
RUSSIAN DERIVATIVE PREPOSITIONS:
A CORPUS-BASED STUDY

Русские производные предлоги: корпусный анализ

Ekaterina N. Vinogradova
ekaterinavin@mail.ru

Lomonosov Moscow State University (Moscow, Russia)

Екатерина Николаевна Виноградова 
ekaterinavin@mail.ru

Московский государственный университет имени М. В. Ломоносова
(Москва, Россия)

ISSN: 1698-322X ISSN INTERNET: 2340-8146
Fecha de recepción: 16.04.2025
Fecha de evaluación: 18.10.2025
Cuadernos de Rusística Española nº 21 (2025), 17 - 36

ABSTRACT
The study presents a corpus-based analysis of Russian complex prepositions, with the goal of classifying 

them within the functional-grammatical field of prepositions. The central hypothesis is that frequency serves 
as an effective criterion for determining the degree of grammaticalization and the position of a preposition 
within the system: highly frequent units are closer to the core, while rare units occupy the periphery.

To test this hypothesis, we conducted a multi-stage analysis: (1) compiling a preliminary list of Russian 
prepositions and their equivalents from linguistic studies; (2) classifying them into 39 structural models based on 
their formation patterns; (3) identifying potential prepositions through bigram analysis in the Russian National 
Corpus; (4) merging all lists into a dataset; (5) calculating frequency rankings to establish the stratification of 
the prepositional field. Finally, we compiled a dataset of 2 402 prepositions and their equivalents, the most 
extensive list of Russian prepositional units.

The findings confirm that analogy and frequency play a key role in prepositional expansion and 
grammaticalization. The frequency-ranked list provides a foundation for linguistic and linguodidactic research, 
offering a systematic way to distinguish core and peripheral prepositions. This dataset also contributes to the 
Russian Constructicon, providing a structured inventory of prepositional constructions.

Keywords: Russian prepositions, grammaticalization, frequency analysis, functional-grammatical field, 
structural models, corpus analysis

РЕЗЮМЕ
В статье продемонстрированы результаты корпусного анализа русских производных предлогов, 

проведенного с целью их стратификации в функционально-грамматическом поле предлога. Основная 
гипотеза работы состоит в том, что частотность служит эффективным инструментом определения 
степени грамматикализации: наиболее частотные предложные средства расположены ближе к ядру поля 
предлога, чем редкие, которые занимают его периферию.

Для проверки данной гипотезы был проведен поэтапный анализ: (1) на основе различных 
источников собран исходный реестр русских предлогов и их эквивалентов; (2) выявлены основные 
модели, на основе которых строятся русские предлоги; (3) с помощью анализа биграмм (в Национальном 
корпусе русского языка) определены потенциальные предлоги; (4) все списки предлогов объединены; (5) 
рассчитана частотность всех единиц полученного списка. Результатом исследования стал ранжированный 
по убыванию частотности реестр русских предлогов и их эквивалентов, состоящий из 2402 единиц.
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Полученные данные показали, что аналогия и частотность играют важную роль в процессе 
грамматикализации сочетаний в предлоги. Ранжированный по частотности реестр позволяет проводить 
дальнейшие лингвистические и лингводидактические исследования, представляя собой эффективный 
инструмент определения ядерных и периферийных предлогов. Реестр также может стать важной частью 
русского конструктикона.

Ключевые слова: русские предлоги, грамматикализация, частотность, функционально-грамматическое 
поле, структурные модели, корпусный анализ

INTRODUCTION

The category of prepositions in Russian is notoriously difficult to define due to its 
fluid boundaries. Beyond the core set, the exact number of prepositions in the language 
remains uncertain, as no definitive count exists regarding how many prepositions are 
currently in use in Russian.

As illustrated in Figure 1, there has been a clear trend of growth: since 1696, when 
H. Ludolf published the first Russian grammar, the number of recognized prepositions 
has increased significantly – from just 24 in «Grammatica Russica» to nearly 600 in the 
latest dictionaries (2010). In this study, we consider only grammars that provide closed 
lists of prepositions, which is not typical for Russian grammars. Generally, prepositions 
receive little attention in grammatical descriptions, with most grammars devoting only 
a few pages to them (a notable exception being Plungian (2018)). Instead of providing 
exhaustive lists, grammars often use phrases such as “and others,” “etc.,” or “and so 
on.” In this regard, the closed list of 210 prepositions provided by Russian Grammar 
(1980) has served as a fundamental reference point for our research.

Figure 1. Growth of Prepositions in Grammars and Dictionaries (1696–2010, Closed Lists)
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The data in Figure 1 highlight two key tendencies.
1. The natural evolution of the prepositional system. Over time, new prepositions 

have emerged. For instance, in the mid-19th century, derivative prepositions began to 
appear, with A. Vostokov’s Grammar (1831) being the first to acknowledge them. Then, 
in the mid-20th century, there was a notable increase in complex prepositions. This 
trend was first identified by V. Vinogradov (1947), who analyzed the expanding role 
of complex prepositions in contemporary Russian. His work remains a cornerstone of 
Russian grammatical studies, demonstrating how new prepositional structures emerged 
and became widely accepted. He argued that the growth of prepositions was closely 
linked to the development of functional styles in Russian at the time.

2. The subjectivity of linguistic descriptions. A closer analysis reveals that dictionaries 
and grammars do not always align in their treatment of prepositions. Different sources 
categorize prepositions differently, raising important questions about their precise definition 
in Russian. As shown in Figure 2, a comparison of two dictionaries published around 
the same time – (Burtseva, 2010) and (Lepnev, 2009–2010) – demonstrates not only 
a quantitative difference (M. Lepnev lists almost 600 prepositions, while B. Burtseva 
includes only 450), but also a qualitative discrepancy. The overlap between the two lists 
is only 363 prepositions, meaning that each dictionary recognizes a substantial number 
of prepositions that the other does not. For more details and further comparisons, see 
(Klobukova & Vinogradova, 2022).

Figure 2. Comparison of Prepositional Lists in (Lepnev, 2009–2010) and (Burtseva, 2010)

The issue primarily concerns complex prepositions, which continuously evolve through 
grammaticalization. If we adopt Traugott’s broad definition of grammaticalization – one 
that includes the development of both complex prepositions and discourse markers – we 
understand this process as “the change whereby lexical terms and constructions, in certain 
linguistic contexts, come to serve grammatical functions and, once grammaticalized, 
continue to develop new grammatical functions” (Hopper & Traugott, 2003: 1).
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For example, poseredine evolved from the combination of the preposition po 
and the prepositional case of the noun seredina (seredin-e). Similarly, we observe the 
development of derivative prepositions:

vrode ← v rod-e,
nakanune ← na kanun-e,
po povodu ← po povod-u,
po tipu ← po tip-u,
otnositel’no ← derived from the short form of the adjective otnositel’nyi,
blagodaria ← derived from the adverbial participle of the verb blagodarit’.

These examples illustrate how complex prepositions emerge, a phenomenon 
extensively discussed in studies ranging from classical works (Cherkasova, 1967) to more 
recent research (Vinogradova, 2016; 2023; Kolyaseva & Davidse, 2018; Sheremet’eva, 
2019; Aksarina & Basova, 2019; Artemenko, 2020; Zelenin & Rudnev, 2021 among 
others). This is an active process in Russian, particularly since the mid-20th century.

Many new prepositional constructions are still in the process of becoming fully 
grammaticalized prepositions, making their classification ambiguous. While several 
indicators have been proposed to distinguish complex prepositions from free noun-phrase 
sequences – such as those outlined by Quirk et al. (1985), Eskova (2001), Yadroff & 
Franks (2001), Vsevolodova et al. (2014), Vinogradova (2016), and Plungian (2018) – 
the criteria are not strict enough to establish a clear-cut distinction.

Therefore, no definitive boundary can be drawn between prepositions and preposition-
like units. This raises a fundamental question: what exactly constitutes a preposition? 
For instance, are constructions such as po milosti + Ngen, po mere + Ngen, po vole + Ngen, 
and po sluchaiu + Ngen considered prepositions, or are they still in transition? While po 
mere and po sluchaiu are classified as prepositions in Russian Grammar (1980), their 
distinction from the others remains unclear.

Nonetheless, it is crucial to systematically collect, categorize, and describe all 
these prepositional constructions. This requires establishing fundamental principles for 
the description of prepositions.

More than 20 years ago, the international project “Slavic Prepositions: Morphology 
and Syntax,” led by Professor Maya Vsevolodova, brought together linguists from 
several Slavic countries. The project’s primary objective was to compile a comprehensive 
inventory of prepositional constructions and analyze them in detail (Vsevolodova et al., 
2003; Konushkevich, 2005; Zagnitko, 2003; Lachur, 2006). As a result, four extensive 
dictionaries of prepositions were published: Belarusian prepositions (Konushkevich, 
2008–2011), Polish prepositions (Lachur, 2019–2022), Ukrainian prepositions (Zagnitko 
et al., 2007), Russian prepositions (Vsevolodova et al., 2018), with ongoing research 
by the Russian team.

Throughout this project, several theoretical challenges emerged. Given the difficulty 
in distinguishing between “true” prepositions and their equivalents, broader terminology 
was introduced. First, the term “prepositional units” (PUs) was coined to encompass 
both prepositions and constructions that function as prepositions in specific contexts.

Second, the concept of a functional-grammatical field was proposed as a more 
effective approach to classifying PUs. In this model, iconic prepositions form the core, 



Cuadernos de Rusística Española, 21 (2025), 17 - 36

RUSSIAN DERIVATIVE PREPOSITIONS: A CORPUS-BASED STUDY 21

while marginal, less grammaticalized constructions occupy the periphery. As illustrated in 
Figure 3, the core consists of non-derivative prepositions (e.g., v, k, na). Surrounding this 
core are strongly grammaticalized derivative prepositions: po povodu (+ gen), putem (+ 
gen), soglasno (+ dat), blagodaria (+ dat) etc. Further from the core, we find metaphorical 
constructions that could potentially become prepositions (v zerkale (+ gen), v rusle (+ 
gen), v sluchae (+ gen), v litse (+ gen)), comparatives (vyshe (+ gen), nizhe (+ gen)), 
already recognized as prepositions by A. Zalizniak (1977), and low grammaticalized 
constructions (v predelakh (+ gen), v sfere (+ gen), v podrazhanie (+ dat), v razvitie 
(+ gen)) called correlates of prepositions, along with parameters (moschnost’yu (how 
much?), v vysotu (how much?)).

Figure 3: Functional-Grammatical Field of Prepositions

This field provides an effective framework for description since, as previously mentioned, 
there are no strict boundaries between these zones: constructions continuously evolve, 
moving closer to the core. Not all constructions undergo this transition, but many do. 
In our view, this phenomenon reflects the general lack of strict boundaries in language 
– both between linguistic levels and between diachrony and synchrony – a perspective 
well-supported in Construction Grammar (Fillmore et al., 1988; Goldberg, 1995).

Thus, grammaticalization within the prepositional field can be seen as a centripetal 
force – represented by the green arrow in Figure 3. Slightly grammaticalized equivalents 
and marginal units become more frequent, undergo changes in their grammatical and 
semantic properties, and gradually shift toward the core.

However, providing an objective description of this field remains a significant 
challenge. Is there a method that could enable a more accurate and precise representation 
of the distribution of prepositions within this field? The central hypothesis of this research 
is that the frequency of PUs can serve as an effective tool for mapping the prepositional 
field. In other words, this study employs a corpus-based analysis of Russian PUs to 
investigate their distribution and degree of grammaticalization.
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METHODOLOGY

The objective of this study was to collect as many PUs as possible and position 
them within the functional-grammatical field of prepositions. The underlying hypothesis 
is that the most frequently occurring prepositions are positioned closer to the core, 
while rare, occasional, and context-dependent forms are located on the periphery. This 
assumption aligns well with the perspective that frequency serves as a key parameter of 
grammaticalization, as outlined by Brinton and Traugott (2005). Moreover, an examination 
of multi-word prepositional constructions in the Russian National Corpus (RNC) reveals 
that among the top 50 prepositional constructions ranked by frequency, 39 are classified 
as prepositions in Russian Grammar (1980) –a significant proportion. These prepositions 
are highlighted in Table 1. Conversely, only a small number of prepositions from Russian 
Grammar (1980) exhibit low frequency in the corpus. Examples include: sorazmerno s 
(+ instr) – 0.11 ipm, bez soprovozhdenia (+ gen) – 0.23 ipm, v ipostasi (+ gen) – 0.05 
ipm, v kontrast (+ dat) – 0.11 ipm, vne granits (+ gen) – 0.11 ipm. In corpus linguistics, 
the standard frequency measure is instances per million (ipm) to ensure comparability.

Table 1
Top 50 Prepositional Constructions Ranked by Frequency

from (Russian National Corpus Constructions)

№ PUs ipm № PUs ipm
 1 vmeste s 248.28  26 po mere 28.13
 2 nesmotria na 139.98  27 na osnovanii 27.11
 3 riadom s/so 100.65  28 vo imia 26.70
 4 v techenie 97.38  29 pri pomoschi 26.57
 5 v kachestve 82.55  30 s tsel’iu 26.03
 6 v vide 64.86  31 v ramkah 25.69
 7 so storony 60.90  31 v chisle 25.37
 8 s pomosch’iu 59.46  33 v hode 23.98
 9 po povodu 55.07  34 nachinaia s 23.91
 10 v sviazi s 52.19  35 v zavisimosti ot 23.81
 11 v sluchae 47.30  36 vplot’ do 23.75
 12 imeni 46.99  37 v protsesse 22.44
 13 vsled za 45.51  38 v usloviiah 22.29
 14 v oblasti 42.23  39 na protiazhenii 20.84
 15 za schet 37.84  40 nariadu s 20.50
 16 v sootvetstvii s 35.83  41 za isklucheniem 19.44
 17 ne bez 34.73  42 na meste 19.07
 18 sudia po 32.93  43 nezavisimo ot 18.86
 19 v pol’zu 32.65  44 nedaleko ot 18.79
 20 po mneniiu 32.44  45 v rajone 18.12
 21 v otlichie ot 32.04  46 po okonchanii 16.88
 22 v otnoshenii 31.81  47 v chest’ 16.86
 23 na osnove 31.30  48 ot imeni 16.80
 24 v silu 30.55  49 v smysle 16.51
 25 po sravneniu s 28.59  50 vo glave 16.47
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Thus, frequency can serve as an effective tool for determining the degree of 
grammaticalization of prepositions and, consequently, their placement within the 
functional-grammatical field.

The primary steps in this research were as follows.

	 1)	Collection of PUs from all available sources.
	 2)	Identification of main structural models of prepositional formation.
	 3)	Extraction of potential prepositions from bigram data in the RNC.
	 4)	Integration of various prepositional lists into a unified dataset.
	 5)	Calculation of frequency data for prepositions.
	 6)	Synthesis of frequency rankings across all structural models.

RESULTS

(1) We began by collecting PUs from all available sources (Vinogradov, 1947; 
Cherkasova, 1967; Russian Grammar, 1980; Morkovkin, 1997; Bogdanov & Ryzhova, 1997; 
Shiganova, 2003; Efremova, 2001; Burtseva, 2010; Lepnev, 2010; RNC constructions). As 
a result, we compiled a list of 933 PUs. 

(2) Next, we identified the main structural models and categorized all PUs accordingly. 
As a result, we classified them into 7 major structural groups: denominative, deadjective, 
deverbal, deadverbial, borrowed prepositions, comparatives, and parameters (which exist 
at the periphery of the field). Given that denominative prepositions constitute the largest 
category within Russian complex prepositions, they warranted further examination. We 
identified 33 distinct models of denominative prepositions, which include the following 
structural combinations: v + Nacc, v + Nprep, na + Nacc, na + Nprep, po + Ndat, po + Nprep, 
po + Nacc, s + Ngen, s + Ninstr, pod + Ninstr, pod + Nacc, za + Nacc, za + Ninstr, and others, 
incorporating prepositions such as pri, iz, do, k, ot, bez, pered, vne, dlia, cherez, nad, o, 
iz-pod, skvoz’, u, iz-za. Some formations also include the particle ne and are constructed 
by forms Ninstr, Nacc, or Ngen. Thus, we identified a total of 39 structural groups, which 
provided a useful framework for understanding the variety and patterns of complex 
prepositions in Russian. It can be argued that these groups constitute a sector-based (or 
“pizza slice”) division of the functional-grammatical field of prepositions.

(3) The next step was to identify potential prepositions that were not already 
documented in available sources. To achieve this, we examined bigrams within each 
structural model identified in Step 2 using the RNC. We focused on bigrams ranked 
by frequency within these models and extracted potential prepositions. As a result, we 
identified approximately 500 preposition candidates, including:

po slovam (+ gen) – 38.17 ipm,
na mesto (+ gen) – 12.6 ipm,
na kraiu (+ gen) – 12.1 ipm,
po dannym (+ gen) – 11.24 ipm,
po delu (+ gen) – 5.77 ipm,
po nastoianiu (+ gen) – 2.6 ipm,
na zadvorkah (+ gen) – 0.7 ipm.
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These preposition candidates required further validation in the corpus to ensure 
that they functioned consistently as prepositions.

(4) We then consolidated all prepositions within each model, incorporating both 
those found in previous sources and those identified through our corpus analysis. This 
comprehensive approach allowed us to integrate existing prepositions with newly identified 
potential prepositions. The resulting list comprises 2 402 PUs. Naturally, this list cannot 
be considered final, closed, or exact. New prepositional constructions frequently emerge, 
and PUs exhibit numerous variants that can be counted in different ways. For instance, 
should soglasno (+ dat) and soglasno s (+ instr) be treated as one preposition or two? 
Similarly, how should poseredine (+ gen), posredine (+ gen), poseredi (+ gen), and 
posredi (+ gen) be classified? Likewise, should mezhdu (+ gen) and mezhdu (+ instr) 
be considered separate units? Therefore, the number 2 402 is somewhat conventional. 
Nevertheless, it serves as a reference point for future research and provides a rich dataset 
for the development of a comprehensive Grammar of Russian Prepositions (Vsevolodova 
et al., 2014; Vinogradova & Klobukova, 2022), which would describe all paradigmatic, 
syntagmatic, and pragmatic relations within the prepositional field, see also, for example 
(Figurovskaya 2007; Gainutdinova et al., 2024). Moreover, it should be noted that further 
advancement of this research could be achieved by refining the corpus search templates 
— for example, by including additional forms of contextual partners, individual words, 
punctuation marks, etc. This refinement would enable more precise extraction of genuine 
prepositions while excluding possible homonymous one-word or multi-word constructions.

(5) The next step involved calculating the frequency of these PUs. To accomplish 
this, we used the RNC (main corpus), which, as of early 2025, contained 389 470 868 
words. This allowed us to compile frequency-ranked lists for each structural model.

As an example, Table 2 shows the most frequent prepositions of the v + Nacc model. 
These represent the core group for this model, as our dataset includes 373 PUs constructed 
with this structure. The bolded items in the table indicate prepositions that appear in 
Russian Grammar (1980) and can be considered “approved” prepositions.

As we can see in Table 2 a significant number of the most frequent prepositions 
align with those identified in Russian Grammar (1980), including vo vremia (+ gen), 
vmesto (+ gen), vokrug (+ gen), v techenie (+ gen), vdol’ (+ gen), vsledstvie (+ gen), 
vsled za (+ instr), v storonu (+ gen), v otlichie ot (+ gen), v pol’zu (+ gen) etc. However, 
other frequently occurring PUs, identified through bigram analysis, include v den’ (+ 
gen), v period (+ gen), v sostav (+ gen), v gody (+ gen), v ruki (+ gen), v moment (+ 
gen), vverh po (+ dat), vniz po (+ dat), vo vremena (+ gen), v epohu (+ gen), v dni (+ 
gen), v glub’ (+ gen), v chislo (+ gen) etc.

A closer examination of structural groups suggests that within each structural 
model, specific semantic classes can be identified. For example, for the v + Nacc model, 
the following semantic classes can be distinguished.

1) Location: vokrug (+ gen), vdol’ po (+ dat), vpered (+ gen), v storonu (ot) (+ gen), 
vverh po (+ dat), vniz po (+ dat), vnutr’ (+ gen), v glub’ (+ gen), v glubinu (+ gen), v 
oblast’ (+ gen), v rajon (+ gen), vsled (+ dat), v tsentr (+ gen) etc;

2) Time: vo vremia (+ gen), v techenie (+ gen), v den’ (+ gen), vplot’ do (+ gen), v 
period(y) (+ gen), v god(y) (+ gen), v moment(y) (+ gen), vo vremena (+ gen), vpered (+ 
gen), v epohu (+ gen), v(o) dni (+ gen), v glubinu (+ gen), v chas(y) (+ gen), v minutu 
(+ gen), v minuty (+ gen), v poru (+ gen), vpred’ do (+ gen) etc;
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3) Purpose: v otven na (+ acc), vo imia (+ gen), v znak (+ gen), vo izbezhanie (+ 
gen), v prodolzhenie (+ gen), v podtverzhdenie (+ gen), v obmen na/za (+ acc), v dopolnenie 
k (+ dat), v pamiat’ (o) (+ gen/prep), v zaschitu (+ gen), v chest’ (+ gen), v pomosch’ (+ 
dat), v ugodu (+ dat), v uscherb (+ dat), v zhertvu (+ dat) etc;

4) Cause: vsledstvie (+ gen), v silu (+ gen), v otsutstvie (+ gen) etc;
5) Concession: vopreki (+ dat);
6) Relation: a) part-whole: v sostav (+ gen), v riad(y) (+ gen), v krug (+ gen), v 

sistemu (+ gen) etc; b) limitation: v oblast’ (+ gen), v sferu (+ gen), v kurs (+ gen), v 
ramki (+ gen), v ruslo (+ gen), v format (+ gen) etc; c) juxtaposition: vsled za (+ instr), 
v otlichie ot (+ gen), v protivipolozhnost’ (+ dat), v protivoves (+ dat),v kontrast s (+ instr) 
etc; d) substitution: vmesto (+ gen), v schet (+ gen), vzamen (+ gen) etc;

7) Addressee: v pol’zu (+ gen), v ruki (+ dat) etc;
8) Characteristics: v razgar (+ gen), v pik (+ gen), v meru (+ gen), vplotnuiu k  (+ 

dat) etc;
9) State: v sostoianie (+ gen).
Notably, some PUs exhibit polysemy and belong to multiple semantic classes. For 

instance, v glubinu (+ gen) can denote both location and time.

Table 2
Top 70 Frequency-Ranked Russian Prepositional Units 

(Model: v + Nacc)

№ PUs ipm № PUs ipm № PUs ipm
1 vo vremia 205.17 25 vniz po 12.25 49 v uscherb 3.94
2 vmesto 167.61  26 vo vremena 11.97  50 v glubinu 3.82
3 vokrug 132.68  27 v epohu 11.11  51 v riady 3.79
4 v techenie 94.48  28 v dni 10.85  52 v rajon 3.54
5 vdol’ 66.40  29 v znak 10.60  53 v ugodu 3.47
6 vsledstvie 60.24  30 vnutr’ 9.99  54 v meru 3.41
7 vsled za 50.76  31 v glub’ 7.76  55 v poru 3.41
8 v storonu 39.60  32 vzamen 7.55  56 vpered 3.35
9 v otlichie ot 37.37  33 v chislo 7.33  57 v tsentr 3.35
10 v pol’zu 33.66  34 vsled 6.94  58 v zhertvu 3.35
11 v sily 33.08  35 v zaschitu 6.75  59 v obmen za 3.34
12 v den’ 28.69  36 v adres 6.42  60 v storonu ot 3.28
13 vplot’ do 27.42  37 vo izbezhanie 5.88  61 vpred’ do 3.22
14 vo imia 27.13  38 v oblast’ 5.83  62 v schet 3.11
15 vopreki 22.18  39 v pamiat’ 5.71  63 vplotnuiu k 3.11
16 v period 22.09  40 v chas 5.14  64 v tsarstvovanie 3.09
17 v chest’ 20.99  41 v protivopolozhnost’ 4.83  65 v sferu 3.09
18 v sostav 20.82  42 v minutu 4.61  66 v pomosch’ 3.01
19 v otvet na 18.65  43 v rasporiazhenie 4.57  67 v krug 2.87
20 v prodolzhenie 14.34  44 v god 4.39  68 v sostoianie 2.72
21 v gody 12.92  45 v razgar 4.21  69 v podtverzhdenie 2.67
22 v ruki 12.58  46 v minuty 4.20  70 v dopolnenie k 2.67
23 v moment 12.48  47 v mir? 4.16     
24 vverh po 12.42  48 v otsutstvie 4.15     
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These semantic classes within a structural model provide valuable insights into 
the process of grammaticalization. Many units with similar meanings tend to evolve 
into prepositions by analogy with frequent prepositions within the same semantic class. 
For example, vo vremia (+ gen) and v techenie (+ gen) are well-established and highly 
frequent prepositions in the “time” semantic class. Their usage has led to the emergence 
of numerous similar units, such as v den’ (+ gen), v period (+ gen), v gody (+ gen), v 
moment (+ gen), vo vremena (+ gen), v epohu (+ gen), v dni (+ gen), v chas (+ gen), 
v god (+ gen), v minutu (+ gen), and v poru (+ gen), among others. This phenomenon 
provides important evidence for understanding the mechanisms of grammaticalization 
in the development of prepositions.

The final PU listed in Table 2 is v dopolnenie, with an ipm of 2.67, meaning it 
appears approximately 1 000 times in the RNC. The subsequent PUs exhibit a steady 
decline in frequency.

(6) In the final step, we consolidated all the collected lists, resulting in a dataset of 
approximately 2 400 PUs, which can be presented in frequency-ranked lists, illustrating 
the structure of the functional-grammatical field of prepositions, ranging from core 
prepositions to those at the periphery. Table 3 presents the initial segment of the 
frequency-ranked list for derived prepositions. 

This list illustrates the arrangement of PUs, beginning with the most frequent 
prepositions. The units presented here form the core of the functional-grammatical field 
of prepositions, and we can state with a high degree of certainty that they function as 
prepositions. Their frequent occurrence, as evident from the list, reinforces their central 
role in the system.

This approach has important implications for teaching Russian as a foreign 
language. It is evident that the most frequent PUs should be introduced earlier in language 
instruction, while rarer and more marginal ones can be taught at later stages. However, it 
is worth noting that expressions such as v vide (+ gen), po povodu (+ gen), or v oblasti 
(+ gen) are rarely included in Russian as a foreign language textbooks, despite their high 
frequency in actual usage. Incorporating these frequent PUs into teaching materials would 
greatly benefit learners, enabling them to perform a wider range of communicative tasks 
more effectively.

Furthermore, this approach to preposition description aligns with Construction 
Grammar findings, as prepositions and their equivalents can be viewed as a type of 
construction. From this perspective, a dictionary of prepositions and their equivalents 
can be regarded as a collection of constructions, each with a specific form and function. 
Therefore, a dictionary of prepositions can be conceptualized as part of the Constructicon 
(Zhukova & Janda, 2024), a structured repository of linguistic constructions.

Additional insights can be drawn from this corpus-based data. For instance, we can 
determine which structural models are the most productive in the formation of Russian 
complex prepositions. Diagram 1 presents the distribution of PUs according to different 
structural models. The largest segment of the “pie chart” corresponds to the v + Nacc 
model, indicating that it is the most productive in forming complex prepositions. Other 
significant structural models include na + Nacc, po + Nprep, and v + Nprep. These patterns 
provide a deeper understanding of the structural trends that shape the development of 
Russian PUs.
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Table 3
Frequency-Ranked List of Russian Derived Prepositions:

Top 100

№ PUs ipm № PUs ipm № PUs ipm

1 vmeste s 258.85 35 za schet 39.36 69 nakanune 23.65

2 vo vremia 205.17  36 … (tomu) nazad 38.77  70 v tsentre 23.42

3 vmesto 167.61  37 po slovam 38.17  71 vperedi 23.34

4 nesmotria na 165.68  38 v otlichie ot 37.37  72 pod vliianiem 22.97

5 vokrug 132.68  39 v otnoshenii 36.33  73 v rajone 22.83

6 ..? nazad 112.94  40 ne bez 36.12  74 na fone 22.58

7 riadom s 103.41  41 v sootvetstvii s 35.28  75 vkluchaia 22.36

8 v kachestve 95.38  42 po mneniu 33.74  76 v period 22.09

9 v techenie 94.48  43 v pol’zu 33.66  77 v seredine 21.46

10 blagogaria 93.98  44 posredi 33.60  78 nedaleko ot 21.42

11 v vide 77.19  45 v silu 33.08  79 v chest’ 20.99

12 v kontse 75.45  46 bliz 32.44  80 nezavisimo ot 20.93

13 vrode 72.60  47 po mere 32.04  81 v sostav 20.82

14 po povodu 68.12  48 ne do 31.95  82 za isklucheniem 20.22

15 naschet 66.51  49 na osnove 31.41  83 imeni 20.08

16 vdol’ 66.40  50 po sravneniu s 31.08  84 v glubine 19.95

17 v nachale 64.33  51 v chisle 28.89  85 na protiazhenii 19.88

18 so storony 63.34  52 sverh 28.79  86 v smysle 19.51

19 s pomozhiu 61.85  53 v den’ 28.69  87 po okonchanii 19.20

20 v sviazi 60.87  54 na osnovanii 28.22  88 v prisutstvii 18.88

21 vsledstvie 60.24  55 v ramkah 28.10  89 v otvet na 18.65

22 v sluchae 56.77  56 pri pomoschi 27.63  90 v litse 18.59

23 spustia 55.28 57 vplot’ do 27.42 91 v predelah 18.50

24 otnosotel’no 53.12 58 vo imia 27.13 92 pod nazvaniem 18.48

25 vsled za 50.76 59 v hode 26.84 93 vo glave 17.95

26 soglasno 50.74 60 v zavisimosti ot 26.57 94 v ozhidanii 17.92

27 vnutri 49.83 61 navstrechu 26.26 95 v vidu 17.64

28 v oblasti 47.73 62 nachinaia s 25.55 96 ot imeni 17.48

29 podobno 46.18 63 v usloviiah 24.65 97 ne govoria o 17.35

30 v resul’tate 43.65 64 po sluchaiu 24.16 98 v sostave 17.19

31 po otnosheniu k 41.25 65 nariadu s 24.15 99 s uchetom 16.76

32 sudia po 40.40 66 v protsesse 24.09 100 s tsel’iu 16.20

33 putem 39.68  67 vvidu 24.06    

34 v storonu 39.60  68 posredstvom 23.83     
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Diagram 1. The Quantity of Prepositional Units Formed by Different Models
Diagram 1 visually represents the distribution of PUs according to their structural models, 
offering insight into which models are most central and which are less frequent. Even more 

revealing is Diagram 2, which presents similar data but focuses on the total frequency of each 
preposition within its respective model. By calculating the frequency of individual prepositions, 

we can determine the most frequently occurring prepositional models. As observed, the 
v + Nprep and v + Nacc models together account for nearly half of all complex prepositions, 

underscoring their central role in the Russian prepositional system.
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Diagram 2. Total Frequency of Prepositional Units Formed by Each Model (ipm)
In our view, a corpus-based approach to Russian prepositions provides a reliable tool for 
stratifying the prepositional field. The concept of this field also helps explain how new 

prepositions emerge in speech and language. Initially forming at the periphery of the field, 
these units begin as low-frequency constructions. Over time, as their usage increases, they 

undergo grammaticalization, gradually moving toward the core of the prepositional system.

CONCLUSION

In our analysis of PUs gathered from various sources, we identified 39 structural 
groups of Russian prepositions. The most productive model was found to be v + Nacc 
(373 PUs). However, when considering the cumulative frequency of prepositions within 
the same model, v + Nprep proved to be even more frequent (ipm 1970.83). Our findings 
suggest that PUs involving the prepositions na and po are particularly frequent and 
structurally productive, reinforcing the idea that analogy plays a crucial role in the 
formation of PUs. This analogy facilitates the emergence of new PUs within “priority 
models” (i.e., productive structural groups).

Within each structural group, PUs were classified according to semantic categories. 
It has been revealed that PUs within a given structural model tend to be systematically 
distributed across semantic classes, further supporting the role of analogy in the evolution 
of PUs. For instance, analogy is evident in the deverbal preposition groups:
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	 a)	ne dohodia (do) (+ gen), ne doezzhaia (do) (+ gen), ne dojdia do (+ gen);
	 b)	nesmotria na (+ acc), nevziraia na (+ acc), ne gliadia na (+ acc);
	 c)	(ne) vkluchaia (+ gen/acc), (ne) iskluchaia (+ gen/acc), (ne) vykluchaia (i) (+ 

gen/acc);
	 d)	ishodia iz/ot (+ gen), ottalkivaias’ ot (+ gen), otpravliaias’ ot (+ gen);
	 e)	ne otryvaias’ ot (+ gen), ne othodia ot (+ gen), ne uhodia ot (+ gen).

At the same time, while classifying PUs into semantic classes, it became evident 
that one derivative PU may express multiple meanings. Moreover, there are no strict 
boundaries between semantic classes, which is expected given that grammaticalization 
leads to semantic shifts. This phenomenon aligns with the grammaticalization scale 
proposed by Heine et al. (1991: 48ff): person > object > action > space > time > 
quality. For example, spatial constructions often evolve to express temporal meanings.

Additionally, our analysis identified a correlation between meaning and actant type 
within certain prepositional models. For example, in the bez (+ gen) model, PUs expressing 
comitative-1 (Zolotova, 2001: 281), which describe actions or states accompanying the 
main action, typically combine with event nouns (bez ogliadki na (+ acc), bez teni (+ 
gen), bez prava (+ gen), bez doli (+ gen), bez ucheta (+ gen), bez otryva ot (+ gen)). 
In contrast, comitative-2 (Zolotova, 2001: 343), which denotes a person or object not 
taking part in an action, tends to combine with subject names (bez pomoschi (+ gen), 
bez vedoma (+ gen), bez soglasia (+ gen), bez razreshenia (+ gen), bez podderzhki (+ 
gen), bez soglasovania s (+ instr), bez posredstva (+ gen)).

Our findings confirm the field-like structure of PUs within each model, validating 
the distribution of PUs within the functional-grammatical field of Russian prepositions. 
Nearly every structural group contains a core set of highly frequent PUs, alongside a 
large peripheral zone comprising less frequent units, which often emerge through analogy 
to core prepositions or through paradigmatic associations. For example: 

po prichine (+ gen) – ipm 11.91, po prichinam (+ gen) – ipm 0.31;
navstrechu (+ dat) – ipm 26.26, navstrechu k (+ dat) – ipm 0.76;
s tochki zrenia (+ gen) – ipm 13.52, s positsii (+ gen) – ipm 1.5.

After consolidating the lists of PUs across the 39 identified models, we compiled 
a dataset of 2 402 PUs (though this is, of course, an open and non-exhaustive list). 
The frequency-ranked ordering of this dataset demonstrates the stratification of the 
functional-grammatical field of Russian prepositions, ranging from core prepositions 
(high-frequency units) to peripheral prepositions (low-frequency units).

This research provides a valuable foundation for further studies on Russian 
prepositions and may contribute to future volumes of Russian prepositional dictionaries 
and Grammar of preposition. Additionally, the compiled dataset can be regarded as a part 
of the Russian Constructicon, serving as a structured repository for linguistic constructions 
in Russian. It is also particularly valuable for teaching Russian as a foreign language: 
educators can prioritize the most commonly used prepositions, enabling students to 
acquire the language more effectively.
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użyciu realnym. Materiały do słownika (w zestawieniu z językiem rosyjskim). Tom 1: a 
conto – oprócz; Tom 2: pamięci – w kleszczach; Tom 3: w klimacie – zwyczajem; Tom 
4: tak zwane przyimki parametryczne. Kępa: Wydawnictwo Nowik Sp. j. 
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