adjunct extraction.

The fact that this facilitation effect was stronger in the presence
of nominalization also makes sense from processing considerations. It
has been noted in the literature that referential processing (i.e., process-
ing of referents that are specific) inside filler-gap dependencies may cre-
ate additional difficulty for comprehenders, the reason being that identifi-
cation of such referents in working memory (e.g., the girl) may diminish
the activation of the filler [Kluender 1992; Hofmeister, Sag 2010]. This
idea has been used to explain, e.g., why definiteness reduces acceptabil-
ity of extraction from picture-NPs, as in (17a), cf. (17b), and also from
complex NPs, as in (18a), cf. (18b).

(17) a. Who, did you see [pictures of __;]1? >
b. Who, did you see [the pictures of __;]?
(18) a. This is the paper; that we really need to find [someone [who un-

derstands __j]]. >
b. This is the paper, that we really need to find [the linguist [who
understands __]].
[Kluender 1992: 238]

Given that processing of filler-gap dependencies across referential ex-
pressions has an extra cost (above and beyond the cost of referential pro-
cessing as such), in statistical terms leading to the interaction between
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the presence of such expressions and extraction, this implies that weak-
ening of one of the factors (i.e., the cost of maintaining/retrieving the
filler) by amount x should result in an overall effect greater than x [Good-
all 2015: 3]. This, the facilitating effect of semantic complexity will be
stronger in the presence of an intervening referential structure.

Now, assuming that Russian to, ¢to-clauses are, at least in some
of their uses, (familiar) definite expressions referring to a proposition
given in the discourse we expect that they should also cause additional
processing difficulty and thus, given the logic above, will lead to a larger
amelioration effect from nominalized clauses compared to bare clauses.
(Note that this is independent of whether fo, ¢to-clauses are associated
with a separate island constraint, although it would be in the spirit of this
account not to posit such a constraint; see Section 4.)

To account for why the amelioration effect was weaker with factive
clauses, we may assume that amelioration is diminished when the diffi-
culty of constructing the dependency becomes too high [Phillips 2013: 71—
72]. As we saw, argument extraction from factive clauses is considerably
degraded and while in absolute terms extraction from bare factive clauses
does not differ from argument extraction from nominalized nonfactive
clauses, the latter sentences may have an extra benefit provided by the
fact that they are synonymous with sentences with extraction from bare
nonfactive clauses, which is only mildly degraded. To the extent that
this should render extraction from nominalized nonfactive clauses more
comprehensible and thereby facilitate processing (see, e.g., [Beltrama,
Xiang 2016]), we should expect nonfactive clauses to show a stronger
amelioration effect compared to factive clauses.

To summarize, the adjunct effect was strongest for nominalized non-
factive clauses where it was able to cancel the effect of nominalization
and led to a visible advantage of adjunct over argument extraction. In the
two bare conditions, especially with factive clauses, adjunct advantage
was not sufficiently strong to lead to a significant effect. In the nomi-
nalized factive condition the effect was also not strong enough to lead
to a significant adjunct advantage. However, importantly, it may have
been sufficient to eliminate the effect of nominalization. Indeed, on the
basis of argument extraction we can estimate the effect of nominalization
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for factive clauses as —0.25, whereas the observed nominalization effect
for adjunct extraction was —0.15 (see Section 3.4.2). Now, given that ad-
junct advantage for nominalized factive clauses was +0.25 and so the ac-
ceptability of extraction from nominalized factive clauses was increased
by that amount, by reasoning counterfactually, we can conclude that if ad-
junct advantage had not been present, then the acceptability of the latter
condition would be decreased by —0.25, rendering the effect of nominal-
ization —0.40 (= —0.15 + (—0.25)), which should have been sufficient for
a significant interaction between nominalization and extraction.

To conclude this section, the experiments showed that factive clauses
are less transparent for extraction compared to nonfactive clauses, rep-
licating the results of Experiment 1. At the same time, there was no evi-
dence of adjunct extraction being less acceptable compared to argument
extraction, which is characteristic of weak islands. Instead, the results
of the pooled analysis showed a numerical (and in the case of nominal-
ized nonfactive clauses significant) advantage for adjunct over argument
extraction, partially replicating previous findings [Demina 2021]. It was
hypothesized that this advantage may have completely eliminated the ag-
gravating effect of nominalization (which was observed with argument
extraction) in the case of adjunct extraction, accounting for an otherwise
puzzling difference between the two experiments.

4. General discussion and conclusion

The main question this study addressed was whether factive clauses
behave as islands in Russian, as distinct from nonfactive clauses. It also
tested the dominant view that factive islands are weak islands in the sense
of disallowing some types of extractions but allowing others (or perhaps
disallowing them to a lesser extent), with reference to the argument/ad-
junct distinction. The latter question was also investigated with respect
to nonfactive ¢to-clauses, which are sometimes described as weak islands
in Russian [Bailyn 2020]. Finally, it tested whether nominalized clauses
in Russian are indeed strong islands, as standardly assumed, and whether
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the strength of the violation incurred by them depends on factivity and
on the extracted element being an adjunct (in case factive or nonfactive
bare clauses are independently weak islands).

The main positive result of the experiments is a systematic effect
of factivity such that factive clauses on average lead to less acceptable
extractions. The effect was found with both bare and nominalized clauses,
as well as with both argument and adjunct extractions. In this sense, the
study supports the existence of the factive island in Russian. It is import-
ant to emphasize, however, that this effect of factivity is rather a strong
tendency as we saw some variation among predicates .

The second positive result is that there was an effect of nominaliza-
tion reducing the acceptability of extraction, both with nonfactive and fac-
tive clauses alike. We saw it directly with argument extraction in Experi-
ment 1. I also hypothesized that nominalization similarly affects adjunct
extraction despite the fact we cannot directly observe this. To reiterate,
the argument was as follows: if there had been no advantage for adjunct,
compared to argument, extraction with nominalized clauses (especially
with nonfactive clauses), we would have observed the effect of nominal-
ization with adjunct extraction, just like in the case of argument extraction.

I will not attempt here to provide an explanation for the aggravating ef-
fect of clausal nominalization on extraction in Russian. It may be due to defi-
nite DPs being islands in general, whether strong or weak [Pereltsvaig 2007;
Lyutikova 2010; Kastner 2005]. Alternatively, it could be due to some gen-
eral principle such as Anti-Locality banning extraction specifically from
DP-CP structures [Bondarenko 2022]. It could also be a processing ef-
fect [Kluender 1992; Hofmeister, Sag 2010], as was alluded to above.

The two positive results above are best captured, in a rather descrip-
tive fashion, by two gradient (soft) constraints (a.o., [Sorace, Keller 2005])
interacting cumulatively, given in (19)2.

25 For more on some problematic aspects of factive predicates as a uniform class
with respect to presuppositionality-related diagnostics see [Degen, Tonhauser 2022].

26 There are also “hard” constraints such as violations of subject-verb agreement
and perhaps selectional violations, each of which is supposed to be sufficient to lead
to full unacceptability [Sorace, Keller 2005].
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(19) a. *paCT-EXTR: Extraction from factive clauses is disallowed.
b. *NoM-EXTR: Extraction from nominalized clauses is disallowed.

This implies that each constraint reduces the acceptability of the sen-
tence by some measure (depending on the strength of the constraint) and
also that the cost of violations additively combines to yield the observed
acceptability. As a consequence of this view, the simplistic characteriza-
tion of nominalized clauses as “strong” islands in the sense of categori-
cally blocking extraction should be rejected in favor of a more nuanced
view where extraction from nominalized clauses can be modulated by fac-
tivity (and potentially other factors).

The most important negative result is that there was no evidence for
argument/adjunct asymmetry, which is a traditional diagnostic for weak
islandhood, neither for factive nor nonfactive clauses. Instead, there was
an advantage for adjunct extraction, especially with nominalized non-
factive clauses, which, as [ have argued, is a processing facilitation ef-
fect. Because this effect played an important role, I formulate it sepa-
rately in (20).

(20) Adjunct extraction advantage
PP adjunct fillers are easier to process compared to (accusative)
argument fillers due to their richer semantic content.

The question arises: in view of the lack of argument/adjunct asym-
metry, can the weak island analysis of factive clauses be upheld for Rus-
sian and what theories of weak islands are compatible with it? I will not
provide a comprehensive discussion of theories of weak islands in this
paper. Instead, I will limit myself to a brief overview of one promi-
nent syntactic approach (and especially relevant as it is used by [Ba-
ilyn 2020] in his discussion of ¢to-clauses), namely featural Relativ-
ized Minimality, and make only passing remarks about formal semantic
approaches, as well as “functionalist” approaches (discourse- and fre-
quency-based).

Under featural Relativized Minimality (fRM) [Rizzi 2004; Villata
et al. 2016], the paradigm case of a weak island is a wh-island created
by an indirect question, as schematically represented in (21).
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21)  Crouwny [YProwny [... XPpguwny --- 1] [Bailyn 2020: 651]
(feature block)

The crucial property of wh-islands (YP) is that they carry the [+wh]
feature. The island violation arises as an intervention effect due to the
fact that the [+wh] feature on the wh-island disrupts the wh-depen-
dency between the C-head attracting the wh-phrase from its gap position
to [Spec,CP]. More precisely, the intervention is caused by the fact that
the relevant [+wh] feature belongs to the class of quantificational features
[+Q]. (This explains why non-wh elements like focus, measure phrases,
etc., which may be viewed as quantificational also cause intervention ef-
fects; see [Rizzi 2004, Abels 2012] for details.)

This general idea was extended to factive islands in English in [Hae-
geman, Urdgdi 2010], who argue that factive clauses also carry quantifi-
cational features by virtue of having the null event operator in the embed-
ded [Spec,CP], as shown in (22), the idea being that such clauses involve
relativization of the event variable corresponding to the operator (Op) and
located in some functional projection (FP) above the TP.

22) [cpOpiC...[pti[rp--1]] [Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010:115]

This explains why factive clauses normally disallow wh-interrogative
extraction, as we saw in (1b). To explain “exceptional” extraction with
argumental wh-phrases (1¢) and especially with complex argumental wh-
phrases as in (23), Haegeman and Urdgdi capitalize on the idea that argu-
mental phrases carry an additional discourse-related feature () (or at least
are more easily construed as carrying this feature), which renders inter-
vention partial, as represented in (24) (see [Cinque 1990; Rizzi 1990]
for the role of referentiality/D(iscourse)-linking in facilitating extraction
from weak islands)?".

27 In other accounts, e.g., [Villata et al. 2016], the special status of complex wh-
phrases such as which student has to do with an additional [+N] feature (due to the
presence of a nominal restriction).
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(23) [Which car); did you notice that Mary had fixed _;?

(24)  Croum+s [YProwny [ XPrqun s -~ 1]

(partial feature block)

Haegeman and Urdgdi also propose a similar account for the ex-
traction of relative wh-pronouns of headed relatives, arguing that they
also carry 9 by virtue of the availability of the nominal antecedent, which
should explain the acceptability of relative extractions like (25).

(25) That is the car; which I had noticed that Mary had fixed ..

Bailyn’s account of weak islands is rather similar except that he ar-
gues that both factive and nonfactive ¢to-clauses in Russian carry the
[+wh] feature, which he ties to the features of the complementizer directly
(which is presumably related to its syncretism with wh-word ¢to) rather
than the presence of the event operator [Bailyn 2020]. A further differ-
ence is that he assumes that relative pronouns, carrying the [+Rel] feature,
despite having the form of wh-elements are actually not quantificational,
i.e. [Q], but instead are modificational and thus do not trigger interven-
tion effects, as represented in (26).

(26) Crrey [YPuowmy Lo XPrgey - 1]

(no feature block)

Bailyn provides empirical support for his treatment of relative ex-
traction by providing cases of acceptable relativization from wh-islands
in English, as in (27), and also based on independent results in [Lyu-
tikova 2009] (see also [Lyutikova 2019]), showing that extraction of rela-
tive pronouns (including adjuncts) is possible from wh-islands, as in (28)%.

28 Lyutikova’s own account is closer in spirit to [Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010] (see
above), as she ties the ability of relative pronouns to circumvent blocking by [+wh]
elements to their independently supported status as topics or as undergoing (informa-
tion structure-related) scrambling, as opposed to their status as modifiers (see [Lyu-
tikova 2019] and also [Abels 2012]).
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(27) [the book); which the journalist doesn 't remember who wrote __;
[Bailyn 2020: 657]

(28) ... no te devuski, kotoryx ja ljublju, vse pogolovno v takoj kolos-

sal’noj bede, [iz kotoroj]; ja ne znaju, kto mozet ix vytascit’ ..

‘... but the girls I love are all in such colossal trouble that I don’t
know who can get them out of it’

[Lyutikova 2019: 25]

Both Haegeman and Urdgdi’s and Bailyn’s approaches predict no ar-
gument/adjunct asymmetry for relative extraction, as was indeed observed
in the experiments. At the same time, Haegeman and Urdgdi’s approach
may fit the results of the experiments better. This is because Bailyn’s ap-
proach does not predict any additional degradation for relative (or inter-
rogative) extraction from factive compared to nonfactive clauses, which
was in fact observed, whereas Haegeman and Urdgdi does potentially pre-
dict this difference for relative extraction, if combined with the view that
partial intervention (caused by the match between the extracted element
and the potential intervener in the feature [+Q(wh)]; see (24)) translates
into (partially) reduced acceptability [ Villata et al. 2016]%.

At the same time, Haegeman and Urdgdi do not predict any degra-
dation for extraction from nonfactive clauses in Russian as compared
to English (unlike Bailyn, who predicts it at least for wh-interrogative
extraction). However, whether fRM-based accounts of the factive island
succeed ultimately depends on the existence of positive evidence from ar-
gument/adjunct asymmetry (i.e., argument over adjunct advantage), as sup-
posedly found in wh-interrogative extraction (but see [Demina 2021],

2 It is not clear to me whether the system in [Bailyn 2020] is compatible with
partial intervention (in the sense above) for relative extraction with other potential
weak islands, e.g., wh-islands, given his feature geometry (see [Abels 2012; Lyu-
tikova 2019] for further discussion). Note also that, unlike [Villata et al. 2016], nei-
ther of the fRM-based accounts cited above, including [Haegeman, Urdgdi 2010],
make a theoretical distinction between cases where the features of the extracted el-
ement properly include the features of the potential intervener (i.e., cases of partial
intervention for [Villata et al. 2016]) and cases where the relevant features are dis-
joint and no intervention is caused.
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which did not find such evidence). Because the present experiments did
not test wh-interrogative extraction, the results are at best compatible
with such accounts but do not provide supporting evidence for them.

I cannot discuss semantic approaches to weak islands here (e.g.,
[Abrusan 2014]; see also [Szabolcsi, Lohndal 2017] for an overview),
the main problem with such approaches is that they are usually designed
to capture the ban on extraction for very specific types of adjuncts such
as manner wh-words like Zow or degree expressions like how many, build-
ing on their special semantic properties, more precisely, the logical struc-
ture of the corresponding domains in which they denote (i.e., the domain
of manners, degrees, etc.), as opposed to more usual individual-denoting
wh-phrases such as what or who*. Thus, it is not immediately clear how
such approaches can account for the degradation of extraction with the lat-
ter kind of phrases, which we observed in the experimental results*'. More
recent semantic approaches to factive islands such as [Schwarz, Simo-
nenko 2018] may be more promising as they link the semantic anomaly
arising with extraction from factive islands to the uniqueness/non-iterabil-
ity of the extracted element, regardless of whether it denotes in the domain
of individuals or some other domain. While discussion of this and related
approaches is beyond the scope of this paper, it must be pointed out that
they are focused on wh-interrogative extraction and therefore it remains
to be seen whether they carry over to relative extraction.

In recent years, there have also been a number of discourse-based [Am-
bridge, Goldberg 2008] (see also [Goldberg 2013]) and frequency-based

30 For example, according to [Abrusan 2014: 41-43], extraction of sow from factive
clauses like Mary regrets that John fixed the car is semantically anomalous because
factive clauses presuppose that for every manner the attitude holder believes that the
embedded proposition holds of that manner. Crucially, since the domain of manners al-
ways includes contraries (e.g., ‘fast’ and ‘slowly’), such extraction presupposes a con-
tradictory set of beliefs. The problem does not arise with extraction of what (or who)
because one can presuppose that Mary believes of every individual x in the given do-
main that John fixed x.

31 Incidentally, a similar criticism also applies to syntactic approaches, as noted
by the reviewer.
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[Liu et al. 2022] approaches to factive islands that set themselves in op-
position to syntactic approaches. They are especially relevant in the pres-
ent context as they use experimental evidence to support their claims.
Discourse-based approaches explain the degradation of extraction from
factive clauses by a special discourse function of factive verbs (i.e., back-
grounding), which clashes with the discourse function of the wh-construc-
tion as a whole. Usage- or frequency-based approaches explain factive
islands by the additive effect of (i) the tendency of factive predicates and
their associated clauses to have lower (baseline) frequency and hence nat-
uralness (in comparison to nonfactive clauses) and (ii) the lower frequency
of the wh-construction. An important feature of both types of approaches
is that they take lexical variation among predicates seriously, trying to pre-
dict the degree of acceptability of extraction with each individual predi-
cate based on its degree of backgrounding or frequency.

While this is not a place to discuss these approaches, the fact that the
experimental results showed a rather consistent effect of factivity seems
to fit better with discourse-based approaches because they stress the inher-
ent connection between factivity and backgrounding, as opposed to a mere
accidental correlation between factivity and lower frequency, as in fre-
quency-based approaches; see also [Richter, Chaves 2020] for a criticism
of frequency-based approaches). At the same time, a potential problem
with approaches such as [Goldberg 2013] is that they are built around the
idea that backgroundedness clashes with the focus function of the “ex-
tracted” wh-word in questions. However, it is not clear whether the “ex-
tracted” relative pronoun in relative clauses has the same function. In fact,
some discourse-based approaches [Abeillé et al. 2020] have proposed that
relative pronouns have a different function, thus predicting no degrada-
tion for relative extraction, at least for the subject island. Note also that
the above approaches mainly discuss argument extraction, so it is not clear
what their predictions would be for adjunct extraction.

To conclude the paper, I have presented experimental evidence that
factivity plays a role in extraction from complement clauses in Rus-
sian. Contra established views, I have shown that this effect is not lim-
ited to adjunct extraction and is just as reliable, if not more so, with ar-
gument extraction, at least for relative clause dependencies. The study
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also confirmed the island status of nominalized clauses. However, un-
like in other approaches, it was shown that nominalization is not an ab-
solute barrier for extraction but instead should be viewed as a gradient
constraint which may additively combine with factivity, thus support-
ing a theory of grammar with gradient grammaticality and cumulative
constraint violation [Keller, Sorace 2005; Haegeman et al. 2014; Villata
etal. 2016]*.

The main limitation of the present study is arguably that it looked
at relative (as opposed to wh-interrogative) extractions, which are known
to be less sensitive to weak/selective islands (see, e.g., [Abels 2012]), al-
though testing the selectivity of extraction, i.e., argument/adjunct asym-
metry, was not the only or primary aim of this study, which had an empha-
sis on nonfactive/factive asymmetry (see Section 1.3). Thus, the logical
next step would be to compare extraction from factive and nonfactive
clauses in questions but also other wh-constructions, e.g., scrambling,
topicalization, etc. The other important limitation is that argument and
adjunct extractions were compared across experiments. As suggested
by the reviewer, it would be desirable to compare them within the same
experiment, and further, by comparing not only DP arguments but also PP
arguments with PP adjuncts. In future work, a wider range of predicates
should also be tested with more attention to lexical variation. Finally, the
adjunct advantage effect proposed to explain the results of Experiment 2
should be further investigated.

Appendix

Here is a link to the folder with the experimental materials: https://
osf.io/mxjdu/.

32 The reviewer suggests that the graded islandhood of nominalized clauses may
have to do with the emergence of the “new complementizer” o ¢to in colloquial vari-
eties of Russian [Korotaev 2016], which is accompanied by the reanalysis of o as part
of the C-layer, the assumption supported by the possible “doubling” of 7.
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