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This work analyses the predestinative suffix of Northern Samoyedic languages — Nenets, Enets, 

Nganasan (Uralic; Russia) — through a corpus-based approach combined with areal and diachronic 

evidence. 

This suffix has attracted the attention of typological and Uralic linguistics alike due to its atypical 

behaviour and debated history, which has earned it the label of typological rarissimum (see Creissels 

& Daniel 2006 and Khanina & Shluinsky 2014). Most always combined with core grammatical cases, 

it has been variously defined as a benefactive (Prokof’ev 1937, Khanina & Shluinsky 2014) or 

nominal TAM marker (Nikolaeva 2015, Leisiö 2014), as endorsed by prototypical uses like (1) and 

(2). In the latter, the recipient is encoded inside the predestinative-marked NP expressing the theme, 

whereby the ditransitive transfer verb is formally turned monotransitive (Creissels & Daniel 2006, 

Malchukov et al. 2010). 

 

(1) Tundra Nenets (Nikolaeva 2015:103)  

ŋəno-də-mt°  temtaə-d°m 

boat-PRD-ACC.2SG buy-1SG 

‘I bought a boat for you [/your future boat].’ 

 

(2) Nganasan (Wagner-Nagy 2018:211)  

mənə kńiga-ðə-mtu  mi-sʲiə-m 

1SG book-PRD-ACC.3SG give-PST-1SG 

‘I gave him/her a book.’ 

 

The corpus-based analysis draws from the INEL Northern Samoyedic corpora (Brykina et al. 2018 

for Nganasan, Shluinsky et al. 2024 for Enets, and Budzisch & Wagner-Nagy 2024 for Nenets), 

extracting 200 occurrences of the suffix from each to investigate, through distributional evidence, the 

semantic features of predestinative-marked nouns and of co-occurring verbs. The crosslinguistic trend 

shows that the suffix generally combines with the accusative case to encode recipient-benefactive or 

proper recipient values. The occurrence of the predestinative suffix with nominative and genitive, 

instead, displays language-dependent features: Nenets has the lowest score of nominative 

predestinative forms and the highest of genitive predestinative ones while Nganasan displays the 

opposite distribution; Enets stays in between. 

Considering areal data for the Enisej zone of Northern Siberia, it is observed that Evenki 

(Tungusic; Russia) features a case suffix, labelled indefinite accusative, which encodes recipient-

beneficiaries inside the theme’s noun phrase like the Northern Samoyedic predestinative as can be 

seen in (3). 

 

(3) Evenki (Nedjalkov 1997:147) 

d’av-ja-v  oː-kal 

boat-ACCIN-1SG make-IMP.2SG  

‘Make a boat for me.’ 



Unlike Northern Samoyedic, however, the Evenki suffix fits in the language’s case system and has 

close functional cognates across many Tungusic languages. Therefore, a case of pattern borrowing 

(Sakel 2007) from Tungusic to Northern Samoyedic can be postulated. The native Samoyedic item 

targeted by pattern borrowing is internally reconstructed as Proto-Samoyedic *-tə, resulting from 

Proto-Uralic *-ksi (Janhunen 1989). A grammaticalization path is thus reconstructed (Figure 1) based 

on Luraghi’s (2016) paths for beneficiaries. Northern Samoyedic languages would have first featured 

the reconstructed Proto-Samoyedic suffix *-tə < P.U. *-ksi as a translative marker combinable with 

possessive suffixes, which synchronically corresponds to the genitive form of the predestinative 

declension pattern (Salminen 2014). Subsequently, pattern borrowing from Tungusic would have 

prompted a reanalysis of this suffix into a non-prototypical marker for recipient-beneficiaries encoded 

NP-internally. Such a reanalysis ultimately led to the back-formation of accusative and nominative 

predestinative forms. 

This study represents the first attempt to a corpus-based study of the predestinative suffix for all 

Northern Samoyedic languages, combining new corpus data and evidence from historical linguistics 

to shed light on the grammaticalization of this suffix.  
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