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Constructions with Russian motion verbs

1  Strategic input for L2 learners and linguistic 
profiling

Since L2 learners are sensitive to the frequency of the constructions they encoun-
ter (see e.g. Ellis and Wulff 2015 and Ellis et al. 2016: 47), it follows that L2 instruc-
tors should pay particular attention to the input they provide learners with. 
Without a doubt, it is strategic to expose L2 learners to frequently used language 
patterns, so that they can acquire the most important patterns in the language 
they are studying. But how can we identify what is the most strategic input? Tra-
ditionally, this task has been left to the intuition of L2 instructors and writers of 
textbooks, and as a result textbooks are often populated with invented sentences 
that probably “have not occurred in any natural speech situation before (and  
[. . .] probably never will)” (Römer 2004: 153). The purpose of the present study 
is to propose a more scientific basis for the identification of strategic input for 
L2 learners. On the basis of a case study of Russian motion verbs, we suggest 
a methodology combining two core concepts of constructional and usage-based 
approaches: constructional profiles and grammatical profiles. In the remainder 
of section 1, we will present linguistic profiling, before we give a short overview 
of Russian verbs of motion in section 2 and their basic constructions in section 3. 
After a brief discussion of morphological constructions in section 4, we turn 
to syntactic constructions in sections 5 and 6. In sections 7 and 8 we combine 
constructional and grammatical profiles, before the contribution of the article is 
summarized in section 9.

By “linguistic profile” we mean the statistical distribution of features related 
to a linguistic unit. Linguistic profiling, discussed at length by Kuznetsova (2015), 
represents a suite of methods for using corpus data to explore form-meaning rela-
tionships in language by means of relative frequencies. Linguistic profiles were 
pioneered by Divjak and Gries (2006), whose “behavioral profiles” summarized 
the statistical distribution of a large number of properties of linguistic units. In 
the present study, we will be concerned with two kinds of linguistic profiles: con-
structional profiles and grammatical profiles.
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A constructional profile (Janda and Solovyev 2009) is the relative frequency 
distribution of the syntactic or morphological constructions a linguistic unit 
occurs in. In their study of nouns denoting happiness and sadness in Russian 
they showed that while these words tend to occur in the same set of constructions, 
the frequency distribution of each word across those constructions is unique, and 
thus constructional profiles make it possible to tease apart differences between 
near synonyms.

A grammatical profile is the relative frequency distribution of the inflected 
forms of a lexeme (Janda and Lyashevskaya 2011: 719). Thus, the grammati-
cal profile of a verb is the proportion of corpus attestations for present tense, 
past tense, etc. In their large-scale study of imperfective and perfective verbs 
in Russian, Janda and Lyashevskaya (2011) show that verb pairs based on pre-
fixation and suffixation have similar grammatical profiles, while the profiles of 
imperfective verbs are clearly distinct from those of perfective verbs. At the same 
time, Janda and Lyashevskaya (2011) show that the grammatical profiles they 
investigate make it possible to identify “outlier verbs” that show strong affinities 
to certain grammatical forms, a fact they argue is of importance for L2 instruction.

In the present study, we will combine the use of constructional and grammat-
ical profiles in order to identify strategic input for L2 learners. However, before we 
explore linguistic profiling, we will introduce the Russian verbs of motion, since 
constructions with these verbs are the empirical basis for the claims we make in 
the present article.

2  Russian motion verbs – a major obstacle 
for L2 learners

Constructions with Russian verbs of motion are challenging for L2 learners of 
Russian – Gor et al. (2010: 361) aptly describe the motion verbs as a “notoriously 
thorny topic”. There are at least three main reasons for this: they come in pairs, 
they are involved in morphological constructions with aspectual prefixes, and 
there is no generic motion verb in Russian.

The first challenge is illustrated in (1) and (2), which show that Russian has 
two verbs meaning ‘walk’:1

1 All numbered examples are from the Russian National Corpus (parallel subcorpus). The Rus-
sian National Corpus is freely available at www.ruscorpora.ru. Notice that we cite the Russian 
example first, regardless of whether the text in question is a translation from English to Russian 
or the other way around. The Russian examples are given in transliterated orthography. For the 

http://www.ruscorpora.ru
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(1)  Abbat byl čelovekom blagočestivym i šeluni domoj spat’ srazu že posle večernej 
messy. (Brown 2003)
‘The abbu was a deeply pious man who went home to bed immediately after 
mass.’

(2) Xodilnon v zonu, vernulsja živoj i s den’gami. (A. and B. Strugatsky 1971)
‘I went into the Zone and came back alive and with money.’

In (1), the Russian text has the past tense form šel of idti ‘walk’, because we are 
dealing with movement in one direction towards a goal, whereas in (2) the past 
tense form of xodit’ ‘walk’ is used, since the example describes a round trip (into 
the zone and back again). Verbs like idti in (1) are referred to as “unidirectional”, 
whereas the label “non-directional” is used for verbs like xodit’ in (2).2 In addition 
to roundtrips as in (2), non-directional verbs are used in constructions describing 
multidirectional movement “round about” as in (3), where a woman is walking 
around in a room, and the ability to carry out the relevant type of motion as in (4), 
which is about a girl who is able to walk again after a serious illness.

(3) Potom xoditnon po komnate, vidno, čto sderživaet slezy. (Nabokov 1925–26)
‘Then she walks around the room: it is evident that she is holding back 
tears.’

(4) Slava bogu, ona teper’ uže xoditnon. (Dostoevsky 1878)
‘Thank God, she can walk now!’

Russian has thirteen pairs of unidirectional and non-directional motion verbs 
distinguishing various manners of motion, but for the purposes of this article we 
will limit ourselves to discussing the pairs in Table 1, which are all highly relevant 
for L2 learners.3 While the fact that Russian motion verbs come in pairs makes life 
hard for L2 learners, the situation is further exacerbated by a second challenge – 
the fact that the motion verbs interact with the notoriously complex Russian 
aspectual system. Both unidirectional and non-directional verbs are imperfec-

convenience of the reader, the relevant verbs or verb phrases are boldfaced, and unidirectional 
verbs are provided with the superscript “uni”, while the tag “non” is used for non-directional 
verbs.
2 Notice that the terminology shows some variation. Alternatives to “non-directional” are 
“multidirectional” or “indeterminate”, while “determinate” is frequently used instead of “unidi-
rectional”. See Nesset (2000: 106–107) for discussion and references.
3 For discussion of other motion verbs, see Nesset (2000: 106) and references therein.
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tive and combine with aspectual prefixes in non-trivial ways. Thus, by adding 
the prefix v- ‘into’ to the unidirectional idti ‘walk’ we get the perfective verb vojti 
‘walk into’, while the addition of v- to the non-directional verb xodit’ yields the 
imperfective verb vxodit’ ‘walk into’. The details of this system are debated in 
the scholarly literature on Russian verbs of motion (see e.g. Nesset 2008), but 
for present purposes it is sufficient to notice that Russian has more than fifteen 
aspectual prefixes that create a large number of prefixed motion verbs of both 
aspects – which represent a major challenge for L2 learners. We present an over-
view of relevant prefixes in section 4 below.

Table 1: Pairs of unidirectional and non-directional motion verbs.

Unidirectional verb Non-directional verb English gloss

idti xodit’ ‘walk’
exat’ ezdit’ ‘ride in a vehicle’
letet’ letat’ ‘fly’
plyt’ plavat’ ‘swim, sail’
vesti vodit’ ‘lead’
vezti vozit’ ‘transport’
nesti nosit’ ‘carry’

A third challenge, in addition to the pairedness of motion verbs and their use 
with aspectual prefixes, is the fact that Russian lacks a generic motion verb. 
While English go can be used about motion on foot and by means of a vehicle, 
in Russian the verbs idti/xodit’ ‘walk’ describe motion on foot, whereas exat’/
ezdit’ ‘ride in a vehicle’ are used when a vehicle is involved. Thus, in (1) the 
Russian translator of The Da Vinci Code had a choice between idti and exat’, 
and went for the former on the basis of the context – presumably the clergyman 
in question lives close enough to the church to make walking the most likely 
option for going home from mass. Although Russian lacks a generic motion 
verb, idti/xodit’ can be generalized to motion that does not take place on foot 
(Rakhilina 2004, Nesset 2010). We will return to such uses in section 5 below. At 
this point, it is sufficient to notice that such generalized uses do not necessarily 
have any close parallels in English and other languages. A well-known example 
that L2 learners struggle with is the “weather construction” with idti ‘walk’ plus 
a noun. Thus, English it rains corresponds to idetuni dožd’ ‘(lit.) walks rain’ in 
Russian.

Since, as we have shown, Russian motion verbs represent a complex system 
which does not have any direct parallel in English and other non-Slavic Euro-
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pean languages, they are a major obstacle for L2 learners. How to provide stra-
tegic input to L2 learners is therefore a particularly pertinent question with 
regard to motion verbs. We address this question in the remainder of the article, 
exploring a number of morphological and syntactic constructions with Russian 
motion verbs.

3  Distribution of lexical items and the 
unidirectional/non-directional contrast

Our quest for strategic input starts with a simple question: Which lexical items 
are most important? As mentioned in section 1, we submit that frequency plays a 
key role here, i.e. that it is strategic to focus on verbs of high frequency, since such 
verbs will prove highly useful for L2 learners. In order to investigate the frequency 
distribution of the Russian motion verbs in Table 1, we turned to the Russian 
National Corpus (main corpus), a corpus of approximately 283 million words 
(August 2018). We carried out searches in the manually disambiguated subcor-
pus, which contains about six million words (August 2018). Since the Russian 
National Corpus is a balanced corpus that includes a variety of genres, it is likely 
that the data in Table 2 adequately reflect the overall situation in the language. 
Further studies of the frequency distribution in specific genres (e.g. oral speech) 
would be of interest, but for present purposes we limit ourselves to discussion of 
the data in Table 2.

Table 2: Frequency distribution of Russian motion verbs (Russian National Corpus, 
disambiguated part, searches performed in August 2017 and August 2018).

Unidirectional Non-directional Total

Idtiuni/xoditnon’ ‘walk’ 6,763 2,292 9,055

exat’uni/ezdit’non ‘ride in a vehicle’ 1,500 712 2,212

letet’uni/letat’non ‘fly’ 602 226 828

plyt’uni/plavat’non ‘swim, sail’ 300 260 560

Vestiuni/vodit’non ‘lead’ 1,608 214 1,822

Veztiuni/vozit’uni ‘transport’ 327 173 500

Nestiuni/nosituni’ ‘carry’ 675 812 1,487

Total 11,775 4,689 16,464
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Let us first consider each pair of motion verbs as a unit and explore the distribu-
tion of the seven relevant manners of motion: walk, ride in a vehicle, fly, swim/
sail, lead, transport and carry. The distribution is visualized in Figure 1, which 
gives percentages based on Table 2. One observation can be made: the distribu-
tion is very skewed, and the verb pair with the meaning ‘walk’ is by far the most 
frequent. While ‘walk’ accounts for 55% of the examples, the other manners of 
motion range from 3% to 14%. In view of this, it seems strategic to pay particular 
attention to ‘walk’ in L2 instruction.

walk
55 %

ride in vehicle
14 %

fly
5 %

swim/sail
3 %

lead
11 %

transport
3 %

carry
9 %

Figure 1: Distribution of manners of motion in percent (based on Table 1).

The data in Table 2 also make it possible to consider the distribution of unidi-
rectional and non-directional verbs. Which type is most frequent and most rel-
evant for strategic input for L2 learners? Figure 2 presents the distribution in 
percent based on the data in Table 2. As shown, unidirectional verbs cover almost 
three quarters of all examples with verbs of motion. This strongly suggests that 
L2 learners should pay particular attention to unidirectional verbs, and that it 
may be advantageous to start with unidirectional verbs and then proceed to non- 
directional verbs in L2 instruction. However, it is worth mentioning that there 
is one exception to the general trend. As shown in Table 2, for ‘carry’ the non- 
directional verb nosit’ is more frequent than its unidirectional partner nesti. This 
suggests that in order to construct strategic input for L2 learners, it is important 
to take the properties of individual verbs into consideration. We will return to 
‘carry’ in section 8.
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Non-directional
28 %

Unidirectional
72 %

Figure 2: Distribution of unidirectional and non-directional motion verbs in percent  
(based on Table 1).

4 Morphological constructions: Prefixes
So far, we have only considered simplex (i.e. unprefixed) motion verbs. However, 
as mentioned in section 2, Russian verbs of motion combine with a number of 
aspectual prefixes. The prefixed verbs can be considered morphological con-
structions in the sense of Booij (2010). What would be strategic input for the mor-
phological constructions with prefixes? In order to find out, we considered the 
frequencies of eight important prefixes:

(5) a. v- ‘into’
b. vy- ‘out of’
c. pri- ‘to’
d. u- ‘away from’
e. pod- ‘up to’
f. ot- ‘away from’
g. pere- ‘across’
h. pro- ‘through’

The glosses give only rough approximations of the meanings, but are precise enough 
to show that the prefixes encode paths that the motion events in question follow. 
Since the path is marked by a prefix, while the manner of motion is described by the 
verb stem, Russian is a satellite-framed language in the typology of Talmy (2000: 
222). Notice that the prefixes in (5a-f) constitute three pairs of antonyms: ‘into’ – 
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‘out of’, ‘to’ – ‘away from’, and ‘up to’ and ‘away from’. The prefixes u- in (5d) and ot- 
in (5f) are given the same gloss, but are not used interchangeably. While the former 
describes movement out of a three-dimensional space (e.g. uexat’ iz Rossii ‘leave 
Russia’), the latter is used in situations where someone or something moves further 
away from a point in space (ot’’exat’ ot doma ‘drive (further) away from the house’).

Table 3 gives the frequencies of prefixed verbs with the prefixes in (5) as well 
as frequencies for the corresponding simplex verbs. The data are gathered from 
the Russian National Corpus (manually disambiguated subcorpus), as described 
in section 3. Figure 3, which gives percentages based on Table 3, shows two things 
clearly. First of all, it is evident that prefixed verbs are much more frequent than 
simplex verbs, since prefixed verbs account for 70% of the examples. This entails 
that it is strategic to provide input with prefixed verbs to L2 learners. Traditionally, 
students are first exposed to simplex verbs, and only when they have  mastered 
the simplex verbs, they go on to study prefixed motion verbs (e.g. Muravyova 1995 
and Mahota 1996). Frequency data of the type we present in Table 3 and Figure 3 
may be taken as inspiration to rethink this traditional set-up. Would it be advan-
tageous to start with prefixed verbs, and then proceed to simplex verbs instead? 
We leave this question open for future consideration, but note that constructional 
profiles of the kind reported in this article have potentially far-reaching implica-
tions for L2 instruction.

A second observation that can be made on the basis of Table 3 and Figure 3 
is that not all prefixes are equally important. The two pairs of antonyms in (5a-d) 
account for almost 50% of the examples, while the remaining four prefixes in 
(5e-h) represent less than 25% of the examples. Clearly, therefore, it is strategic to 
focus on constructions with the four prefixes in (5a-d) in the input for L2 learners 
of Russian verbs of motion.

Table 3: Distribution of simplex and prefixed motion verbs (Russian National Corpus,  
disambiguated part, corpus searches carried out in August 2017. The forms given in parentheses 
for ezdit’ and plavat’ indicate that these verbs have different stems in prefixed verbs.

Simplex v-
‘into’

vy-
‘out of’

pri-
‘to’

u-
‘away 
from’

pod-
‘up to’

ot-
‘away 
from’

pere-
‘across’

pro-
‘through’

xodit’non ‘walk’ 2,292 925 1,523 1,451 1,277 767 181 335 1,209
Idti uni ‘walk’ 6,763 1,562 3,135 3,652 2,061 1,507 390 516 2,346
ezdit’non 
(-ezžat’) ‘ride in 
a vehicle’

712 38 114 635 340 65 35 67 108

exat’uni ‘ride in a 
vehicle’ 1,500 73 203 1,739 898 112 38 177 140
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Simplex v-
‘into’

vy-
‘out of’

pri-
‘to’

u-
‘away 
from’

pod-
‘up to’

ot-
‘away 
from’

pere-
‘across’

pro-
‘through’

letat’non ‘fly’ 226 27 68 29 56 9 26 18 52
letet’uni ‘fly’ 602 56 160 144 117 19 41 24 85
nosit’non ‘carry’ 812 124 188 379 92 68 82 128 21
nesti uni ‘carry’ 675 285 275 932 140 121 205 217 51
vodit’non ‘lead’ 214 133 142 497 77 81 85 180 793
vesti uni ‘lead’ 1,608 333 308 1,173 110 187 281 367 1,072
vozit’non 
‘transport’ 173 14 42 92 49 17 25 14 1
vezti uni 
‘transport’ 327 12 98 556 175 36 115 45 8
plavat’non 
(-plyvat’) 
‘swim, sail’

260 3 28 6 27 10 7 7 30

plyt’uni ‘swim, 
sail’ 300 2 43 12 25 20 11 11 32

Total 16,464 3,587 6,327 11,297 5,444 3,019 1,522 2,106 5,948

Simplex
30 %

v-
6 %

vy-
11 %

pri-
20 %

u-
10 %

pod-
5 %

ot-
3 %

pere-
4 %

-

pro-
11 %

Figure 3: Distribution of simplex and prefixed motion verbs in percent  
(based on the bottom line in Table 3).

Table 3 (continued)
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5  Constructional profiles: Specific, generalized 
and metaphorical uses

We now turn from morphological to syntactic constructions. Although in the 
previous section we argued that prefixed verbs deserve more attention, simplex 
verbs are nevertheless important. It makes sense to distinguish between three 
broad classes of constructions where simplex motion verbs involve what we refer 
to as “specific”, “generalized” and “metaphorical” motion. We show that motion 
verbs have very different distributions across these three classes of constructions 
and argue that the differences help us pinpoint strategic input for L2 learners.

“Specific” constructions are found in examples where the verb describes 
physical motion with the manner of motion specified in the lexical meaning of 
the verb in question. By way of example, consider the following sentence from 
Harry Potter:

(6) Okazalos’, on ne vral, on dejstvitel’no umel letat’non. (J. K. Rowling 1997)
‘He hadn’t been lying, he could fly.’

Here it is clear that we are dealing with physical movement through space, and 
that the movement is of the kind specified by the lexical meaning – flying.

“Generalized” motion covers constructions with physical movement in 
space, but where the movement is not of the type specified by the verb’s lexical 
meaning:

(7) Nad zamkom rejal flag, po zalivu šliuni korabli ili stojali na jakore.  
(R. L. Stevenson 1886)
‘There was a flag upon the castle, and ships moving or lying anchored in 
the firth.’ 

The ships in this example are clearly moving in space, but although the lexical 
meaning of idti ‘walk’ specifies movement on foot, the ships in the example are 
not moving on foot, since ships do not have feet. In other words, this is a con-
struction of the generalized motion type.

“Metaphorical” motion is a type of constructions where the motion in ques-
tion is not literal:

(8) U nas idutuni peregovory s ee mužem o razvode. (L. Tolstoy 1878)
‘We are carrying on negotiations with her husband about a divorce.’
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In this example, there is no physical motion, but idti ‘walk’ is used metaphori-
cally to indicate the progress of the negotiations.

In order to investigate the distribution of the specific, generalized and 
metaphorical constructions, we created a database of 100 corpus examples for 
each motion verb listed in Table 3. We used the Russian National Corpus (main 
corpus), and restricted the searches to examples from 1950 or later, since we are 
interested in the situation in modern Russian. Based on the searches we created 
a random sample of 100 examples for each verb. Each sample contained only one 
example per author. The samples were conflated to one large dataset, which was 
then annotated manually. The distribution is given in Table 4 and visualized in 
Figure 4.

Table 4: Constructional profiles for specific, generalized and metaphorical  
constructions with motion verbs.

Specific Generalized Metaphorical Total

vezti uni ‘transport’ 66 0 34 100
vozit’non ‘transport’ 96 4 0 100
vesti uni ‘lead’ 11 0 89 100
vodit’non ‘lead’ 46 37 17 100
exat’ uni ‘ride in a vehicle’ 99 0 1 100
ezdit’non ‘ride in a vehicle’ 100 0 0 100
Idti uni ‘walk’ 29 13 58 100
xodit’non ‘walk’ 89 6 5 100
letet’uni ‘fly’ 71 13 16 100
letat’non ‘fly’ 97 0 3 100
nesti uni ‘carry’ 34 7 59 100
nosit’non ‘carry’ 9 50 41 100
plyt’uni ‘swim, sail’ 55 9 36 100
plavat’non ‘swim, sail’ 81 3 16 100
Total Unidirectional 365 42 293 700
Total Non-directional 518 100 82 700
GrandTotal 883 142 375 1400

Three observations can be made on the basis of Table 4 and Figure 4. First, it is 
clear that motion verbs have quite different constructional profiles – all motion 
verbs are not born equal. Second, if we compare the pairs of verbs with the same 
lexical meanings (located next to each other in the figure), we see considerable 
differences. While some pairs (e.g. exat’-ezdit’ ‘ride in a vehicle’) predominantly 
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involve specific constructions, other pairs such as nesti-nosit’ ‘carry’ tend to occur 
in generalized and metaphorical constructions. Third, the members of some pairs 
display quite different constructional profiles. A case in point is idti-xodit’ ‘walk’, 
where the former is largely generalized and metaphorical, while the latter is dom-
inated by constructions of the specific type.
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Figure 4: Constructional profiles for specific, generalized and metaphorical constructions 
with motion verbs.

What are the implications of the constructional profiles for L2 instruction? If we 
want to create strategic input for L2 learners, it seems clear that the differences 
shown in Figure 4 cannot be ignored. In particular, it appears important to intro-
duce generalized and metaphorical constructions at an early stage, especially for 
those verbs where such constructions are prevalent.

6 Constructional profiles: Directionality
We now zoom in on the specific constructions. In section 2, we pointed out that 
non-directional verbs are used in three different types of constructions involving 
multidirectional motion, round trips, and the capacity to carry out a particular 
kind of motion. In what follows, we present constructional profiles for these three 
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classes of constructions, and show that they have important implications for stra-
tegic input for L2 learners.

The constructional profiles were extracted from the database described in the 
previous section. The results are summarized in Table 5 and visualized in Figure 5. 
Notice that we ignore nosit’ ‘carry’ in this section, since, as shown in the previous 
section, this verb is largely used in generalized and metaphorical constructions. 
We return to nosit’ in section 8 below. With regard to round trip constructions, we 
have included both single round trips and multiple round trips.

Table 5: Constructional profiles for non-directional verbs: non-directional,  
round trip and capacity constructions.

Multidirectional Round Trip Capacity Total

vozit’non ‘transport’ 48 48 0 96
vodit’ non ‘lead’ 16 30 0 46
ezditnon ‘ride in a vehicle’ 38 62 0 100
xodit’non ‘walk’ 38 48 3 89
letat’non ‘fly’ 47 17 33 97
plavat’non ‘swim/sail’ 31 3 19 53
Total 218 208 55 481
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Figure 5: Constructional profiles for non-directional verbs: multidirectional, round trip 
and capacity constructions.
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Table 5 and Figure 5 indicate a relatively even distribution for non-directional 
constructions; non-directional motion is well attested for all the verbs under 
scrutiny, and they vary between 35% (vodit’ ‘lead’) and 58% (plavat’ ‘swim/sail’). 
With regard to strategic input, it would not make much difference which verbs 
were used to introduce this type of construction to L2 learners.

The distribution of round trips and capacity, on the other hand, display differ-
ences. Capacity is only attested for three verbs (xodit’ ‘walk’, letat’ ‘fly’, and plavat’ 
‘swim/sail’), and only for two of them (letat’ and plavat’) does capacity cover more 
than 30% of the examples. This is not surprising, since both flying and swimming 
are skills one has to learn. In L2 instruction, it seems strategic to introduce capacity 
constructions through letat’ and plavat’, where this class of constructions is frequent.

As shown in Figure 5, capacity and round trips are in nearly complementary 
distribution; the verbs where capacity is frequent have few or no examples with 
round trips, and vice versa. Hence, we argue strategic input for round trip con-
structions should focus on vozit’ ‘transport’, vodit’ ‘lead’, ezdit’ ‘ride in a vehicle’, 
and xodit’ ‘walk’, which are verbs that occur frequently in this type of construction.

7  Constructional and grammatical profiles 
combined

In this section, we combine the constructional profiles discussed in the two pre-
vious sections with grammatical profiles. We suggest that this facilitates creating 
strategic input for L2 learners, since certain classes of constructions are used fre-
quently in particular grammatical forms.

The situation is summarized in Table 6. The rows distinguish between six 
groups of inflected forms: present tense, imperative, past tense, infinitive, parti-
ciple and gerund. The columns represent six classes of constructions. The label 
“Directional” covers constructions where unidirectional verbs are used about 
physical movement. “Multidirectional”, “round trip” and “capacity” refer to the 
constructions discussed for non-directional verbs in section 6, while “general-
ized” and “metaphorical” describe the constructions explored in section 5.

Table 6: Constructional and grammatical profiles combined.

Directional Multi-
directional

Round 
trip

Capacity Generalized Metaphorical Total

Present 114 66 49 7 68 163 467
Imperative 16 1 4 0 3 3 27
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Directional Multi-
directional

Round 
trip

Capacity Generalized Metaphorical Total

Past 118 74 104 7 48 114 465
Infinitive 75 68 47 25 34 35 284
Participle 29 14 6 16 20 57 142
Gerund 6 1 1 0 4 3 15
Total 358 224 211 55 177 375 1400
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Directional Non-directional Round trip Capacity Generalized Metaphorical

Present Imperative Past Infinitive Participle Gerund

Figure 6: Constructional and grammatical profiles combined.

Table 6 and Figure 6 show that there are correlations between grammatical 
and constructional profiles. In particular, two observations can be made. First, we 
see that capacity constructions are very frequently used with the infinitive. Second, 
round trip constructions show a strong affinity to the past tense. With regard to the 
input to L2 learners, we argue that it would be strategic to focus on the infinitive for 
capacity constructions and the past tense for round trip constructions.

8 Case study: nosit’ ‘carry’
In this section, we report on a small case study concerning the non-directional 
verb nosit’ ‘carry’, which as demonstrated in section 5, strongly prefers general-
ized and metaphorical constructions. We show that three generalized/metaphori-

Table 6 (continued)
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cal constructions are particularly important. First, we have examples where nosit’ 
combines with the noun xarakter ‘character’:

(9) Vsja scena nosilanon xarakter privyčnoj intimnosti. (F. Scott Fitzgerald 1925)
‘There was an unmistakable air of natural intimacy about the picture.’

Second, we have examples of the following type, where nosit’ takes a word for 
‘name’ as its grammatical object:

(10) Krome togo, každyj iz nix nositnon imja, kotoroe ja terpet’ ne mogu. (Fowles 
1963)
‘And they both have the one man’s name I really can’t stand.

Third, we consider examples where the object of nosit’ is a noun referring to a 
garment or another clothing item such as glasses:

(11) On nosilnon očki, i volosy u nego byli sil’no rastrepany. (J. K. Rowling 1997)
‘He wore glasses, and his hair was very untidy.’

The distribution of the “character”, “name” and “garment” constructions is 
shown in Table 7, which is organized in the same way as Table 6 in the previous 
section. However, we have conflated the categories imperative, participle and 
gerund to “other” in Table 7, since in our database these grammatical forms are 
not attested frequently for nosit’.

Table 7: Constructional and grammatical profiles for  
nosit’ ‘carry’.

Character Name Garment

Present 12 7 17

Past 9 2 15

Infinitive 2 1 13

Other 1 2 3

Total 24 12 48

Although we are dealing with a small dataset, it seems clear that the three con-
structions have somewhat different grammatical profiles. In particular, the infin-
itive is only frequent for the garment construction. With regard to input for L2 
learners, it seems strategic to include the infinitive for the garment construction, 
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but not for the character and name constructions. More generally, the case study 
with nosit’ shows that it is necessary to consider each verb individually, since 
both grammatical and constructional profiles for each verb may involve idiosyn-
crasies that have consequences for the creation of strategic input for L2 learners.

9 Concluding remarks
In conclusion, we would like to make two remarks. First, on a general level we 
have explored the question of how to create strategic input for L2 learners. How 
to provide learners with input that reflects frequent patterns and therefore facili-
tates their learning? We have proposed a general methodology involving the com-
bination of constructional and grammatical profiles. This methodology, we have 
argued, enables us to pinpoint patterns that are of particular relevance for L2 
learners.

Our second concluding remark concerns verbs of motion in Russian. Since 
these verbs represent a major obstacle for L2 learners of Russian, providing L2 
learners with strategic input is particularly important. We have shown that cre-
ating constructional profiles for the syntactic environments of each verb and 
combining these profiles with grammatical profiles that show which grammati-
cal forms appear in each construction has the potential to transform the way we 
teach Russian.
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Figure 7: Constructional and grammatical profiles for nosit’ ‘carry’.
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