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AnHomauyus. 1lenb vcciemoBaHMUsS — BBISIBUTh TUIIOJIOTUYECKME Y (GYHKIMOHAIbHbIE TTapaMeTpbl MMeHU-
TeJIbHOTO Tajieka B PYCCKOM SI3bIKe M KapTa-Kapaka B XMHIU. B cTaThe MPOBeIEH CPaBHUTENbHBIN aHAIN3
MOPGOIOrMUeCcKNX, CUHTAKCMYECKUX U CEMaHTUUYECKUX CPEJICTB SI3bIKAa Ha YPOBHE KATErOpuy Majieska, Bbl-
JleJieHbl KJII0UeBble acIleKThl: MPOTOTUIIMUECKME XapaKTEePUCTUKY, CUHTETUYECKIE Y aHATUTUYECKMe CTpa-
Terny, pazHoobpasue rpaMMaTUUECKNX CpeacTB. HayuHas HOBM3HA paboThl 3aK/II0YAETCS B CUCTEMATHU3a-
LMY ITUX TTaJIeSKHBIX CMCTEM ¥ BBISIBIEHUM UX CXOMCTB M pasinuuit. PesyabTaThl MCC/IeAOBaHNS TTOKA3bIBa-
10T, UTO B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE MMEHUTEIbHBI Majfexk MoOpGhOJOTMYecKy MapKUPYeTCsl ¢ YUeTOM POZa, Ymucia
¥ TIafieXka, TOrga Kak KapTa-Kapaka B XMHIM OCTAeTCS HeMapKMPOBAHHO 1 TpeGyeT MUCIOIb30BaHUS TO-
CJIEJIOTOB. AHQIN3 BBISIBU PA3MuMs B CMHTAKCUMYECKOI OpraHM3alyy: B PYCCKOM SI3bIKe HAGIIOHAETCS
CBOGOIHBIN MOPSIIOK CJIOB, B TO BpeMs Kak B XMHIM OH pukcupoBaH. CeMaHTUUECKMIT acIIeKT MPOJeMOH-
CTPUPOBaAT GYHKIMOHATBHOE CXOACTBO 006eMX KOHCTPYKIUI B MAEHTUOUKAIMA TTOAJIEXKAIIETO TIPY COXpa-
HEeHUY OTINYMIT, 06YCIOBIIEHHBIX TPAMMaTUUYECKUMM TPAAUIIVSIMU SI3bIKOB. I1o/TydeHHbIe JaHHbIe TToguep-
KMBAIOT CTPYKTYpHOe U (YHKIMOHAJIbHOE pa3HOOOpa3sme MAaHHBIX CUCTEM ¥ OTKPBIBAIOT TEPCIEKTVBBI
IS JAMbHEMIINX CPaBHUTEIbHO- TUITONIOTUYECKUX MCCTIeTOBaHMIA.

en] Comparative study of the category of nominative case
in Russian and karta-karaka in Hindi:
Typological and functional aspects

Saurabh Tiwari

Abstract. This study aims to identify typological and functional parameters of the nominative case in Rus-
sian and the karta-karaka in Hindi. The article presents a comparative analysis of morphological, syntactic,
and semantic phenomena, emphasizing aspects such as prototypical characteristics, synthetic and analytic
strategies, and variance in grammatical means. The scientific novelty of the study consists in systematically
categorizing these case systems and identifying their similarities and differences. The findings of the study
show that the nominative case in Russian is morphologically marked, taking into account gender, number,
and case, while the karta-karaka in Hindi remains unmarked and requires the use of postpositions. The ana-
lysis revealed differences in syntactic organization: Russian allows a flexible word order due to morphologi-
cal marking, whereas Hindi employs a fixed word order. The semantic analysis demonstrated a functional
similarity between both constructions in subject identification, while preserving distinctions influenced
by the grammatical traditions of each language. The results highlight the structural and functional diversity
of these systems and suggest prospects for further comparative-typological research.

Introduction

The relevance of this study is connected with exploring the very basic grammatical structures that underlie the syn-
tactic and functional organization of two linguistically disparate languages, Russian and Hindi. The nominative case
in Russian is the primary marker of the subject of a sentence and is of crucial importance in the structure and meaning
of sentences. Similarly, in Hindi, the karta-karaka, according to the Paninian tradition of grammar, refers to the doer
or agent of an action and forms the basis of the syntactic structure of the language. The present study of these two units
fills the gap in comparative linguistics and points out the cross-linguistic similarities and differences contributing
to our knowledge of typological diversity found in natural languages.
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The tasks of this study are to:

- examine the nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi as fundamental grammatical construc-
tions underpinning sentence formation;

- analyse the syntactic, morphological, and functional properties of such constructions within their respective
linguistic systems;

- compare and contrast the nominative case with the karta-karaka, bringing out their similarities and differ-
ences in an attempt at discovering broader linguistic insights.

The research methods follow from the goals and objectives as stated above. In studying the nominative case
in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi, the historical-comparative method is essential for tracing the historical
development of these grammatical categories and pondering how they have changed within the context of language
development. The descriptive-analytical method is applied to the systemic description and classification of case
structures in Russian and Hindi. This is done with the purpose of applying the comparative-contrastive method
to establish similarities and differences between the two languages in using cases. Contextual analysis is performed
for the interpretation of functional and semantic roles of the cases in their respective linguistic contexts.

The research materials were taken from large linguistic corpora and lexicographical sources in Russian and Hin-
di, considering morphological, syntactic, and semantic features of the case systems in both languages. Also, the ma-
terials provide texts and examples to ensure a thorough analysis. The main sources are:

« HaumoHanbHbI KOpITyc pycckoro sizbika (HKPS). https://ruscorpora.ru/.

e OsxkeroB C. W., llIBegoa H. 0. TonkoBslii cyioBapb pycckoro si3pika: 80 000 wioB ¥ ¢pa3eonornueckux
BbIpakeHuii. M.: A36ykoBHUK, 2010.

« CnoBapb pycCKOro si3bika: B 4 T. / mom pen. A. II. EBrenbeBoii. 3m-e 4-e, mepepa6. M.: Pycckuii sI3bIK;
IMonurpadpecypcsi, 1999.

*  McGregor R. S. The Oxford Hindi-English Dictionary. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993.

» Platts]. T. A Dictionary of Urdu, Classical Hindi, and English. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1884.

The theoretical background of the study is based on the principles of functional typology, syntactic theory,
and cognitive linguistics. The current study is based upon the fundamental works that provide the general overview
of language typology, syntactic structures, and cognitive approaches toward linguistic phenomena. The works
by F. P. Filin (®unun, 1981), V. V. Vinogradov (Bunorpaaos, 1952), A. A. Zaliznyak (3anususik, 1977) and R. S. Shar-
ma (1990) were the first to establish a framework for the analysis of syntactic and grammatical theory, focusing
on the structural diversity of languages. More elaboration on the classical formulations of Paninian grammar was deve-
loped by G. Cardona (1999), S. M. Katre (1989), S. D. Joshi and J. A. F. Roodbergen (1986), K. Kapoor (1994), from
which the complex interdependencies between syntax, semantics, and morphology of the Indic languages came into light.
These studies are complemented by works on argument structure and case theory by M. Butt (2006) and T. Mohanan (1994),
which provide critical insights into syntactic organization in South Asian languages. Other important works in this
regard are by A. E. Kibrik (Ku6bpuk, 1997) and D. Pesetsky (2013), which give perspectives on nominal cases in Rus-
sian, thereby enriching the comparative framework of this study. The structural complexities of Hindi and other Indo-
Aryan languages are discussed in the works by M. K. Verma (1976), Y. Kachru (2006) and R. Pandharipande (1990),
which provide valuable typological parallels for the Russian linguistic system. Recent advances in linguistic typology
are represented in the works of N. A. Andreeva (AumpeeBa, 2020), S. Schnell and N. N. Schiborr (2022), as well
as in the works of H. Hledikova and M. Sev¢ikova (2024); these works are instrumental with their corpus-based approaches
and semantic analyses, which supply tools for cross-linguistic comparison. Similarly, J. E. Rosés Labrada (2023) brings
fresh insights into the typological diversity that underpins analytical scope of this study.

The practical significance of the article lies in its application to language teaching, translation, and linguistic typo-
logy. Insights into the nominative case and the karta-karaka are directly applicable in courses like Theoretical and Prac-
tical Grammar (Russian/Hindi), Contrastive Linguistics, and Translation, informing teaching materials and improving
translation accuracy between Russian and Hindi. The findings can also enhance textbooks and online resources. Fur-
thermore, this research contributes a valuable case study to typological linguistics, enriching our understanding
of language universals and specificities.

Discussion and results

The study of grammatical cases gives a very rich and insight-providing look into the structure and functioning
of different languages. In this study, we are going to take a closer look at two fundamental grammatical features:
the nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi, which provide the base for sentence building in these
languages. The nominative case is one of the six grammatical cases in Russian, and it usually indicates the subject
of a sentence. In Hindi, the karta-karaka is one of the most important grammatical elements, since it indicates
the doer of an action. While both of these linguistic structures have the same syntactic functions, morphological
and syntactical aspects of their functioning in these languages are quite different.

Cases are an integral part of the grammatical systems of both Hindi and Russian in the sense that they define
the relationship between words in a sentence, making it clear who is doing what to whom. Of these, the nominative
case in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi are particularly important since they not only serve to identify the sub-
ject but also determine agreement from other elements of the sentence such as verb conjugation and word order.
Since Russian is a highly inflected language, while Hindi has a relatively free word order, comparison of such cases
will bring out how case marking works in these two very different linguistic traditions.
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While much of the literature deals with the individual use of the nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka
in Hindi, what is lacking is a comparative and contrastive analysis between the two. Most studies proceed to focus
solely on either Russian or Hindi, bypassing the possibility of making a study of the similarity and differences ex-
pressed by the nominative case and by the karta-karaka. An appreciation for these contrasts and comparisons will give
us a deeper insight into the structure of these languages and, in fact, into the general study of linguistic typology.

The article tries to fill the gap in this respect with a detailed, comparative analysis of the nominative case in Rus-
sian with the karta-karaka in Hindi. A major aim will be to outline a comparison in the syntactic, morphological,
and functional features of the two grammatical structures with reference to their similarities and differences.
This paper tries to contribute to a better knowledge of case systems of world languages and their influence on sen-
tence formation and sense.

The nominative case in Russian

The nominative case (MMeHNUTeIbHBIN NTafexX) in Russian is a grammatical category indicating the subject of a sen-
tence. It has been described as the base or dictionary form for nouns, adjectives, and pronouns. The nominative case
in Russian is central to sentence structure in that it most commonly functions as the subject indicator. According
to A. A. Zaliznyak, "The nominative case is the unmarked form of nouns, typically denoting the actor in a clause”
(3anusHsk, 1977, p. 43). Similarly, D. Pesetsky notes that "the nominative case is the syntactic head, controlling verb
agreement, and it is the default subject assigner" (2013, p. 102). As stated by F. P. Filin, the nominative case
is the basic way of expressing the performer of an action in a sentence (®uaun, 1981). As per the information given
by V. V. Vinogradov, the nominative case is the cornerstone of syntactic organization, which acts as a starting point
for syntactic structures (Bunorpazgos, 1952).

Morphologically, the nominative case is mostly unmarked for singular masculine and neuter nouns, while singular
feminine nouns usually end in "-a" or "-a". In plural, nouns take the endings "-b1" or "-u" (for masculine and femi-
nine) and "-a" or "-g" for neuter nouns.

Syntactically, the nominative case is indispensable for building the subject-verb relationship.

A. E. Kibrik explains that "the nominative case occupies the central position in verb-subject agreement, provid-
ing coherence in grammatical forms of the sentence" (Ku6pmuk, 1997, p. 88).

The nominative case in Russian, as it appears in Old Russian texts in their linguistic norms — for example, birch bark
manuscripts — has a number of central grammatical functions. First, it is used to indicate the subject of a sentence:
it clearly identifies the entity that is performing the action or is in a certain state. Thus, in the sentence "TbI M1 11060"
(You are dear to me) from I'pamora N2 752 (13th century), the word "Ts" (you) is in the nominative case, marking
the subject performing the action. Second, the nominative case appears in predicate constructions with the verb
"to be" ("6prTH" in its Old Russian form), equating two nouns. Thus, in the sentence "Ce ects rpamota” (This is a let-
ter), occurring in I'pamora N2 531 (12th century), "rpamora” (letter) is in the nominative case because it is used
to define or identify "ce" (this). Furthermore, the nominative is used for emphatic identification, particularly in verb-
less constructions, which are frequent in the concise and direct style of birch bark letters: "Tocrmoguue!" (Lord!) from
I'pamota N2 497 (12th century), where the nominative case is used emphatically to refer to or identify a person. Fi-
nally, the nominative case is very common in titles, headings, or inscriptions, being a standard form for denomina-
tion. Such texts as "HoBropopckast 3emiis”, witnessed by numerous manuscripts, testify to this rule and show how
nominative constructions served to deliver meaning in the most economical way in official or meaningful texts. The-
se authentic examples from Old Russian manuscripts represent the vital role of the nominative case in the structure
and interpretation of early East Slavic language.

The nominative case in Russian is one of the most basic grammatical features that marks the subject of the sentence
and has very distinct morphological and syntactic properties. Morphologically, nouns in the nominative case are varied
according to gender — masculine, feminine, or neuter, and number — singular or plural. For example, in singular, the mas-
culine noun "kot" (cat) differs from its feminine form "komka" ("cat"); the plural for both genders is "komku" ("cats").
Adjectives modifying nouns in the nominative case have to agree with the noun in gender, number and case: compare
"KpacuBblit KoT" (beautiful cat), where "kpacuBbiit" (beautiful) agrees with the masculine singular noun "kot" (cat).

Syntactically, the nominative case marks the basic subject of a sentence which determines verb agreement. Thus
in "Kot urpaet" (The cat is playing), "koT" (cat) is the nominative case as the subject to govern the verb "urpaer”
(is playing). Besides, the nominative case is the unmarked form for uninflected nouns in verbless sentences or excla-
mations, such as "3uma!" (Winter-time!). Many examples from Russian texts illustrate its use: in simple sentences like
"Metv untator kuury" (Children are reading a book) "metu" (children) is the nominative subject. In the predicate nomi-
native constructions, such as "Oun — Bpau" (He is a doctor), the nominative case determines the subject and its attribute.
In even more complex sentences with multiple subjects, each performing their actions, which are described by their
respective verbs: "Kot criut, a co6aka rpeiset koctb" (The cat is sleeping, and the dog is gnawing a bone).

Through its morphological flexibility and syntactic centrality, the nominative case plays a crucial role in sen-
tence building and meaning within the Russian language.

The karta-karaka in Hindi
In Hindi grammar, &dT (karta) refers to the "doer" of an action, while R (karaka) indicates the semantic rela-
tionship between the action and its participants. According to Panini’s Ashtadhyayi, karaka is a functional element
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governing syntactic roles (Sharma, 1990). The karta-karaka aligns closely with the nominative case in Indo-
European languages, as it identifies the agent of an action. For example:

TSI Wl 8T &1 (The boy is playing).

Here, "aIsarT" (ladka, boy) is the karta, the doer of the action.

The concept of karta-karaka can be traced to very ancient scholars whose definitions continue to influence
the study of language today:

e Panini (Ashtadhyayi): According to Panini, karta is defined as the "doer" or "agent" who is independently
responsible for the action and primarily connected to it (Cardona, 1999).

» Katyayana: Katyayana makes clear that karta is the doer who begins and finishes the action by his conscious
effort (Katre, 1989).

» Patanjali (Mahabhashya): Patanjali defines karta as that for which the action is done, or the focus of the ac-
tion, and identifies the karta-karaka with nominative function in the sentence structure (Joshi, Roodbergen, 1986).

These ancient scholars pioneered the understanding of the grammatical relation between the karta and the verb,
bringing to light their vital role in the construction of meaningful sentences. Panini, Katyayana, and Patanjali are
foundational figures in the study of linguistics, especially in the realm of Sanskrit grammar. Through his Ashtadhyayi,
Panini formalized the structure of Sanskrit with a set of rules that revolutionized the understanding of language, in-
troducing concepts like karaka to define the semantic roles in a sentence. Katyayana refined and expanded Panini’s
work with his Vartikas, providing clarity and practical interpretations of Panini’s rules. Patanjali, in his Mahabhashya,
further commented on and preserved these systems, integrating philosophical insights with linguistic analysis. Their
contributions not only codified the rules of Sanskrit but also laid the groundwork for modern linguistic theories.

It is indispensable to include their definitions in our article, for their understanding of the grammatical concepts
like the karta-karaka is still applicable in both classical languages studies and modern theories of linguistics. Their
works are not outmoded; these ancient scholars have worked out and given meaning to deep-rooted semantic struc-
tures imbibed in language theory and its development through time.

The karta-karaka of Hindi is the grammatical subject or agent of the sentence. It is one of the most basic syntac-
tic and morphological categories in the grammar of Hindi, serving to specify the doer or performer of an action.
In other words, "The Karta-Karaka is the major agentive participant in a sentence, frequently (though not necessarily)
matching with the subject of other languages; its semantic compass, however, goes beyond mere initiators to include
non-prototypical events" (Kachru, 2006, p. 152). Similarly, it has been pointed out by Pandharipande, that "the Kar-
ta-Karaka is not only syntactically significant but also morphologically integral to understanding verb agreement
and sentence structure in Hindi" (1990, p. 88).

Syntactic function of the karta-karaka

Syntactically, the karta-karaka is characterised by its relationship to the verb in a sentence. It typically marks
the nominative case in Hindi, indicating the performer of an action. Hence:

1. A fFard 9gdr gl (Ram reads a book).

Here, I3 — "Ram" is the karta-karaka, performing the action of reading (@7 8/ padhta hai).

According to C. P. Masica, "In Hindi, the Karta-Karaka functions as a syntactic anchor, governing verb agreement
based on number, gender, and person” (1991, p. 223). For example:

2. §TI WA & (The children are playing).

In the above sentence, §d (children) is the plural karta-karaka, and the verb &<l I & (are playing) agrees

in the number and gender.

Morphological properties of the karta-karaka

Morphologically, the karta-karaka is normally unmarked in the nominative case, but in ergative constructions —
that are extremely common in Hindi, particularly in past tense transitive sentences — it is marked with the ergative
marker -5 (-ne), e.g.:

3. A TIAT @AT| (Ram ate the food).

In this example, I a7 (Ram ne) is an example of the karta-karaka and is marked with the ergative-sT (-ne) because

of the past perfect tense.

As M. Butt clarifies, "The ergative marking on the Karta-Karaka is a unique feature of Hindi syntax, distinguish-
ing agentive roles in specific tenses and aspects” (1995, p. 57). An implication of such ergative alignhment is apparent
in verb-agreement; very often, a verb in the sentence agrees with the object but not with a subject.

Examples demonstrating the karta-karaka

4. g Tl ST &1 (The girl goes to school).

#5%T (Ladki, the girl) is the karta-karaka in the nominative case, performing the action of going (SITciY & / goes).
5. HIaT =1 &IaTel @relT| (Sita opened the door).

&icr + (Sita) is the karta-karaka marked with -7 (-ne) in the ergative case, initiating the action of opening the door.
6. 9T G919 @I §| (Cow eats grass).

T (Cow) is the karta-karaka, the unmarked nominative subject in the present tense.
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The karta-karaka is the central part of Hindi syntax and morphology; it is actually a grammatical and semantic
core of the sentence structure. As defined by Mohanan, "The Karta-Karaka serves as a nexus point in Hindi grammar,
linking verb agreement, case marking, and sentence semantics" (1994, p. 201). Let us take a look at the syntactic and
morphological features of this system, and we shall come to understand more about how Hindi constructs its sen-
tences and conveys meaning through its advanced grammatical structure.

Comparative-contrastive analysis: The nominative case and the karta-karaka

Typology is useful in linguistic investigation, especially while pursuing comparative-contrastive analysis of the kind
to be carried out here — namely, the nominative case in Russian versus the karta-karaka in Hindi. Linguistic typology is
an area of inquiry that focuses on the structural and functional diversity of languages, looking at patterns and variation
across different grammatical systems. This work will investigate how the case systems of Russian and Hindi function
differently under unique morphosyntactic and cultural influences, although they are typologically comparable by virtue
of both languages belonging to the Indo-European family. The present approach goes deeper in the cross-linguistic
variation and shows how grammatical categories that appear similar can diverge in their application and underlying
functions. Typological analysis, therefore, provides the theoretical underpinning to the comparison and contrast be-
tween the nominative case and the karta-karaka in enriching our understanding of their roles in these languages.

Recent typological studies have rightly emphasized the fact that cross-linguistic variation in syntactic and mor-
phological systems often points to deeper differences in the underlying grammatical functions of superficially similar
structural features. As S. Schnell and N. N. Schiborr (2022) point out, such diversities call for a comparative approach
in order to understand how languages with typologically comparable features may functionally diverge. The compara-
tive analysis of Russian and Hindi, in that sense, is extremely relevant because these languages have inflectional case
systems that, though typologically comparable, are functionally quite different. This view reinforces the greater im-
portance of cross-linguistic variation as an integral part of typological studies.

J. E. Rosés Labrada (2023) situates such comparative work within a greater theoretical framework, underlining
that grammatical typology increasingly depends on comparative descriptions to uncover cross-linguistic regularities.
This aligns directly with the goals of the present study, as the investigation into the case systems of Russian and
Hindi throws light on their topological diversity and functional similarities. These insights are integrated in the pre-
sent work in the ongoing effort of analysing grammatical cases across languages with differing morphosyntactic
alignments in order to strengthen the theoretical foundations of cross-linguistic typological analysis.

Moreover, typological research on case system evolution in structurally diverse languages has become one
of the key aspects of modern grammatical research (BanentnHoBa, Pri6akoB, 2022). For example, Russian and Hindi,
although both belong to the Indo-European family, represent two quite different case systems that have been shaped
by their syntactic structures and cultural contexts in distinct historical ways. Russian, with its relatively streamlined
system, contrasts sharply with the richly marked case paradigm of Hindi, showing how functional divergence is in-
fluenced by typological factors.

Further consideration of individual instances within these systems makes for some interesting comparisons. Thus,
for instance, the vocative case illustrates the active interplay of form and function in typological research. The voca-
tive in Russian has largely become an intonational and contextual phenomenon, while it is maintained via explicit
grammatical markers in Hindi. In the words of N. A. Andreeva, these divergent approaches achieve similar communi-
cative purposes but through entirely different mechanisms (Aungpeesa, 2020, p. 113). To put it differently, where Rus-
sian makes use of subtle tonal shifts, Hindi uses overt morphological markers, reflecting a typological dichotomy
in how languages structure social and pragmatic functions.

This typological lens broadens the scope of the present analysis and situates the case systems of Russian
and Hindi within a global framework of morphosyntactic and functional diversity.

The nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka system in Hindi do indeed both mark the subject of a sen-
tence and establish a crucial syntactic role, but they differ considerably in their morphological, syntactic, and func-
tional properties.

Similarities:

1. Subject identification: In both languages, the nominative case and the karta-karaka identify the grammati-
cal subject that agrees with the verb in person and number, and sometimes also in gender.

2. Core grammatical role: Basic to both, in establishing the sentence structure, is the function of the pivot
of syntactic relations.

3. Semantic functionality: Both provide the agentive function of the subject in an action or state (Kapoor, 1994).

Morphologically, the nominative case in Russian inflects for gender and number. Thus, for example, nouns
in the nominative case are distinguished by gender — masculine, feminine, neuter, and number - singular, or plural —
as in "kot" (cat, masculine singular) and "komxku" (cats, plural). Conversely, Hindi does not mark the nominative case
inflectionally as Russian does, instead the subject (karta) is usually unmarked while postpositions mark other cases.
The relationship of the subject to the verb in both languages is, however central, in that the nominative case in Rus-
sian and karta in Hindi each function to identify the doer of an action.

Differences:

1. Case marking: Russian morphologically marks the nominative case in nouns (e.g., endings like "-a", "-0", "-b1").
In Hindi, the karta-karaka is normally unmarked unless postpositions like #/& are used in order to indicate emphasis

or complex structures (Sharma, 1990).
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2. Gender agreement: Russian nominative nouns inflect for gender, number and case (3amususik, 1977).
In Hindji, the karta does not have inherent case inflection, but the verb inflects for gender and number to agree with
the karta (Verma, 1976).

3. Syntax and word order: Russian has a freer word order (SVO or SOV) because of case marking, whereas Hin-
di follows mainly SOV word order, and the postpositions give the grammatical clarity (Butt, 2006).

Syntactically, the nominative case is highly instrumental for building the sentences in Russian, especially as it is in-
strumental in subject-verb concord. The word order is flexible in Russian, but the nominative case will necessarily
mark out the subject of the verb. Russian word order may allow for subject-verb inversion, but the nominative case
ensures the syntactic salience of the subject; in Hindi, the word order is freer due to postpositions and other gram-
matical markers that confer a lot more freedom upon sentence construction. Karta, the "doer" of the action in Hindi,
also precedes the verb but is much less rigid in its placement than Russian nominative case constructions.

Functionally, both are the starting points of sentence formation and denote the doer of the action. In Russian,
for instance, the nominative is the basic case that usually occurs in predicate constructions or in emphatic expres-
sions, such as "TbI — Mot mpyr" (You are my friend). Similarly, karta in Hindi denotes the agent of an action and governs
the agreement of the verb: &SeT WeT T&T & (The boy is playing), ladka, "the boy", being the karta, the one who carries

out the action of playing.

In general, while both the nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi share the function of marking
the subject and agent in a sentence, Russian has more inflectional morphology, whereas Hindi has free syntactic
structure with postpositions. Each of these makes central contributions to the syntax and semantics of the sentences
in respective languages.

Conclusion

Thus, we come to the following conclusions. Firstly, this study examined the nominative case in Russian
and the Hindi karta-karaka as major grammatical structures that are the foundation of sentence structure. Both
structures have the fundamental function of marking the subject and therefore are essential to the syntactic struc-
ture of each language. The results are that while the constructions are functionally parallel, they are variation within
the grammatical traditions of Russian and Hindi, and important to typological language study.

Secondly, the analysis of the syntactic, morphological, and functional properties of the nominative case and
the karta-karaka revealed both common features and distinctions. The results confirm that in Russian the nomina-
tive case is morphologically indicated on nouns considering gender, number, and case. Yet the karta-karaka in Hindi
is typically unmarked and relies on postpositions to express distinctions of case. These differences lead to the crea-
tion of various syntactic structures and inflectional systems in the two languages. Therefore, the properties of these
constructions represent various methods of expressing subject-verb relations and the agentive status of the subject.

Thirdly, the comparison between the nominative case in Russian and the karta-karaka in Hindi showed their sim-
ilarities and differences, providing more insights into the macro-structure of these languages. The result is that alt-
hough both are performing the same function of marking the subject, the methods of realization differ significantly:
Russian uses morphological marking and flexible word order, and Hindi employs fixed word order and the employ-
ment of postpositions. These differences indicate unique paths of grammatical development and syntactic system
functioning in the two languages.

As prospects for further research, we can name the exploration of diachronic changes in the case systems of Rus-
sian and Hindi and their implications for the evolution of morphosyntactic structures in Indo-European and Indo-
Aryan languages.
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