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Abstract

The paper deals with a part of a research project which focuses on the development of
a corpus-driven semantic-grammatical description of Russian prepositional constructions.
In this paper, we investigate the structure of synonymous and quasi-synonymous semantic
relations of primary and secondary prepositions in the Russian language. The metalan-
guage for the identification of a prepositional meaning is described. The methodology for
processing corpus data and calculating frequency characteristics of prepositional construc-
tions in modern Russian texts is presented. We demonstrate results of our methodology
for the semantics of the locative rubric.
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1 Introduction

The paper deals with a part of a research project focusing on the development of a corpus-
driven semantic-grammatical description of Russian prepositional constructions. In order to
achieve this goal, we take four interdependent tasks: 1) the integral description of Russian
prepositional system as an interconnected structure in terms of the sense metalanguage
specified according to prepositional meanings; 2) the collection of corpus statistics for
“preposition — its meaning” pairs in this structure; 3) the sense representation of prepositional
constructions as a function expressed by prepositions in this structure over the unity of their
governors and governees; 4) the exposition of prepositional semantics as a part of syntactic
links between classes of content words, i.e.a kind of a prepositional ontology.
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These tasks are challenging due to the prepositional ambiguity, which is manifested
in selectional preferences of particular prepositions expressing synonymic relations between
similar content words. We couldn’t rely on abstract scholastic presentation of prepositional
meanings. Therefore, all elements of our description are based on corpus data: the
enumeration of prepositional constructions, variance of their grammatical features, synonymic
and near synonymic prepositional constructions, etc. This corpus-based semantic and
grammatical description of Russian prepositional constructions uses empiric data from various
contemporary Russian corpora in order to identify and then formalize the basic ontologic
semantic patterns of a “prepositional grammar”. We foresee the results of our research to be
a useful part of NLP resources because prepositions have not been getting much attention by
specialists in this sphere.

The semantics of Russian prepositions was a matter of a large amount of works
which are mentioned in [Solonitsky, 2003] and [Filipenko, 2000| though they mainly
follow more traditional methodology and investigate several specific aspects of prepositional
constructions. Anyway, the linguistic prerequisites for analyses of prepositional construction
are a fundamental part of our method.

The main problem of quantitative prepositional ontology is its inner controversy because
the ontological structure presupposes logical analysis of lexical meanings though prepositional
constructions themselves are usually interpreted as non-lexical or not fully lexical language
elements. It is obvious that grammatical constructions have grammatical meanings which
are partially similar to lexical ones but in some way they are quite different. From our
point of view, their differences were articulated by M.I. Steblin-Kamensky [Steblin-Kamenskiy,
1974]. The first point of the distinction is the extent of specificity: the lexical meanings may
include a complex list of visual and functional features of objects, people, locations, as, for
example, the form of a maple tree and alike. For this purpose, in the lexicon of a particular
language comprehensive lexico-semantic groups were developed describing all the necessary
characteristics of people, objects, and other notions used in the nomination of a specific
national-specific lexical system of the language. As far as the grammar is concerned, there
is an incomplete awareness of the motivation for grammatical meanings, which is expressed,
for example, in the attribution of animateness to obviously inanimate nominations such as
nokoitauk, meprser (‘dead person’) or kykisa (‘a doll’) and the like. There are grammatical
meanings which weakly correlate with any meaningful characteristic, for example, the meaning
of Russian cases. Such grammatical categories are usually called formal. However, even in such
cases it is possible to formulate some oppositions which were demonstrated by R. Jakobson
[Jakobson, 1985] in his analysis of grammatical oppositions within the structure of Russian case
forms or verbal categories. His main point was that in the binary grammatical opposition there
is a specified member, so called characteristic category, expressing a grammatical meaning “A”,
and its counterpart which is not a simple opposite of “non A” but some sort of a merger between
“non A” and “A”. For our approach, this is a fairly clear principle of distinguishing grammatical
oppositions on the basis of corpus statistics. We will use this idea of the characteristic category
as a guideline for distinguishing grammatical oppositions since purely logical comparisons of
prepositional meanings lead to the so-called “inconsistency” in the use of prepositional-case
constructions due to their grammatical nature.



2 Core Group of Primary Prepositions

Prepositions constitute a part of speech whose frequency in Russian is extraordinarily high.
In the Russian National Corpus (RNC), they represent more than 10% tokens. There are 3
prepositions “B” (‘in’), “aa” (‘on’), “c” (‘with’) among the first ten most frequent words and
18 prepositions in the first hundred. Primary Russian prepositions are highly polysemous. For
example, the preposition “B” (‘in’) has more than 23 meanings in the explanatory dictionaries,
though their corpus frequencies are arranged according to the Gauss law. Thus we can choose
the most frequent usage of the core group of Russian prepositions and organize them into the

structure of grammatical oppositions.

We take 10 topmost prepositions from the frequency list in [Lyashevskaya and Sharoff,
2009] marked as common for all functional styles and periods from Russian National Corpus:
“B” (‘in”), “ma” (‘on’), “c” (‘with’), “no” (‘by’), “c” (‘to’), “n3” (‘from’), “y” (‘at’), “3a” (‘behind’),
“or” (‘from’), “0” (‘about’). Prepositions with consonant endings have vocalic variants which
occur before the words beginning with a consonant cluster (vodvore), these variants concede
in frequency to standard consonant variants and usually do not exceed 5% from their IPM.
Hence a complete list of core prepositions looks more multiform: “B|so” (‘in’), “ma” (‘on’),
“clco” (‘with’), “mno” (‘by’), “k|k0” (‘t0’), “uz|uzo” (‘from’), “y” (‘at’), “3a” (‘behind’), “or|oTo”
(‘from’), “o0|06|060” (‘about’). Due to the common system of grammatical meanings expressed
by prepositional variants, in what follows we will refer to core prepositions by their standard
forms for the sake of simplicity.

We suppose that the structure of meanings and their frequency distribution expressed
by prepositions from the core group in corpus contexts outlines the essential grammatical
oppositions presented in the semantic continuum of prepositional constructions.

2.1 The Metalanguage for Prepositional Meaning Description

We claimed in [Azarova and Zakharov, 2019] that a prepositional ontology has a hierarchical
structure. The most abstract concepts are semantic rubrics, which are realized as syntaxemes.
This term was proposed by G. A. Zolotova |Zolotova, 2011] as a designation of the minimal
syntactic-morphological prepositional constructions having particular meanings. Syntaxemes
may be divided into subtypes which convey lexico-grammatical meanings and may be expressed
by secondary prepositions in a variety of textual forms. Notions from the two topmost
ontological levels have grammatical nature that requires a special quantitative grammatical
approach for further structuring.

A syntaxeme is characterized by a morphological arrangement (a preposition plus a noun
case form) which has a unity of the form and the meaning functioning as a constructive
and significant component of a phrase or a sentence. A syntaxeme is a minimal grammatical
construction which could not be further split into meaningful elements. The types of
syntaxemes in Zolotova’s description look like semantic roles or argument specification:
directive, destinative, correlative, quantitative, qualitative, locative, mediative, temporative.
We use this terminology as a starting point for our metalanguage due to its particular trait —
specification of items according to their use in prepositional phrases. A typical syntaxeme
in Zolotova’s description is expressed by several prepositional phrases, some of them are
synonymsand some are not. This fact was a reason for a more detailed designation of
prepositional constructions.



A group of syntaxemes may have a common grammatical feature, for example a similar
semantic range of governee and governor nouns in a prepositional construction. This fact is
very informative for the quantitative grammar of prepositional constructions and led us to the
notion of “semantic rubric”: a generic designation for a group of prepositional meanings. It is
often the case that the rubric unites several syntaxemes as an ontological generalization.

2.2 Methodology for Selection Pairs “Preposition — its Meaning”

In order to solve the task of quantitative grammatical description, we need appropriate
corpora. We carry out our research on morphologically annotated corpora. We used 3 Russian
corpora: Russian National Corpus (http://ruscorpora.ru/en/index.html), with about 289 mln.
tokens of different style subcorpora, Russian corpora of the Aranea —a corpus family created
by the WaCtechnology (http://unesco.uniba.sk), and a balanced corpus developed at Saint-
Petersburg in the Mathematical Linguistics Department (21 mln. tokens).

It is worth noting that frequencies of prepositional meanings obtained from various
corpora differ for a variety of reasons: the balance of stylistic and thematic texts, chronological
limits of texts, etc. In order to receive comparable frequencies, we use ipm (instances per
million) measure of relative frequency, that is a number of occurrences of an item normalised
per million.

The crucial point of our methodology is a compilation of a random sample of contexts with
prepositional constructions from the chosen corpora. The sample contexts are annotated at
the first stage by linguists. Prepositional meanings are ranked according to the percentage of a
particular meaning of a preposition. The top ranks demonstrate the regular use of prepositional
constructions, and the bottom ranks show their irregular use. The meanings from the top ranks
are extrapolated due to the total frequency of a preposition in the corpus and normalized to
a number of millions of tokens presented in the corpus and processed as an ipm frequency
measure of prepositional meanings. They may be used for aligning the pairs “preposition — its
meaning” according to the similar meaning, that is, the rubric or syntaxeme.

3 Prepositional Constructions of the Localization Rubric

Our pilot research [Azarova and Zakharov, 2019] shows that several syntaxemes of
prepositional constructions may be assembled in the most frequent group of a meaning
structure denoted as localization. This rubric is informative due to its frequency domination
(more than 13000 ipm) in text corpora, thus various grammatical “characteristic categories”
are presented in the syntaxeme’s types and subtypes. The framework of this rubric is — in
some way — reproduced by other semantic rubrics conforming the localization grammatical
oppositions to their particular nature.

3.1 Locative Syntaxemes

Syntaxemes of the localization rubric include proper locative syntaxeme, expressed by s
(‘in’) plus the locative case form [3700 ipm|: cudems 6 cady (‘to sit in the garden’), eyaamo 6
secy (‘to have a walk in the forest’), the same meaning may be expressed by the preposition
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ua” (‘on’) with the locative case [1800 ipm| as well: cudems na cmyase (‘to sit on the chair’),
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dviwams 603dyzom na eepande (‘to breathe air on the veranda’). In [Herskovits, 1985], the
difference was associated with the idea of “inclusion” for the former in the contrast to “support”
and “contiguity” for the latter. We point out that this “classification” is purely linguistic because
the “veranda” is a three-dimensional object and a sitting person is inside it. So, we will consider
these constructions to be the syntaxeme locative 1 and the locative 2 because they concede in
frequency. The semantic type of governors for the locative 1 and the locative 2 is very wide:
various types of verbs and verbal derivatives denoting existence, siting, perception, etc. It is
easier to point to verbal types poorly combined with these syntaxemes, which are verbs of
directional movement (see the directive syntaxeme below).

A less frequent preposition from the core group also shares the static picture of
localization: it is the preposition y (‘at’) plus the genitive case [250 ipm|, denoting the locative
3 of immediate proximity, together with its synonymous secondary prepositions sos.e and oxo-
20 (‘near’): cudems y (603ae / okono) mopa (‘to sit by (near | about) the sea’); sanamo mecmo
y okna (‘to take a seat by the window’). This preposition blurs the opposition between spatial
and non spatial objects: ecmamo y xpecaa / cmyaa (‘to stand at a chair’), pacnososrcumocsa
y 2opoda / noas (‘to settle down at a city / field’).

The preposition “3a” (‘behind’) with an ablative case [175 ipm| denotes the locative 4
designating the dividing limit (xpuuamo 3a domom ‘to scream behind the house’; cmoamo
3a cnunot ‘to stand behind’), which can simultaneously be a marker of the offered services
(cmosamwv 3a npusaskom ‘to stand behind the counter’, ckyuwamo 3a baprot cmotixot ‘to be
bored behind the bar counter’), the latter construction leads to an “active” interpretation of
the locative 4 (6vimo npodasuom, bapmenom ‘to be a seller, a bartender’). The object standing
as a prepositional governee may be a real obstacle, hiding from the sight of a person what is
behind it cmoamo 3a dsepvio / sopomamu ‘to stand behind the door / gate’, narodumuvcs 3a
sabopom ‘to be behind the fence’. The locative 4 syntaxeme also tends to lexicalize: 6wmov 3a
20podom (= ma npupode) ‘to be in the country’, naxodumuvcsa za pybesicom ‘to be abroad’ (to
leave the country).

Another frequent prepositionno (‘over’) taking the dative case [110 ipm| is considered by
G. A. Zolotova predominantly a transitive syntaxeme (see below), although it is also used for
a localization specification as the locative 5 in specific situations, denoting the boundaries of
non-directional or chaotic movement: 6podumsv no 2opody / yauyam ‘to wander around the
city / the streets’, nymewecmeosamsv no cmpare ‘to travel around the country’.

Topmost frequent and less frequent locative syntaxemes may be combined in texts. For
example: locative 1 and locative 2: cudemv 6 kpecae na eepande (‘to sit in a chair on the
veranda’), eucemv 6 Ouavapdnol na cmene (‘to hang in the pool room on the wall’); a
combination with less frequent locatives: epabumv na omxpwvimwvix dopozax 3a 2opodom ‘to
rob on open roads outside the city’, 6podumv no summnemy napxy 6 Iopkax ‘to wander around
the winter park in Gorki’, cobpamuvcsa y 2opodckuxr sopom na 6vicokom nomocme ‘to gather at
the city gates on a high platform’, cudems y exoda 3a cmosom ‘to sit at the entrance at the
table’. This fact is usually considered an evidence that they have different roles, though these
localization places may be included into each other.

The frequency distribution of the subtypes of locative syntaxeme is summed up in Table



3.2 Directive Syntaxemes

The next type of localization prepositional groups reflects the trajectory of object or subject
movement which is compatible with governors denoting travel verbs and verbs denoting the
change of object location as well as their derivatives. Three aspects of this trajectory are
usually specified in corpus texts (sorted by their frequency rank): (a) the end point of the
trajectory, that is, the goal; (b) the initial or starting point of the trajectory; (c) the space
traversed. Zolotova proposes 2 different syntaxemes: directive and transitive.

The specification of the end point of the movement trajectory establishes another
syntaxeme group —directive. The topmost frequent prepositions “6” (‘in’) and “na” (‘on’)
have impressive parallelism in their grammatical specificity, they require the accusative case
of nouns, which are classified in the same way as in locativel and locative2 syntaxemes. Thus
we can introduce two syntaxemes: the directivel [2500 ipm| and the directive2 [1250 ipm)]:
nputimu 6 cad (‘to come to the garden’), nososrcums 6 wrag (‘to put in the closet’), nocma-
sumv na cmoa (‘to put on the table’), nputimu na eeparndy (‘to come to the veranda’). This
doubling is caused by entailment: if someone has finished moving at some point X, then he was
localized at X and can perform different actions and similarly, moving an object to the place X
results in its localization at X. The same grammatical shift is valid for less frequent directive4
with the preposition “3a” (in this sense ‘over’) [90 ipm|: 6pocumv 3a oepady ‘to throw over the
fence’, swtimu 3a oepady ‘to go over the fence’.

The novelty in this group is the preposition “x” (‘to’) taking the dative case [575 ipm]|
denoting the directive3 which combines with governee nouns of wider range than those of the
previous directives; it is — in a way — similar to governee specification of the locative3 for
preposition “y” (‘at’): yempemumucs x sepande ‘to rush to the veranda’, nodsunymo x oxny
‘to move to the window’, npubausumvca x cmoaby ‘to get closer to the pillar’. The sequence
of the directive and locative has a standard interpretation: the locative in postposition is an
attribute for the directive: npuerams 6 20pod na Hese (‘to come to the city on the Neva’),
npuexamov na euary 6 Mexcuke (‘to come to the villa in Mexico’). The sequence of directives
is ambivalent in a manner characteristic to locatives: omsesmu 6 depesiio na suary (¢ to take

someone to the village to the villa’), omnpasumuvcsa na dawy 6 Bapsuzy (‘to go to the cottage
in Barvikha’).

The frequency distribution of the directive syntaxeme subtypes is summed up in Table 1.

Table 1: Distribution of ipm frequencies of syntaxemes from the localization rubric in a bal-
anced corpus (the superscript following the preposition designates the case form as its position
in the standard case paradigm).

Locative Directive Departive Transitive
Locativel | 6g 4000 | Directivel | 64 2500 | Departivel | usg 660 | Transitivel | nog 360
Locative2 | nag | 2500 | Directive2 | nay | 1250 | Departive2 | co 410 | Transitive2 | [uepess] | 135
Locative3 | yo 250 | Directive3d | x3 575 | Departived | omy 300

Locatived | sas | 175 | Directived | 3aq | 575 | Departived | [u3-3ag| | 40

Locatived | nos | 110

ipm 7035 ipm 4415 ipm 1410 ipm 495




3.3 Departive Syntaxemes

The initial or starting point of the movement trajectory was not specified in Zolotova’s
description, although prepositional constructions are rather frequent in corpus texts and,
moreover, they are used with the similar group of governor words denoting movement or
displacement of objects. We designate this syntaxeme departive. Directive syntaxemes have
their departive matches which regularly have the same range of governees, whereas governors
are antonyms of directive ones.

The departivel expressed by “ug” (‘from’) plus the genitive form [660 ipm| denotes the
movement or changing place of an object or a subject opposite to that of directivel yimu
u3 cada ‘to leave the garden’, swmawumos u3 wraga'to pull out of the closet’, compare to
nputmu 6 cad ‘to come to the garden’, nosoorcums 6 wrag ‘to put into the closet’.

The same opposition can be seen in the departive2 “¢” (‘from’) plus the genitive form [410
ipm|: yopamo co cmona ‘to clear the table’, yimu ¢ eepandu ‘to leave the veranda’, compare
to Haxpwms Ha cmoa ‘to set the table’, nputimu na sepandy ‘to come to the veranda’.

The departive3 expressed by “om” (‘from’) plus the genitive form [300 ipm]| is an opposite
to directive3: omodsunymv om oxHa ‘to move away from the window’, yiamu om cmona ‘to
get away from the table’, compare to nodsunymo ko xny ‘to move to the window’, nodotimu
x cmoay ‘to come to the table’.

The departived is expressed by the preposition “wus-za” (‘from’) [40 ipm| which goes
beyond the core limits as they were specified in our research, but for the sake of consistency of
the ontological structure we include it into our description: swmawums us-za nasyxu ‘to pull
out from the bosom’, scmamv u3-3a cmosa ‘to get up from the table’, compare to noaoorcumo
3a na3yxy ‘to put in the bosom’, cecmsv 3a cmona ‘to sit at the table’.

The sequence of the departive and the locative has the same interpretation as for the
directive’s: the locative in postposition is an attribute for the directive: yexams us eopoda
na Hese (‘to leave the city on the Neva’), yezamo ¢ suasvn 6 Mexcuke (‘to leave the villa in
Mexico’).

The frequency distribution of the subtypes of departive syntaxeme is summed up in Table

3.4 Transitive Syntaxemes

The transitive syntaxeme denotes the traversed space in process of subject motion or object
displacement. The preposition “no” (in this sense ‘along’) plus the dative form [360 ipm| from
the core group is the only representative of this localization subtype, though there is another
preposition beyond the limits “uepes” (‘through’) plus the accusative form [135 ipm|: npotimu
no xopudopy / noao ‘to walk along the corridor / field’, cnyckamoca no aecmnuye ‘to go down
the stairs’, nepexamumv no noay ‘to roll across the floor’, npotimu wepes xoan ‘to go through
the hall’, mpoBosuTsuepesepees s ‘to transport across highway crossing’.

The transitive syntaxeme co-occurs with the directive and/or departive ones specifying
the trajectory completely, though the governor verbs in these contexts differ from the typical
group denoting self-propelled motion or displacement of objects: cudems na neydobrom xpecae
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no dopoze u3 aszponopma ‘to sit in an uncomfortable chair on the way from the airport’,
nozubryms no dopoze u3d asponopma 6 Mocksy ‘to die on the way from the airport to Moscow’.
Thus, in such cases, the description of the trajectory denotes the period of traveling time, that
is the temporative syntaxeme. The juxtaposition of the directive and transitive syntaxemes
designates two components of the trajectory: the end point and some place which is traversed
and which is vital for achieving the goal: ewimu wepes apxy na yauuy (‘to go through the
arch to the street’), ezamov wepes I'ubpaamap ¢ Hpax (‘to go through Gibraltar to Iraq’).
This combination receives another entailment meaning in Zolotova’s structure of prepositional
meanings — the mediative syntaxeme, which is highly ambivalent. Combination of a transitive
syntaxeme with a locative one is interpreted as a localization attribute of the trajectory: udmu
no nabepescnoti 6 uenmpe 2opoda ‘to walk along the promenade in the city center’.

The frequency distribution of the subtypes of transitive syntaxemes is summed up in
Table 1.

3.5 Overview of localization syntaxemes

The distribution of the frequencies of localization syntaxemes illustrates the quantitative
realization of grammatical oppositions in the ontological structure of prepositional meanings.
Jacobson’s characteristic categories can be seen in the syntaxeme group: the locativel prevails
over the locative2, and so forth, and this ratio is recurrent in every syntaxeme group. The
locative syntaxeme group predominates over the directive one, the directive one — over the
departive one, and the departive one — over the transitive one. This structure is transformed
subsequently into other semantic rubrics, though the fundamental cognitive traits of the
localization rubric are quite clear.

The significant feature of the localization syntaxeme structure is the fact that practically
all syntaxemes are unambiguous: they involve different prepositions, and if they coincide, the
attached case forms vary. This leads to a situation in which the juxtaposition of Russian
localization syntaxemes cannot be translated into English as a valid phrase due to the
repetition of the same preposition.

Therefore, we may consider enumerated syntaxemes to be a joint form of grammatical
expression of the localization ontological system. English translations of the localization
syntaxemes reflect the fact that in some parts the ontological structures in two languages
overlap, and partially they are totally different.

Contextual examples of Russian localization syntaxemes show the correlation between
prefix verbal derivatives and localization syntaxemes in use. The usual interpretation of this
correlation is formulated as follows: prefixal verbal derivatives create constituents of “governed”
prepositional constructions, the prefix regularly matching the preposition in such a constituent
[Skoblikova, 1990]. In the next section, we examine this hypothesis for the localization rubric.

3.6 Distribution of Localization Syntaxeme for Prefixal Verbal
Derivatives

We investigate the compatibility of prefixal verbal derivatives and the specification of the
localization rubric. The total list of verbal prefixes includes orthographic variants similar to
prepositional ones above: 6- / 60- / 65-, 63- / 630- / 6356- / 6¢c- / 603- / 6oc-, 6vI-, 3a-, Ha-, HAO-
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/ mado- / mads-, o- / 06- / 06s- / 06o-, om- / omo- / oms-, nepe-, no-, nod- / nodo- / nods-,
npe-, nped- / npedo- / npeds-, npu-, npo-, pas- / pazo- / pass- / pac-, c- / co- / c¢o-, y-. For
the simplicity of enumeration, we will use the most frequent variant of the prefix underlined
above. Some prefixes coincide with prepositions. The number of prefixal meanings vary from
one to fourteen. In Fig. 1, we see the number of prefixes compatible with the localization rubric
and the number of localization syntaxemes found in contexts of governor verbal derivatives
with a particular prefix.

The frequency of occurrence of localization syntaxemes in contexts of prefixal derivatives
is assessed as related to the average value among the whole group of prefixal derivatives. If
its value is greater than or equal to the mean value, the frequency is considered substantial,
otherwise it is considered minor. The interpretation of this rating is ambivalent: (1) it may
show the low corpus frequency of derivatives with a particular prefix, i.e. there are quite a
few of them in the corpus with the localization meaning, (2) it may mark some localization
syntaxeme as infrequent, i.e. occasional. In Table 2, the substantial occurrences of localization
syntaxemes in the context of prefixal derivatives are shown.

45
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Figure 1: Conformity of the number of prefix meanings compatible with the localization rubric
(2nd column) and the number of localization syntaxemes found in contexts of governor verbal
derivatives with a particular prefix (1st column)

It is obvious from Fig. 1 that prefixes may be grouped into several clusters due to the
number of attached syntaxemes: 1 — no-; 2 — 6-, 0-, om-, npe-, nped-, paz-; 3 — 63-, Gbi-,
3a-, Ha-, HaO-, Nod-, npu-, npo-, c-, y-; 4 — nepe-.

It is necessary to point out, that unprefixed verbal derivarives have the capability to
attach several syntaxemes, but it is considered to be an inner feature for such words whereas
prefixed forms are explicitly marked [Skoblikova, 1990|. However, the distribution of substantial
frequencies of localization syntaxemes over prefixal verbal derivatives presented in Tab. 2
shows that the potential of verbal semantics influences the appearance of a syntaxeme to
a considerable extent. In this table, underlined prepositions are the most frequent ones,
prepositions in brackets are occasional. This distribution reveals that syntaxeme subtypes
tend to substitute one another under the influence of the semantic type of the governee.



Table 2: Distribution of substantial frequencies of localization syntaxemes for prefixed verbal
derivatives

Synaxemes Locative Directive Departive Transitive
Prefixes Preositions | ipm | Preositions ipm | Preositions | ipm | Preositions ipm
6- B (Ha) 390

6bi- Ha, (K, B, 3a) | 330 | u3 150

3a- Ha 110 | B 170

Ha- B, (Ha, 3a) | 265 | Ha (K) 210 | ¢, or 80

0- B, Ha 185

om- B (K, Ha) 210 | or (m3) 80

no- Ha, B (K) 520

noo- K 420

npu- B, Ha 270 Jepes 60
npo- B, Ha 230 4depes, 110, CKBO3b 90
pa3- B, Ha, 110 165

c- y 120 | B 360 | or 120

4 Conclusion and Further Work

The proposed method of ontological structuring of semantic rubrics, syntaxemes and their
subtypes presented in our approach help to organize rather vague prepositional meanings.
Their affinity and difference may be explicated through the overlap of semantic classes of
governors and governeesin prepositional constructions. The structure of corpus frequencies
of prepositional constructions is a resource for a compilation of a quantitative prepositional
grammar for Russian syntax.

We are going to continue our research by describing an ontological structure for other
semantic rubrics by the decreasing frequency: temporative, objective, derivative, qualificative,
partitive, quantificative in the outlined direction. We plan to outline the distribution
ofmeanings of primary prepositions and then to assign meanings tosecondary prepositions
in these rubrics.

Further stages of our investigation include the following tasks:

e to clarify the set of syntaxemes for prepositional constructions referring to semantic
types of the governor and the governee based on corpus data;

e to compile sets of prepositional constructions from corpora of different genres in order
to discover the significant variation of statistical parameters;

e to describe prepositional constructions in terms of predominant semantic classes and/or
lexemes used as governors;

e to list predominant semantic classes and/or lexemes used as governee for different
semantic rubrics and/or syntaxemes;

e to create a database of Russian prepositional constructions accumulating corpus data
with statistical information obtained;
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e to compile rules of the hybrid generative grammar showing the use of prepositional
phrases for expressing the comprehensive set of syntaxemes.
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