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Overview of this talk
1. Theoretical framework: CxG

2. The Russian Constructicon
• The interface
• Turning a list into a structured inventory: 

semantic annotation

3. The Ukrainian Constructicon
• Equivalents

4. Pedagogical application
• Challenges
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1. Preliminary remarks: Theoretical background

§ Construction Grammar theory (Fillmore et al. 1988, Croft 2001, Goldberg, 2006):
§ A grammatical construction is 

• the central unit of language structure and description
• a recurrent conventional pairing of form and meaning (or function) learned in the 

process of language use

§ The constructions of a language form a structured system termed a construct-i-con, 
that accounts for the entirety of the language (Fillmore et al. 1988, Langacker 2008, 
Goldberg & Herbst 2021). 

§ A construct-i-con is 
• a system of constructions in a language and
• a thorough description of this system, in the form of a digital database



What is a construction?
Evolving understanding of the phenomenon
• Goldberg 1995: 4 
“Phrasal patterns are considered constructions if something about their form or 
meaning is not strictly predictable from the properties of their component parts or 
from other constructions”.

• Goldberg 2006: 5
“Any linguistic pattern is recognized as a construction as long as some aspects of its 
form or function is not strictly predictable from its components parts or from other 
constructions recognized to exist. In addition, patterns are stored as constructions 
even if they are fully predictable as long as they occur with sufficient frequency.”

“Any conventionalized form-meaning pairing in a language, at any level of 
complexity, from morpheme through lexeme through phrase to discourse structure.”



What is a construction?
Summarizing today’s understanding (in CxG)

• A construction may be compositional or non-compositional
• Constructions can be fully idiomatic or fully schematic
• Constructions can be frequent or infrequent

• All meaningful units of a language are constructions
• An entire language can be described in terms of constructions

The discussion goes on:
Haspelmath, M. 2023. “On what a construction is.” In Constructions 15.1.



Example: the nice-of-you cxn in English

• It’s nice of you to be worried about my health.
• ... it’s sweet of him to call ...
• Really, it’s silly of you to ask ...
• It’s smart of Amazon to try anything it can to get people to associate Amazon 

with food shopping.
• Good of you to join us today.

Goldberg, A. E., & Herbst, T. (2021). The nice-of-you construction and its fragments. 
Linguistics, 59(1), 285-318.
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Theoretical premises

CxG: numerous thorough studies of individual 
constructions found in various languages

Yet little is known about how the semantics of the 
entire system of constructions unfolds in a single 

language. 

What are the major types of 
meanings that multi-word 

grammatical constructions can 
encode? 

What semantic types of 
constructions are attested 
more often than others?

Do various types of 
constructional meaning form a 

coherent system? 
We need a relatively large inventory of constructions 

of a single language, and a detailed description of 
this inventory, a constructicon.
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We can offer preliminary answers based on 
data from the Russian Constructicon (2277 
multi-word grammatical constructions) 
https://constructicon.github.io/russian/

https://constructicon.github.io/russian/


What is a construct-i-con?

• A constructicon is:
• a structured inventory of constructions in a given language

• Constructicons exist for:
• English
• German
• Swedish
• Japanese
• Brazilian Portuguese
• Russian
• Ukrainian

The Russian Constructicon is by 
far the largest, 

with over 2200 constuctions

cf. lex-i-con
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displaying only a subset of the relevant attributes. [...] [I]t is suggested that 
the dominant attribute of SAI is non-positive; this attribute of SAI con-
structions serves to motivate the form of the construction” (Goldberg 2006: 
170). 
 
When a more complete picture emerges, two alternative analyses are 
proposed. In the first (shown in Figure 1 below), the network of SAI 
constructions is organized around a prototype called “non-prototypical 
sentence”, characterized by the properties non-positive, non-predicate focus, 
non-assertive, dependent, and non-declarative. Each SAI construction is an 
extension from this prototype, displaying some but not all of its attributes. 
This is considered to be analogous to the way the meanings of lexical items are 
organized: e.g. the prototype for ‘baby’ includes the attributes ‘small, cute, 
emotionally immature’, etc., not all of which are salient in expressions like 
baby carrot (Goldberg 2006: 170). 
 
 

 

Figure 1.  Functional category of SAI constructions with “non-prototypical sentence”  
as its prototype (Goldberg 2006: 177) 

 

One problematic aspect of this approach is that the category “non-prototypical 
sentence” has a dubious cognitive/experiential status: as Goldberg concedes, 
“while we frequently encounter prototypical sentences, we do not encounter 
"non-prototypical sentences" as instances of a non-prototypical sentence 
category” (2006: 176–178). Moreover, it seems odd to have negative 
properties define a prototype as though they were conceptual primitives, with 
no explicit status in the network for the positive values they depend on. 
 
For these reasons, I consider the alternative proposal preferable (see Figure 
2), which is “to reconstrue the category of SAI as a halo of constructions that 

English Subject Auxiliary Inversion family of constructions
(Goldberg 2006)

Theoretical grounding

• Fillmore’s (1988: 37) 
claim that “[t]he 
grammar of a language 
can be seen as a 
repertory of 
constructions” 
• Goldberg’s (2006: 

Chapter 8) observation 
that constructions are 
related to each other in 
radial category networks 
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Goals
• To answer Fillmore’s challenge to describe an 

entire language in terms of constructions, we 
have built a large-scale constructicon resource 
that represents a major portion of the 
grammar of Russian. 
• Throughout this process we have endeavored 

to represent the semantic and formal 
relationships among constructions, following 
Goldberg’s model. 
• Result: the Russian Constructicon, a structured 

inventory of over 2200 constructions and their 
organization into families, clusters, and 
networks. 
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2. RusCon: General information
• The Russian Constructicon is a free open access electronic resource that offers a 

searchable database of Russian constructions

• Content: 2277 multi-word grammatical constructions & descriptions of their 
properties & corpus-based illustrations

• Target audience: 
o linguists (researchers of Russian and other Slavic languages, typologists), 
o students and teachers of Russian as a foreign language, 
o specialists in natural language processing (NLP)

• Time spent on creating it: 2016 – 2022

• User-friendly interface: https://constructicon.github.io/russian/

• Code: open access, can be repurposed for other languages

https://constructicon.github.io/russian/


Team behind the project

• University of Tromsø - The Arctic University of Norway (research group CLEAR)

• National Research University Higher School of Economics (School of Linguistics)
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https://site.uit.no/clear/
https://ling.hse.ru/en/
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Alina Zabolotskaya
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Polina Chernomorchenko
Danila Fedotov
Ekaterina Matjuxina
Alina Russkix
Pavel Al’bickij

Aleksandr Skaj
Darja Demidova
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Polina Kudrjavceva
Jana Labenskaja
Igor’ Dmitriev
Aleksandr Orlov
Natalja Logvinova
Anna Aksenova
Ekaterina Voloshina
Maria Nordrum
James McDonald
Kathleen M. Dickson
Tatiana Perevoshchikova
Aleksej Baklanov
Zoia Butenko
Natalia Kalanova
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Code: open access, can be repurposed for other languages



Filling in the gaps

• Dictionaries, grammars, and 
textbooks focus primarily on 
lexemes, lexicalized idioms, 
inflectional paradigms, and 
grammatical patterns
• Multi-word expressions with 

open slots are less reliably 
represented in standard 
resources

REFERENCE 
GRAMMAR

DICTIONARY

TEXTBOO
K

PHRASE 
BOOK

GLOSSARY

It seems that a few things 
just fall through the cracks



Choice of linguistic material
• Most constructions we have collected contain several words that form a phrasal 

unit or a sentence.
• We focus on the most strategic and frequent constructions important for L2 

learners.
• We prioritize “partially schematic” constructions (Ehrlemark et al. 2018).
• lie between idioms and fully compositional expressions
• have both an open slot(s) and a fixed lexical part(s) 
• constraints on the fillers
• often: non-transparent or irregular syntax
• often: non-compositional semantics

• bez pjati minut NP – lit. ‘without five minutes X’

18
Open slot & restrictions

Fixed part (anchor)



2.1. The interface
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"About" page gives general 
information about the resource
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'

Browse a list of over 2200 
constructions

Select any construction, click on 
it and the description will 

appear at the bottom of the 
same page
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ID-number Name Illustration

Each construction has an ID number, a 
name (a general morphosyntactic formula) 

and a short recognizable illustration.



Click here and see additional information.

CEFR – The Common European Framework of 
Reference for languages: A1-C2
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Additional information
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More additional information



literally:  “without 5 minutes X”

Open slot
& restrictions

Fixed part (anchor)

Partially schematic construction



English: five to + Numeral 
literally:  “without 5 minutes X”



bez 5 minut  vrač – 'a doctor to be'

bokstavelig:  “uten 5 minutter X”literally:  “without 5 minutes X”

English: five to + Numeral 



bez 5 minut  vrač – 'a doctor to be '

bokstavelig:  “uten 5 minutter X”literally:  “without 5 minutes X”

bez 5 minut žena – 'a wife to be'

English: five to + Numeral 



bez 5 minut  vrač – 'a doctor to be'

bokstavelig:  “uten 5 minutter X”literally:  “without 5 minutes X”

bez 5 minut žena – 'a wife to be' bez 5 minut  papa – 'a dad to be'

English: five to + Numeral 
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The user can combine several filters in the same search



Click the button and get 5 randomly selected 
constructions that match your level.
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The results appear in the window on the right. 



2.2. Turning a list into a structured inventory: 
semantic annotation
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NB! Our findings of multi-level relationships among constructions that organize 
them into networks 

undermine Haspelmath’s claim that constructions merely form a list (the terms 
“inventorium” and “constructionary” instead of “construct-i-con”).

Haspelmath, M. 2023. “On what a construction is.” In Constructions 15.1.



Practical needs of sorting cxns into groups
• How exactly to turn a list of collected items 

into a structured inventory?
• This is a practical challenge that all existing 

constructicons face.

36

• Other constructicons are closely connected to a FrameNet resource and focus on verb 
argument constructions.

• FrameNet has been suggested as an alternative (Fillmore and Atkins 1992; Fillmore et al. 
2012).

• In other constructicons, constructions are classified semantically according frames they 
envoke (Ohara 2014, 2018; Boas et al. 2016; Torrent et al. 2014, Lee-Goldman & Petruck 
2018).



Why frame semantics is not enough

Morphological construction; 7

Discourse «Echo» construction; 24
Clause and Modifier; 76

Matrix and Sentential Complement; 87

Connection construction; 124

Biclausal construction; 137

Predicate Argument Construction; 
8 %

Cl/XP with parentheticals; 203

Copula Construction; 236
Clause; 352

Head and Modifier; 
858

37

• Russian lacks a fully developed 
FrameNet resource

• A variety of syntactic patterns in 
the Russian Constructicon

• Predicate Argument Constructions 
yield only 8% (184 items) of the 
entire database.

• How can we analyze semantics of 
the entire inventory of 
constructions?
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Bottom-up approach to structuring the network



How: 1. Bottom up approach
• Our aim

o to analyze constructions on their own terms, allowing patterns to emerge 
from the data, not imposing other models

• Methodology
oWe annotated individual constructions by assigning semantic tags that 

capture relevant aspects of their meaning
o The annotation of constructions was carried out by a panel of three native 

speakers 
o The taggers worked together as a team over a long period of time
oReaching a consensus about annotation of each construction
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How: 2. Verification of results
• Results are verified against typological 

studies of grammatical categories
• We often adopt and adjust terminology 

used in typological studies of 
grammatical meanings for annotation of 
constructional meanings

(cf. the “universal grammatical inventory” 
Plungian 2011: 65; 1999: 311-312).
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Semantics of a construction is often a result of 
a complex interplay of elements that belong to 
different levels (grammatical markers, lexemes, 
discourse units, word order, prosody).

NP-Nom voz'mi i VP-Imp 
'NP-Nom take-Pfv.Imp.Sg  and   VP-Imp'
Ivan          voz'mi                  i         kupi novuju mašinu!
'Ivan suddenly bought a new car'

Semantic type "unexpected outcome" > 
"mirative" after the category that is expressed by 
grammatical markers (DeLancey 1997; Aikhenvald 
2012)

What types of meanings encoded 
grammatically in other languages can 
be expressed in Russian by means of 

syntactic constructions?



How: 3. The "back and forth" challenge
• Expansion of the database helped to verify the classification by recurrent coming 

back to the identified classes and individual constructions and re-annotating 
them if needed.
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Once we reached a 
critical mass (about 
1000 constructions), 

our classification 
became stable: 

newly added 
constructions are 

analyzed in terms of 
already established 

semantic types.
We cannot claim that our inventory of semantic tags is exhaustive, 
but the major semantic types and their relationships ARE identified. 



Distribution of 
constructions across the 
most frequent general 
semantic types 
represented by more 
than 50 constructions

Semantic types of constructions: 20 largest types visualized
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A visualization of 55 
semantic types of 

constructions 
groupped into 
subclasses and  

classes

182 semantic 
subtypes of 

constructions

• Comparison
o Equality
o Inequality
o Similarity
o Imitation
o Contrast 

Semantic types of constructions grouped into classes and subclasses

43



An overview and description 
of semantic types and 
subtypes of constructions, 
grouped into numbered 
classes and subclasses.

44

Janda, Laura A., Anna Endresen, Valentina Zhukova, Daria 
Mordashova, Ekaterina Rakhilina. 2023. From data to 
theory: an emergent semantic classification based on the 
large-scale Russian constructicon. Constructions and 
Frames 15(1), 1-58.



Description is also 
available in 
Russian 

45



1. Semantic class “Qualia” 

46

— constructions 
that describe the 
properties of the 
given objective 
physical world, 
external to the 
speaker



2. Semantic class “Modality and its neighborhood” 
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3. Semantic class Subjectivity

48

— constructions 
that encode the 
subjective 
evaluation of a 
situation, its 
elements or 
participants by 
the speaker.



4. Semantic class Discourse
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— constructions 
that function at 
the discourse level: 
• structure the text
• organize the 

communication
• refer to a broader 

context than a 
single sentence



5. Semantic class Parameters

50

• imply a scale that 
serves as a point of 
reference for a 
property or a situation 
characterized by a 
construction

• can apply to and 
"build over" other 
meanings



Multiply motivated constructions
Many constructions (over 40%) belong to more than one semantic type, and 
therefore carry two or more semantic tags and corresponding sub-tags.

Example:
Cl, i privet 
'Cl, and hello' 
On uže davno vzjal u menja ètu knigu, i privet! Uexal v otpusk.
'He borrowed my book a long time ago and suddenly disappeared [lit. and 
hello]. He left for vacation.' 

1) type Non-Existense: subtype Disappear -> class Qualia; 
2) type Mirative -> class Subjectivity

51

Semantic types and their classes often overlap at the level of individual constructions, 
and we can examine what kinds of overlaps are more frequently attested than others.



Distribution of constructions across 5 classes
Size of each class and degree of overlap with other classes

• All semantic classes have 
constructions that 
simultaneously belong to 
more than one class.
• Subjectivity and 

Parameters have the 
largest amount of 
overlap.
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Grouppings of cxns: 3 levels
Family: 

• the smallest grouping of (usually 2-9) cxns that are nearly synonymous; 
• some members may also share similar syntactic structure and anchor words; 
• cxns in a family may share not necessarily all properties but various subsets of these 

properties (family resemblance)
• focus on horizontal relationships between cxns, but can also include inheritance links

Cluster: 
• a group of families that displays a radial category structure, 
• with a core prototypical family of cxns and related families that are more or less 

peripheral and encode additional semantic nuances
Network: 

• a structured group of clusters sharing general semantics such as Prohibitive, Comparison, 
Assessment, etc. 

• Often contains a prototypical cluster and related clusters joined by semantic links or 
shared families



• 301 constructions
• Can be modelled as a radial category –

central "core" modal meanings and 
their neighborhood

• Includes 10 semantic types (visualized 
as boxes)

• Arrows indicate subtypes of semantic 
types

• Numbers in ( ) – type frequency of each 
type in terms of individual 
constructions

• Solid lines – connections between 
types within this class

• Dashed lines – overlaps with other 
classes (indicated by dotted blue lines) 

Class of constructions 
Modality and its neighborhood

54



1:1 (5 constructions) 
Prevention of intended 
activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’

1:5 (3 constructions)
Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’

1:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podoždat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative
po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

Cl
us

te
r 1

Cl
us

te
r 2

overlap with Request overlap with Warning

overlap with Attitude

overlap with Intensity

imperative
continuative

generalizationpredicative
generalization
option

attenuation

intensification

opposition to 
resistance

opposition to 
repetition

attenuation

predicative
continuative

aggression

imperative 
option

continuative

further attenuation
imperative temporary

imperative option, 
po- prefix option

po- prefix

A network of 57 Russian 
prohibitive cxns that form 

12 families grouped in 
2 clusters

Legend:
semantic transitions

weaker relationships

syntactic/formal similarities

overlap with other 
networks of cxns

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

overlap with Threat

further aggression



1:1 (5 constructions) 
Prevention of intended 
activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’

1:5 (3 constructions)
Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’

1:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podoždat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative
po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

57 Russian prohibitive constructions form 12 families visualized as boxes.



1:1 (5 constructions) 
Prevention of intended 
activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’

1:5 (3 constructions)
Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’

1:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podoždat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative
po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

Constructions in Cluster 2 express 
prohibition of an on-going activity 
(termed continuative prohibition, cf. 
Rakhilina 2013, Khrakovski 1986), 
Cxns lack the marker of negation

Constructions in Cluster 1 
ask a hearer to refrain 
from doing something, 
prohibit a future action. 
Cxns contain the marker 
of negation

N=22 
cxns

N=35 
cxns

12 families comprise 2 distinct clusters that form a single network



1:1 (5 constructions) 
Prevention of intended 
activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’
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Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’
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Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podoždat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative
po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’
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2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

Thick boxes indicate prototypes. 



Prototypical prohibition

1. The speaker prompts the interlocutor to not carry out 
an undesirable activity.

2. The interlocutor is an individual person or a specific 
group of people.

3. The speaker has more authority / life experience / 
higher status in the social hierarchy than the person to 
whom the prohibition is addressed (e.g. boss vs. 
subordinate, adult vs. child).

4. The prohibition is spoken in a strict commanding 
peremptory tone.



1:1 (5 constructions) 
Prevention of intended 
activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’

1:5 (3 constructions)
Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’

1:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podoždat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative
po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’
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Lines with arrows show semantic transitions between families of cxns.

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

further aggression
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Prevention of intended 
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Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! 
‘No X-ing!’ 

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Čtoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! 
‘No X-es!’

1:5 (3 constructions)
Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do X!’

1:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition against repeating
Čtob(y) PronPers bol’še ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!’

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

2:5 (3 constructions)
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NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
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Lines without arrows indicate syntactic/formal similarities between families of cxns.
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other networks of cxns. 

These horizontal links are formed 
through transitional cxns with 

multiple motivations.

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat
Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘You do X and you will regret it!’

overlap with Threat

further aggression



Example of a family:
Quantitative cxns ‘Enough X-ing’, mild attenuated prohibition
"measuring" predicates; coding of the interlocutor optional or impossible 

ID Construction name Illustration

114 dovol’n-o     (PronPers-2.Dat)   VP-Ipfv.Inf!
enough-ADV you-DAT X-IPFV.INF
‘Enough X-ing (for you)!’

Dovol’n-o       žalov-a-t’-sja!
enough-ADV complain-IPFV-INF-MED
‘Enough complaining!’

344 Xvat-it                             (PronPers-2.Dat)      VP-Ipfv.Inf!
be_enough.PFV-FUT.3SG you-DAT X-IPFV.INF
‘Enough X-ing (for you)! That will do!’

Xvat-it                               rug-a-t’-sja!
be_enough.PFV-FUT.3SG fight-IPFV-INF-MED
‘Enough fighting! It will do!’

1247 xoroš-Ø                        VP-Ipfv.Inf !
good-SG.MASC.SHORT    X-IPFV.INF
‘Quit X-ing! Cut it out!’

Èj,      naverxu!   Xoroš-Ø                           pryg-a-t’!
hey    upstairs     good-SG.MASC.SHORT      jump-IPFV-INF
‘Hey, up there! Stop jumping!’

• Morphologically, we see very different predicates: xoroš is a short form of an adjective meaning ‘good’, dovol’no is an 
adverb, and xvatit in is a verb. 

• However, synchronically, they are frozen forms that suggest their morphological status only in terms of the suffixes 
they contain.

Semantics: the speaker views the activity of the interlocutor as excessive, or too 
long, and suggests stopping this activity and moving on to something else



[quantifier + VP-Ipfv.Inf]

ID 114 
dovol’no (PronPers) VP-Ipfv.Inf
lit. 'It is enough-ADV (for Y) to X' 

ID  344
xvatit (PronPers) VP-Ipfv.Inf

lit. 'It is enough-VERB (for Y) to X' 

ID  1247
xoroš VP-Ipfv.Inf
lit. 'good X-ing' 

[quantifier + (Experiencer) + VP-Ipfv.Inf]

A family of prohibitive constructions with predicates quantifying an activity
The predicates in these cxns are 

grammaticalized in different degrees. 
Structural similarities are blurred. 

This makes it difficult to compare them 
and associate them with more abstract 

but schematic patterns.

In cases like this it is more fruitful to focus on horizontal relationships between cxns. 
Strong horizontal relationships and semantic similarity guarantee family status.



Summing up so far
• The Russian Constructicon is a large-scale resource aiming to represent 

a major portion of the grammar of Russian.
• Priority is given to multi-word expressions with open slots. 
• Not just a list but a structured inventory
• Constructicon building is a challenging process of constant change (due 

to bottom-up structuring of the network)
• Open-source code facilitates portability to other languages 

(constructicon resources for Hill Mari, Persian, and Italian are on the 
way).
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3. The Ukrainian Constructicon
(February-August 2023)
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A construct-i-con resource for Ukrainian

• a repository of multi-word Ukrainian grammatical constructions
üOpen access & free
üDigital
üSearchable database
üResearch-based
üDictionary-like

https://constructicon.github.io/ukrainian/

https://constructicon.github.io/ukrainian/


Bla gjennom en liste med over 2200 
konstruksjoner.
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Research question: Ukrainian vs. Russian
How similar and different are the two languages in terms of cxns?

• Ukrainian and Russian are known to be rather 
similar in terms of grammar (Shevelov 1993, 
Timberlake 1993), but different in terms of 
vocabulary.

• In lexicon Ukrainian and Russian differ by 38% (cf. 
25% for Dutch and German) (Bilaniuk 2005, 
Bilaniuk and Melnyk 2008).

• «These languages are typologically close (as, e.g., 
Dutch and German), but to what extent their 
syntactic properties overlap is an open 
question.» (Mykhaylyk 2011: 236).

The Slavic cluster of the Indo-European lexical distance as defined by the Ukrainian linguist Konstantin Tishchenko (1992-
1997) and adapted by Stephan F. Steinbach (2015, https://alternativetransport.wordpress.com/2015/05/05/34/). 

https://alternativetransport.wordpress.com/2015/05/05/34/


Research question: Ukrainian vs. Russian
How similar and different are the two languages in terms of cxns?

1. What constructions are language-specific for Ukrainian without Russian 
equivalents? What proportion of the whole do language-specific constructions 
comprise?

2. What fine-grained differences distinguish seemingly similar constructions that 
exist in both Ukrainian and Russian?

3. What constructions are equivalent in Ukrainian and Russian and how can their 
existence be explained in terms of shared linguistic heritage, language contact, 
and borrowings?



Interim results
Data
• 70 cxns are fully described, illustrated, annonated, and openly available;
• Over 300 cxn candidates to add
Interface
• We have repurposed the programming code created by Radovan Bast 

• available on GitHub Pages at https://constructicon.github.io/russian/ under an open 
access license

• Adaptation of the code for the Ukrainian Constructicon was done by Zoia Butenko 
• The code is open access and transferable for building comparable resources

• Fully-fledged functioning interface focuses on user-friendly design, self-intuitive 
functional architecture, and presence of instructions where necessary

• Launched in August 2023

https://constructicon.github.io/russian/
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Collecting construction candidates via conducting 
cross-linguistic comparisons

• first 200 constructions (about 10% of the total 2,200 cxns) from the Russian 
Constructicon (https://constructicon.github.io/russian/)

• Analyzed whether they have any equivalent cxns in Ukrainian 
• Used parallel corpora
• Outcome:

• 33 - No equivalent in Ukrainian and a different cxn is used – 16,5%
• 105 – «Full» equivalent in Ukrainian (same structure, same lexical anchor) – 52,5%
• 62 - Partial equivalent in Ukrainian (different subtypes here depending on different lexical anchor, 

optional elements, different structure, etc.) – 31%

• 208 cxn candidates for the Ukrainian Constructicon

https://constructicon.github.io/russian/


Ukrainian cxns that have equivalents in Russian

čoho dobroho VP

of-what-of-good VP

A vony, čoho dobroho, poduma-jut’, ščo   ty zab-uv pro n-yx.

And they-NOM, of-what-of-good think-PFV.FUT that you-NOM forget-PFV about they-GEN.

‘Chances are that they will think that you have forgotten about them.’

čego dobrogo VP

of-what-of-good VP

Čego dobrogo, zastav-jat men-ja myt’ posud-u.

Of-what-of-good make- PFV.FUT me-ACC wash-INF dish-PL.ACC.

‘Chances are that they will make me wash the dishes.’
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Ukrainian-specific cxns that lack Russian equivalent

nivroku Pron-Dat

not malefic Pron-Dat

Ty, molodyčk-o, nivroku tob-i, provorn-a, robotjašč-a.

You-NOM.SG, young_lady-NP.VOC, not malefic you-DAT.SG, agile-NOM.SG.F, hard-working-NOM.SG.F.

‘You, young lady, are agile, hard-working. I don’t want to jinx you.’



Ukrainian cxns that have synonymous but 
not equivalent cxns in Russian

(NP-Dat)  ne varto VP-Ipfv.Inf

not worth VP-Ipfv.Inf

Ne varto zhaduvaty pro nyx.

Not worth mention-INF about they-ACC.

‘It is not worth mentioning / One should not mention them.’

(NP-Dat)  ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf

not worth VP-Ipfv.Inf

Ne stoit razgovarivat’ s nim.

Not worth speak-INF with he-INS.

‘It is not worth talking / One should not talk to him.’
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A grammaticalized adverbial 
related to the German werten ‘to 
evaluate, to value smth’, English 
worth, 
from Germanic probably via Polish

A grammaticalized form 3.Sg.Pres. 
of the Slavic verb stoit’ ‘cost’
Lit. ‘It does not cost to X’



Summing up on UkrCon: The contribution
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• The project promotes the 
Ukrainian language as an object 
of linguistic investigation and L2 
learning
• The emerging sub-field of 

multilingual constructicography
• Facilitates our understanding of 

constructional equivalency (that 
forms a continuum rather than 
rigid clear-cut categories)

Norway’s first course “Ukrainian for 
beginners”, open to all students



4. Pedagogical application
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• Construction-based approach to language learning and 
teaching (Ellis 2013, De Knop & Gilquin 2016, Boas 2022) 
argues that 

“language learning consists of the learning of constructions” 
and therefore “language teaching should consist of the 
teaching of constructions.” 

(Herbst 2016: 41)
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• How to implement 
the construction-
based approach to 
Language Pedagogy?

How to get students 
to engage with the 
constructicon?

How to bridge the 
gap between a 
constructicon and 
L2 learners?



Accommodations within RusCon 
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level selection

user-friendly 
explanations

YouTube channel
page for self-guided study



practical exercises for students 
learning Russian 

https://constructicon.github.io/construxercise-rus/

Beyond the RusCon: new resource (2022)
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database with Russian 
grammatical constructions

https://constructicon.github.io/russian/

The focus on 57 highly frequent and widely 
encountered discourse constructions 
12 lessons with over 150 practical exercises 

Accomodated for online and offline work

https://constructicon.github.io/construxercise-rus/
https://constructicon.github.io/russian/


85

The team: 
both faculty 
members 
and students





Conclusions
• We advocate a construction-based approach to learning and teaching

L2 Russian
• Constructions are “shortcuts” for language learning
• The focus is on highly frequent and widely encountered constructions
• Equip students with ready-to-use communicative units presented in 

the shape of clear sentence structures and phrase patterns.
• The exercises encourage combining cxns into strategic sets, or 

templates, that make the task of generating any text, oral or written, 
much easier.
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