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Abstract

This article presents a comparative analysis of the repetition and omission of prepositions and case markers (postpositions)
in the coordinated structures in Azerbaijani and Italian. Azerbaijani, as an agglutinative language, encodes case relations
through morphological suffixes, the repetition of which in coordinated constructions is grammatically obligatory. Italian,
belonging to the inflectional-analytical language, expresses case relations by means of prepositions, where repetition is
optional but serves the functions of emphasis, clarity, and structural symmetry. The results show that, despite the formal
differences between the two systems, the primary function of repetition in coordinated constructions is the same in both
languages: ensuring semantic transparency and discursive parallelism. Consequently, repetition should be viewed not only as a
morphological or syntactic mechanism, but as a universal grammatical and discursive principle.
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AHHOTan M

B crathe mpOBOAUTCS COIOCTAaBUTE/BHBINA aHa/IW3 TOBTOPEHUS] YW OMYIeHWs TPeJjIorOB M TaJeXKHBIX IoKa3aresieit
(mocs1esioroB) B KOOPAWHUPOBAHHBIX CTPYKTypax a3epOaiiXKaHCKOTO U UTAJIbSHCKOTO f3bIKOB. A3ep0aii/PKaHCKUM SI3bIK Kak
arTIFOTMHATUBHBIA BBIPaXKaeT TaJie’KHble OTHOIIEHWs TIOCPeJCTBOM MOP(OIOTHUIeCKUX Cy(h(hHUKCOB, TOBTOPEHUE KOTOPBIX B
KOOP/IMHALIMK SIBJIIETCS] FPaMMaTUUecKd 00si3aTe/bHbIM. UTanbAHCKUN SI3BIK, OTHOCSIIMNCA K (P/IEKTUBHO-aHAIMTHUECKOMY
TUITY, KOJUPYET IMaJie’KHbIe OTHOIIEHUS C TIOMOIIIBIO TIPE/JIOTOB, I/le TIOBTOPEHHEe He SIB/SEeTCS 00s3aTe/IbHbIM, HO BBITIOHSET
(DYHKLIMM aKIeHTAI[UM, SICHOCTH M CTPYKTYPHOM CHUMMeTpHHM. IlonydeHHbIe pe3y/bTaThl IMOKAa3bIBAlOT, UTO, HECMOTPS Ha
(hopMasibHbIe pa3uuusl MeXAy AByMsl CHUCTeMaMH, OCHOBHasi (YHKLMs TOBTOPeHUsI B KOODAWHHMPOBaHHbLIX KOHCTPYKLUSIX B
000ouX s3bIKaX OJMHAKOBa: obecrieueHre CeMaHTUYeCKOW MPO3payHOCTH U JUCKYPCUBHOTO mapasenu3Ma. CrefoBaTesbHO,
TIOBTOpeHUe CJieflyeT pacCMaTpyuBaTb He TOMBbKO KakK MOPQOIOTUYeCKHUM WIA CUHTaKCMUeCKWN MeXaHW3M, HO Kak
YHHBepCa/IbHbIN I'PaMMaTHUeCKUM M JYCKYPCUBHBIH ITPHUHLIAIL.

KiroueBble cioBa: UTanbsiHCKWM sI3bIK, a3epOaii/pKaHCKUK fA3bIK, TPEAJIOrH, IOC/IeIOrH, Mafle)KHbIe T0Ka3aTesu,
KOOD/MHALIHS, THUTIOIOTHS.

Introduction

The comparative study of the morphosyntactic and syntactic systems of Azerbaijani and Italian, which belong to different
language families and represent distinct morphological types, is of particular relevance for both typological and functional
linguistics. While the case system of Azerbaijani and the prepositional system of Italian have been extensively examined in
previous research, the mechanisms governing the repetition and omission of these elements in coordinated structures remain
relatively underexplored.

The present study is based on the hypothesis that in both Azerbaijani and Italian, the repetition of case-marking devices in
coordinated constructions should not be regarded solely as a formal grammatical phenomenon, but rather as a functional
strategy contributing to discourse clarity and information structuring. Importantly, instead of assuming a strict universal
principle, this paper approaches repetition as a typological tendency that may manifest differently across languages depending
on their structural properties [6], [12].

In Azerbaijani, an agglutinative language, grammatical relations are expressed through morphological case suffixes, whose
repetition in coordination is generally obligatory due to the morphological transparency and linear organization of the system.
In contrast, in Italian, a fusional-analytic language, grammatical relations are encoded by prepositions, whose repetition is
optional and conditioned by communicative, semantic, and stylistic factors, such as disambiguation, emphasis, and rhythmic or
structural balance.
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Despite these systemic differences, both languages appear to exhibit a comparable functional orientation, namely the
tendency to preserve structural parallelism and semantic transparency in coordinated constructions. From this perspective,
repetition can be interpreted as a discourse-motivated mechanism that enhances interpretability and reduces potential
ambiguity [3], [8].

This approach is not only theoretically relevant for the study of the interaction between morphology, syntax, and discourse,
but also has practical implications for translation studies, second language acquisition, and intercultural communication.

Theoretical Framework

Comparative studies of prepositional and postpositional systems occupy a central position in linguistic typology and
functional grammar, as they represent alternative structural strategies for encoding grammatical relations and semantic roles
[1], [2], [3], [10]. Typological research has consistently demonstrated that these systems correlate with broader structural
parameters such as basic word order and morphological type. However, while traditional approaches have primarily focused on
morphological form and syntactic distribution, the principles governing the repetition and omission of relational markers in
coordinated constructions have received comparatively less systematic attention.

The present study argues that repetition in coordination cannot be explained solely in terms of morphological type. Rather,
it should be interpreted as a functionally motivated and typologically recurrent tendency, associated with structural
parallelism, informational transparency, and processing efficiency. From this perspective, repetition emerges as a strategy that
enhances interpretability and facilitates the linear organization of complex syntactic structures.

Prepositions are characteristic of SVO-type fusional and analytic languages such as English, French, and Italian, where
grammatical relations are expressed through independent function words preceding the noun (a Roma, con I’amico, da casa)
[2], [4]. In contrast, postpositions and case suffixes dominate in SOV-type agglutinative languages such as Azerbaijani and
Japanese, where grammatical relations are encoded through suffixal morphology attached directly to the noun (maktaba, evds,
evdan). This typological distinction reflects a well-established correlation between word order and grammatical marking
strategies [4].

This structural asymmetry has direct consequences for the realization of repetition in coordinated constructions. In Italian,
the repetition of the preposition is optional and sensitive to discourse-pragmatic factors: con Marco e Lucia vs. con Marco e
con Lucia. While both constructions are grammatically acceptable, the repeated form tends to reinforce structural symmetry
and reduce potential ambiguity. In contrast, in Azerbaijani, the repetition of case suffixes is morphologically obligatory:
maktaba va isa; evdan va ofisdon. The omission of the suffix (moktaba va is, evdan va ofis) results in ungrammatical or
structurally incomplete constructions.

This contrast suggests that, whereas in agglutinative systems repetition is a consequence of morphological encoding, in
analytic systems it operates as a syntactic and discourse-level option. In both cases, however, repetition contributes to the
explicit marking of relations between coordinated elements.

Modern Azerbaijani distinguishes six productive cases expressed through suffixes, with the nominative remaining formally
unmarked [14]. Case suffixes function as obligatory grammatical markers encoding syntactic and semantic relations within the
clause. In coordinated constructions, each conjunct must independently carry the relevant case marker (moktaba va isa “to
school and to work”; evdan va ofisdon “from home and from the office”), which reflects the tight morphological integration of
case marking into the noun phrase structure.

In Italian, by contrast, grammatical relations are primarily expressed through prepositions (a Roma, con I’amico, da casa).
In coordinated contexts, both repetition and omission are normatively acceptable: con Marco e con Lucia vs. con Marco e
Lucia; a Roma e a Milano vs. a Roma e Milano. The choice between these variants depends on functional and discourse-
related factors. Repetition tends to signal emphasis, disambiguation, and structural balance, whereas omission is associated
with economy, informality, and rhythmic efficiency.

This interpretation is consistent with observations in Italian grammatical tradition, where prepositional usage is often
described as sensitive to stylistic and communicative variation [9], [16], [17]. From this perspective, repetition in Italian should
be understood not as a purely optional redundancy, but as a meaningful discourse strategy that interacts with syntactic
structure.

Typological research has identified a number of cross-linguistically recurrent principles governing coordinated
constructions. According to Haspelmath [3] and Stassen [18], coordination is typically shaped by factors such as structural
parallelism, informational clarity, discourse coherence, and rhythmic balance. These factors contribute to processing efficiency
and facilitate the interpretation of complex syntactic units.

The comparison of Azerbaijani and Italian suggests that these languages differ primarily in the formal realization of such
tendencies. Azerbaijani encodes parallelism morphologically through obligatory suffix repetition, whereas Italian encodes it
syntactically through optional prepositional repetition.

Rather than postulating a strict universal rule, it is more appropriate to interpret these patterns as reflecting a strong
typological tendency toward the explicit marking of relations in coordinated structures. In this sense, repetition and omission
can be viewed as alternative grammatical strategies shaped by the interaction of morphological structure, syntactic
organization, and discourse-pragmatic constraints.

Prepositions in Coordinated Structures in Italian

In Italian, prepositions function as core syntactic devices for encoding grammatical relations that correspond to case
functions in inflectional languages. Their behavior in coordinated constructions reflects not only formal syntactic organization
but also discourse-related and communicative factors. The repetition or omission of prepositions should therefore be
interpreted not as a purely formal alternation, but as a functionally motivated choice, contributing to clarity, emphasis, and
processing efficiency.
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Italian coordination allows two main structural patterns: repetition and omission of the preposition. The repetition pattern
(con Marco e con Lucia) maintains full structural parallelism between conjuncts, whereas the omission pattern (con Marco e
Lucia) involves a single preposition governing both coordinated elements. Both constructions are grammatically acceptable
and widely attested in contemporary usage.

Additional examples further illustrate this alternation:

- @ Roma e a Milano vs. a Roma e Milano

- con gli amici e con i colleghi vs. con gli amici e i colleghi

- per il padre e per la madre vs. per il padre e la madre

The repetition model reinforces structural symmetry and ensures explicit marking of grammatical relations, which
becomes particularly relevant in more complex or potentially ambiguous constructions. By contrast, omission reduces formal
redundancy and contributes to syntactic economy and phonological fluency.

Importantly, the choice between these patterns is not determined by strict grammatical rules, but rather by a combination of
discourse conditions, syntactic complexity, and stylistic preferences [9], [17]. This suggests that prepositional behavior in
coordination operates at the interface between syntax and discourse.

As noted by Roberto Zamparelli [19], prepositional repetition in Italian coordination fulfills several important grammatical
and communicative functions.

First, repetition facilitates disambiguation by explicitly marking the grammatical relation of each conjunct. For example, in
a Marco e a Lucia, the directional or dative relation is clearly associated with both referents, whereas in a Marco e Lucia, the
interpretation may depend more heavily on contextual inference.

Second, repetition contributes to emphasis and contrast, particularly in constructions involving semantic opposition or
rhetorical highlighting:

- con i ricchi e con i poveri

- tra il passato e tra il presente

In such cases, repetition reinforces the conceptual separation between the coordinated elements.

Third, repetition enhances rhythmic and structural balance, supporting phonological regularity and syntactic symmetry,
especially in formal or carefully structured discourse. This function is frequently observed in written and rhetorical contexts.

Taken together, these observations indicate that repetition operates not merely as a formal device, but as a discourse-
sensitive mechanism contributing to interpretability, coherence, and communicative precision.

Normative descriptions of Italian grammar recognize both repetition and omission as acceptable variants [9], [16].
However, their distribution is conditioned by stylistic and register-related factors.

Formal and written varieties tend to favor repetition:

- con il rappresentante e con il cliente

- @ Roma e a Milano

In these contexts, explicit marking enhances clarity and reinforces structural parallelism. By contrast, informal and
conversational usage more frequently favors omission:

- con il rappresentante e il cliente

- a Roma e Milano

This pattern reflects a tendency toward economy and fluency in spontaneous speech.

This flexibility illustrates the analytic character of Italian grammar, in which grammatical relations are expressed primarily
through syntactic means rather than morphological marking. At the same time, it supports the view that Italian aligns with
broader typological tendencies toward structural parallelism and informational clarity, while allowing variation in their formal
realization depending on discourse and stylistic conditions.

Case Markers in Coordinated Structures in Azerbaijani

Modern Azerbaijani distinguishes six productive cases—nominative, dative, accusative, locative, ablative, and comitative
—expressed through suffixes, with the nominative remaining formally unmarked [1], [14]. Typical examples include maktaba
(dative), moktabdan (ablative), and qardasi ila (comitative). These suffixes function as integral components of the noun phrase
and play a crucial role in encoding grammatical relations.

In coordinated constructions, each conjunct is required to independently carry the appropriate case marker:

- maktaba va isa getdim (“I went to school and to work™)

- evda va ofisda islayir (“He/She works at home and in the office)

- kitab1 va daftari oxudu (“He/She read the book and the notebook™)

By contrast, omission of the case marker in one of the conjuncts typically results in ungrammatical or structurally
degraded forms:

- maktab va isa getdim

- evda va ofis islayir

This pattern reflects the morphological autonomy of each coordinated element and the requirement that grammatical
relations be explicitly encoded on each noun phrase. In this sense, coordination in Azerbaijani does not involve the sharing of a
single case marker, but rather the parallel realization of identical morphological structures across conjuncts.

The obligatory repetition of case suffixes fulfills several essential grammatical and communicative functions.

First, it ensures semantic precision by explicitly marking the grammatical relation of each coordinated element, thereby
minimizing the risk of ambiguity. Second, it guarantees grammatical stability, as each noun phrase remains morphologically
complete and structurally independent. Third, it contributes to discourse coherence and processing clarity, since the repetition
of identical markers reinforces structural parallelism and facilitates the linear interpretation of coordinated sequences.
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From a functional perspective, this pattern can be interpreted as reflecting a broader typological tendency toward explicit
marking in agglutinative systems. In such systems, grammatical relations are typically encoded in a transparent and
segmentable manner, which favors the overt realization of markers in each conjunct.

Thus, repetition in Azerbaijani coordination is best understood as a morphologically grounded and functionally motivated
constraint, rather than a context-dependent syntactic option.

In colloquial and informal speech, occasional omission or reduction of case suffixes may occur, often as a result of
phonological simplification or processing economy. For example, reduced forms may be observed in rapid speech or dialectal
variation. However, such instances are generally regarded as non-standard and are not accepted in formal or written usage.

Standard Azerbaijani requires explicit case marking on each conjunct, ensuring clarity, grammatical consistency, and
structural transparency. From a descriptive standpoint, these non-normative patterns may be interpreted as performance-related
variations rather than evidence of a systematic grammatical alternative.

This observation further supports the conclusion that repetition in Azerbaijani is primarily a structural and morphological
requirement, in contrast to analytic languages such as Italian, where repetition remains optional and is largely conditioned by
discourse and stylistic factors. At the same time, both systems can be seen as reflecting a shared typological tendency toward
maintaining structural parallelism and interpretative clarity in coordinated constructions.

Conclusion

Despite their typological differences, Azerbaijani and Italian exhibit the same underlying functional orientation in
coordinated constructions. Azerbaijani, as an agglutinative language, requires morphologically obligatory repetition of case
suffixes, whereas Italian, as a fusional-analytic language, allows optional repetition of prepositions, conditioned by stylistic,
discourse, and communicative factors. The fundamental distinction thus lies in grammatical obligation versus discourse-
mediated choice, yet both systems aim to achieve similar communicative goals: semantic clarity, structural parallelism, and
interpretive transparency.

From a typological perspective, Azerbaijani encodes grammatical relations morphologically, necessitating that each
coordinated element independently carries its case marker. Italian, in contrast, encodes these relations syntactically through
prepositions, whose repetition enhances clarity, emphasis, and structural symmetry but remains optional. Despite this formal
divergence, both languages exhibit typologically recurrent tendencies toward explicit relational marking and parallel structural
organization, in line with cross-linguistic observations in coordination studies [12], [18].

The comparative analysis yields several significant theoretical and functional conclusions:

1. Grammatical and discourse roles: Case markers in Azerbaijani and prepositions in Italian function not only as formal
grammatical markers but also as discourse-level devices facilitating the interpretation of coordinated structures [3], [6]. In this
respect, they contribute to the explicit encoding of relational links between conjuncts, guiding the hearer toward a coherent
interpretation of syntactic and semantic dependencies within the coordinated domain.

2. Maintenance of parallelism and clarity: Repetition in both languages contributes to structural parallelism and semantic
transparency, albeit realized through different formal means: morphological in Azerbaijani and syntactic in Italian. This
parallelism enhances the perceptual salience and interpretability of coordinated structures, ensuring that relational
dependencies are processed in a uniform and predictable manner, thereby facilitating both production and comprehension [11],
[15].

3. Cross-linguistic tendencies: These patterns provide empirical support for the notion that functional tendencies toward
explicit marking and parallelism operate across typologically diverse languages, beyond idiosyncratic grammatical rules [7],
[8], [13]. From a functional-cognitive perspective, such tendencies reflect the general pressure toward semantic transparency
and processing efficiency, whereby overt marking and structural symmetry facilitate the organization and interpretation of
coordinated relations.

In sum, coordinated constructions reflect general cognitive, processing, and functional constraints, rather than language-
specific formal conventions, supporting the claim that coordination is shaped by communicative efficiency and discourse
considerations.

The analysis demonstrates that repetition in coordination should not be interpreted solely as a morphological or syntactic
phenomenon. Rather, it constitutes a functionally motivated typological tendency, ensuring semantic precision, structural
coherence, and communicative efficiency. The obligatory repetition in Azerbaijani and the optional, discourse-conditioned
repetition in Italian are different formal realizations of the same functional principle.

This insight contributes to theoretical linguistics by clarifying the functional interface between morphology, syntax, and
discourse, and has practical implications for applied linguistics, including:

- Translation studies: Understanding the structural and functional equivalence of grammatical systems is essential for
accurate rendering of meaning.

- Second language acquisition: Awareness of typological constraints aids learners in mastering coordination patterns in
both analytic and agglutinative languages.

- Intercultural communication: Explicit marking strategies in coordination inform strategies for clarity and disambiguation
in multilingual contexts.

Overall, the study emphasizes that functional pressures—clarity, parallelism, and interpretive transparency—shape
coordination across typologically distinct languages, demonstrating a robust interaction between formal grammatical systems
and discourse-level strategies.
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