Typology of non-verbal predicates in the Ugric and Samoyedic languages

In this paper we are investigating the non-verbal structures in two branches of the Uralic languages family, namely the Ugric and the Samoyedic languages. 
We find it important to clarify the terminology and therefore we are going to review the set of problems of the non-verbal structures within the scope of a short introduction. In contrast to Dryer (2007: 224), who identifies three categories: attributive predicates, nominal predicates and locative predicates, Payne (1997: 111–114) divides the nominal predicates into six subcategories: proper inclusion, equation, attribution, location, existence and possession. The two concepts can be merged the following way: 
1) Attributive predicates: attribution 

2) Nominal predicates: proper inclusion and equation. 
3) Locative predicates: existential, location, possession.

In our research we narrow down the term of the non-verbal predicate, hence we exclude the locative sentences from this research. We justify this by the fact that possession, existence and possession are semantically referring to a different relation than non-verbal and attributive predicates. Accordingly we are going to investigate three types of sentences with non-verbal predicates, namely: attribution, proper inclusion and equation. 
After the typological introduction we are going to explore in what ways non-verbal predicates can be expressed in Samoyedic and Ugric languages. First we are going to deal with the strategies that can be found in Samoyedic languages. The possibilities of the expression of non-verbal predicates will be presented separately for every language. 
In Samoyedic languages, we find a so-called nominal conjugation, i.e. there is congruence between subject and predicative, since the nominal element takes on the same ending as verbs do in any other sentences. Thus we find no copula in the present in Nganasan, Nenets, Enets. In past tense, however, we see different patterns. While Enets and Nenets need no copula in past tense, Nganasan shows a redundant strategy by exhibiting a copula and the nominal conjugation. Selkup as well has nominal conjugation, but in certain cases (e.g. attributive predicate) a copula is needed. Hungarian and Kamass act very similarly to each other, that means the copula can only be omitted in the 3rd person in present tense and subject and predicate agree in number. In the Ob-Ugric languages no copula is needed in first and second person in the present either. 
Furthermore, we found double encoding, e.g. the nominal predicate can stand in the nominative or the translative in Selkup, Mansi and Khanty. This phenomenon is also known in Finnish, Estonian and Mordvin but not in the Northern Samoyedic languages. 
