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In large part due to the work of Zubritskaya (1995) and Matushansky (2002), it has been frequently asserted
that prefixes (1) and prepositions (2) instantiate a synchronically unified and unique class (henceforth P) in
Russian phonology.

(1) PFX + -loZit (verbal stem) 2 PREP + komnata (room)
otloZit! (to put aside) ot komnati (from the room)
podlozit! (to put) pod komnatoj (under the room)
vloZit (to invest, insert) v komnate (in the room)

An existing account of the phonology of P (Rubach, 2000) addresses only the phonological facts, implicitly
assuming that the two categories are identical morphosyntactically. However, Russian prefixes (henceforth
PFX) and prepositions (henceforth PREP) cannot be unified on the basis of their morphosyntactic characteris-
tics. Though this might indicate a contradiction between the phonological identity and the morphosyntactic
nonidentity of PFX and PREP, I argue that there is, in fact, no mismatch: PREP and PFX are both morphosyn-
tactically and phonologically distinct, as can be deduced from the pattern of jer (vowels that alternate with
zero) vocalization PFX-finally as opposed to PREP-finally (following similar claims by Steriopolo 2006).
This evidence is analyzed in a three-tiered Stratal OT system (Kiparsky, 2000) in which PFX and PREP are
processed at distinct strata (word and postlexical, respectively).

The characteristics that are known to distinguish clitics from affixes (Zwicky and Pullum, 1983) indicate that
PREP behaves like a clitic while PFX behaves like an affix. PREP leans on any category of host (3), while
PFX attaches only to verb stems.

3) k (etomu)/(krasivomu) domu
to this.PREP/beautiful. PREP house.PREP

‘to (this)/(beautiful) house’

PREP can combine with any semantically feasible noun phrase; there are no lexical gaps. PFX, however, is
significantly limited in the verb stems it can attach to (4).

) a. nanesti ‘bring over (some amount of)’ d. >X‘na-iskati ‘na-search’
b. nabrat’ ‘to collect (some amount of)’ e. *na-ljubit’ ‘na-love’
c. najti “find’ f. *na-imet’ ‘na-have’

Moreover, it can be demonstrated that PREP and PFX are also phonologically distinct. While PFX jers do not
display any variation in their realization, jers in monoconsonantal PREP are not as consistent, as evidenced
by Google searches (5).

| PREPOSITIONS | VARIATION [| PREFIXES | VARIATION |
s vzroslim (with grown-up) | 17% sobrat! (to collect) 99.98%
4) sO vzroslim 83% sbrat/ 0.02%
s mnogimi (with many) 16% sozgla (burned.3.F.PF) | 99.99%
s0O mnogimi 84% szgla 0.01%




I claim that this is due to inter-speaker variability in conditions on the sonority of the word-edge, rather than
being a property of the PREP-final jer. Predictably, PREP containing more segmental material, such as pod
and ot, are not subject to the same variability (6), because they do not form a complex cluster when combined
with the beginning of the word in the absence of jer realization.

[ PODO | VARIATION [| 0TO | VARIATION |
pod vzroslim (under 99.55% ot vzroslogo (from 100%
(6) podo vzroslim grown-up) 0.45% oto vzroslogo grown-up) | 0%
pod mnogimi (under many) | 99.75% ot mnogix (from many) 99.96%
podo mnogimi 0.25% oto mnogix 0.04%

I claim further that, unlike with PREP, PFX jer realization is not motivated exclusively by sonority constraints
on the word-initial consonant cluster. As early as Pesetsky 1979, it has been asserted that PFX jers vocal-
ize when the verbal stem contains a jer; this is independent of sonority, and it is this fact that differentiates
PFX from PREP phonologically. This claim is supported by the fact that PFX jers are often realized in cases
where nothing about the phonotactics of the word-initial cluster is objectionable for Russian. For example,
consider the near-minimal pair [podprignut’] ‘jump up.INF’, and [podopru] ‘support.1S.FUT’: the left edge
cluster (before the addition of the PFX) is almost identical (-pri/-pru) in both cases. It is not the phonotac-
tics of the word-initial cluster that trigger jer realization, since in that case, both words would vocalize a
PFX jer. The jer in [podopru] is realized for a different reason: the verb stem contains an unrealized jer (c.f.
pEret ‘trudge.INF’). By contrast, there is no jer in the verb prignu# ‘jump.INF’.

This evidence distinguishes PFX from PREP phonologically, and provides an argument for analyzing PREP and
PFX at distinct levels. On a Stratal OT account, both the stem-internal jer and the PFX jer are evaluated at
the word level (assuming that the constraints affecting jer vocalization are not relevant at the stem level). At
the postlexical level, all jers that were once present in the word have either been deleted or have become
real vowels; the only trigger for jer realization in PREP is an unparsable consonant cluster at the word-edge.
Constraints at the postlexical level — *CA (no complex appendices), SSC (sonority sequencing), and *CC (no
complex codas) — are ranked so as to militate against particular types of clusters at the word-edge, allowing
for jer realization (which violates DEP- s, following Yearley 1995) as a repair for such violations (7).

| podO Fdom  ‘under ice.PREP’ | ssC ~ *CC ' *CA [ DEP-y | Parse-seg-c ~ MAX-V |

) a. = po.dol’.dom ‘ ‘ * ‘
b. pod.ldom o \ \ *
C. podl.dom box ‘ o
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