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Collocation studies insert themselves into the frameworks of natural
language generation (the process of producing meaningful phrases and sentences
in the form of natural language), computational lexicography (that automatically
identifies the important collocations to be listed in a dictionary entry), parsing
(the process of analyzing a string of symbols in natural languages), corpus
linguistic research (the study of social phenomena like the reinforcement of
cultural stereotypes through language) and teaching of foreign languages.
Collocations constitute an open research field, which definition is at the same
time controversial. Linguists usually propose two approaches: the first one is the
open conception (Firth, 1975; Sinclair, 1966) that defines the collocations as
syntactically and semantically compatible word bindings. The second one, the
tight conception, examines instead the collocations as linguistic phenomena
named phraseologisms that find themselves in the middle in the continuum
between free combinations and idiomatic expressions, therefore they are often
defined half-fixed expressions [Berisi¢ 2017]

At this point it is significant to provide a definition of phraseologism: it is
a sequence of words called phraseological units, phraseologisms, word
combinations, idioms, phrasemes, set phrases, lexical bundles, multiword
expressions, lexical chunks that constitute the phraseology, the set of the
“ready-to-use” phrases, “prefabs” of a language. However, this discipline has
widened itself across the years: it does not study only the idiomatic expressions,

174


mailto:marabini92@gmail.com

but embraces also the word combinations and, consequently, the collocations
[Ramusino Mollica 2019: 145-146].

Collocations represent co-occurrences of words used together in the
discourse. In the British linguistics of the 1950s (associated with the names of
Firth, Halliday and Sinclair) the way words combine was explained with two
principles, as above mentioned: the open-choice principle and the idiom
principle. The first one represents the assumption that practically each position
in a clause offers a choice, while, the second one refers to the available large
number of semi-pre-constructed phrases that constitute single choices for the
language users. In using the language, the speakers alternate between the
open-choice and the idiom principle [Erman Warren 2000: 30]. Within the study
of collocations, the second principle can be considered the most appropriate one,
since the collocations are one of the phraseological phenomena that better
illustrate the functioning of the idiomatic principle.

Collocations are characterised by limited compositionality, which is the
feature that allows the meaning of a natural language expression to be predicted
from the meaning of the inner constituent parts. Collocations are not fully
compositional in that there is usually a connotation or an added element of
meaning that cannot be predicted from the parts. Another criterion that
characterizes the collocations is non-substitutability: it is not possible to
substitute near-synonyms for the components of a collocation. In addition to
these two criteria, there exists the non-modifiability: many collocations cannot
be freely modified with additional lexical material or through grammatical
transformations.

The form of collocations is difficult to predict, therefore, the Construction
Grammar arouse from the need to find a theoretical model that was adequate to
describe the phraseological-type units. The Construction Grammar (hereafter
CxG) is a linguistic theory that focuses on the idea of language as a continuum
between lexicon and grammar. CxG investigates the so-called constructions; that
is, pairings of form and meaning, which can be of varying complexity
(morphemes, words, syntactic patterns, etc.) and present differing degrees of
abstraction/concreteness (for example, non-lexically specified syntactic patterns
vs. fixed idiomatic expressions) [Goldberg 2006: 5-6]. About this theory,
Fillmore/Kay/O’Connor (1988) proposed that it should include the entire
linguistic scenario for a speaker to fully understand and produce a potentially
infinite number of linguistic locutions and use them in a competent and efficient
way.

Researchers have collected the phraseological units in electronic corpora
or databases that are particularly useful alongside the monolingual, bilingual and
specialised dictionaries. The databases have contributed to giving quantitative
criteria to the semantic-syntactic approach of the research in the field of
collocations. Through them it has been possible to identify with certainty which
words occur regularly together on the basis of the frequency principle. One of
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the projects based on corpora is the “Multilingual Phraseology”, financed by the
University of Milan and that involves other universities, such as the University
of Roma Tre and the University Heinrich Heine University of Diisseldorf
[Benigni Ramusino Mollica Schafroth: 282]. The database is implemented
starting from the onomasiological principle: the most representative
phraseological units of a given semantic field are presented and thoroughly
described.

Collocations are intermediate forms between the ‘phrasemes’ / ‘set
phrases’ and the ‘free phrases’: they are thus also called ‘semi-phrasemes’ and
they are opaque forms in which one of the components maintains its literal
meaning while the other tends to be used metaphorically. Collocations have
contributed to broaden the phraseological studies and have encouraged the
establishment of syntactical tests (of substitution, inversion, focalization,
isolation, passivization, etc.) and of semantic criteria (non-compositionality,
desemanticization of the constituents, capacity to designate conceptual units),
allowing phraseologisms to be distinguished in a strict sense from similar
constructions [Benigni Ramusino Mollica Schafroth: 277].

In the present article, the Russian and Italian collocations in the business
communication sphere are provided and compared. The translation from one
language to another is particularly significant to determine whether we are
dealing with a collocation or with similar constructions. The linguistic
examination is structured on the semantic, grammatical, synonymic,
etymological levels. In particular, it refers to the composition of components
(base and collocate and subsequently, verb + noun, adjective + noun),
the derivation of nouns from verbs, the use of prepositions, the semantic-
conceptual aspect and the phenomenon of monocollocability.

According to the component composition there are several groups of
collocations, one of these is the verbal phraseologism, such as docmuenymeo
0ocosopennocmu (raggiungere un accordo), dosecmu 0o ceeoenus (portare a
conoscenza), npunsmo 6o enumanue (prendere in considerazione), omxpwime
@uauan (aprire una filiale), koumponuposame pabomy (monitorare il lavoro),
KOHmMpouposams npouszeoocmeennwlii. npoyecc (monitorare il processo di
produzione), sanumamocs eéonpocamu (occuparsi delle questioni), soszerasnsme
komnanuto (dirigere la compagnia), pexramuposams gupmy (pubblicizzare
['azienda), noomeepocoamv  3akaz (confermare [’ordine), cobupame
ungopmayuro (raccogliere le informazioni), ob6cyscoams oena (discutere le
questioni), yseauuums mosapoobopom (aumentare il giro d’affari), nocmpoums
Hoswlll 3a600 (Costruire una nuova fabbrica), nauame axmuenyio pexiammyio
kamnanuio (avviare un’attiva campagna pubblicitaria), npeonoscums pabomy
(offrire  un lavoro), 3abponuposams Homep (prenotare una stanza),
noomsepaxcoams  yuacmue (confermare la partecipazione), cocmasumes
onpocuwiti ucm (Organizzare un questionario). However, the main focus is on
npunamo 6o enumanue - prendere in considerazione where the Russian language
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prefers the term suumanue (attention), whiles the Italian one considerazione
(consideration). In Russian, however, there exist one verb that includes in itself
the concept of consideration: paccmompusame.

In the business communication, some stable verb combinations constitute
a style-forming feature; indeed instead of a combination, one verb is preferred.
It is interesting at this point to underline the following support verb
constructions. They are characterized by the presence of a verb and a nominal
object: the verb only conveys the grammatical information, while the object
bears the main lexical meaning. Some examples are: oxazamo coodeiicmeue —
nocooeticmeosams (prestare supporto — contribuire), nposecmu anaruz —
npoananusuposamsv  (condurre un’analisi — analizzare), ocywecmeums
swinamel - ebiniamums (effettuare un pagamento — pagare), npunsmo yuacmue
— yuacmeosams (partecipare), oasamo capanmuio — capanmuposams (dare una
garanzia — garantire). In these examples, we can notice that Russian and Italian
function in the same way: they use both collocations and simple verbs; the only
example that is an exception is npumsme yuacmue - yuacmeosams
(partecipare), where the Italian language prefers the simple lexeme. Indeed, it is
rather uncommon to find the correspondent form of npunsme yuacmue, which
literally means ‘prendere una partecipazione’.

Sometimes the substitution from support verb constructions to lemmas is
not even possible like in nposecmu meponpusmue (condurre un evento),
npunsmo mepol (prendere le misure), sauame donsxcnocms (ricoprire la carica),
yemanosums nopsiooxk (stabilire ['ordine), soznoxcums xoumponw (incaricare
del controllo). Between the two groups, that of verbal phraseologisms and that
of verbs replacing the combination, researchers attribute to the sphere of the
phraseological units only the verbal-nominal combinations that cannot be
replaced with one word [Guseva 2014: 151]. Moreover, the Russian collocation
s03100/cums Konmpoas requires a different construction as respect to the Italian
equivalent incaricare del controllo. Indeed, the two full constructions are
603100/cUMb KOHmpoab Ha koeo-mo and incaricare qualcuno del controllo:
in Russian the preposition precedes somebody and in Italian it precedes the
control. The meaning is the same: to charge somebody with the control of
something.

The composition of the collocations is not only of the type ‘verb+noun’,
but it can be also of the type ‘adjective+noun’. The Russian language adopts the
‘adjective+noun’ structure in the following combinations: 6apmepnas coenxa
(affare di baratto), umennas axyus (azione nominativa), yennas 6ymaea (valore
mobiliare), mexauecmeennwvii mosap (articolo scadente), oocosopmuiii cpox
(termine contrattuale), pupmennwvui 3nax (marchio registrato), kopnopamuenas
kymemypa (cultura aziendale), opeanuzayuonnas cmpyxmypa (struttura
organizzativa), manoe npeonpusmue (piccola impresa), menxuti npouzgooumeins
(piccolo produttore), xpynuwui uneecmop (grande investitore), xpynmuoe
npouszeoocmeo  (grande produzione); eubkue yenwvr (costi  flessibili),
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maekasn eamoma  (valuta  debole), ycmoiiuuswiti  kypc  (corso  stabile),
npsmou nanoe  (imposta  diretta), mpsawmot obmen  (Cambio  diretto),
mpancnopmusiti omoen (ufficio di trasporto), suzumnas xapmouxa (biglietto da
visita), pexnamnoe acencmso (agenzia pubblicitaria), eraemwiti umnowcenep
(capo ingegnere),  ¢unancoswiti  oupexmop  (direttore  finanziario),
enasHuiil mexronoe (Capo tecnologo), npouszeoocmeennviit omoen (ufficio di
produzione), pabouui menegon (telefono aziendale), oomawnuii menegon
(telefono fisso), comoswiii menegpon (cellulare), posnuunas yena (prezzo al
dettaglio), pabouuii oenw (giorno lavorativo), ssixoonoit doenw (giorno festivo),
edceonesnoe cosewanue (riunione giornaliera), mexkywue oena (problemi di
attualita), peskoe cnuxcenue | nosviuenue (calo / aumento Dbrusco),
pesxuti pocm (Crescita brusca), sxcnopmuwiti mosap (merce d’esportazione),
umnopmnuwiti | npusosznou mosap (merce d’importazione), memaniypeuueckast
npooykyust (produzione metallurgica), muposoii peinox (mercato globale),
pabouee mecmo (posto di lavoro), xumuueckas npoodykyus (produzione
chimica), 0enosas KOPPECNOHOEHYUSL (corrispondenza d’affari),
eenepanvHbill Meneoxcep (Mmanager generale), opeanuzayuonnvii Komumem
(comitato organizzativo), xomnsromepuwiti omoen (dipartimento informatico),
eapanmutinoil cpox (termine di garanzia), ompocuwui aucm (questionario),
konuposanvuwiti  annapam (copiatrice), pexnammoe o06wsaerenue (annuncio
pubblicitario), nocaoounwiti manon (carta d’imbarco), nacnopmuwiii KOHmpoL
(controllo passaporti).

It is possible to notice the equivalence one-to-one in almost all examples.
Figurativeness is as well evident in combinations such as wmenkui
npoussooumenw (piccolo produttore) and xpynueui uneecmop (grande
investitore) where both languages share the use of the adjectives ‘small’ and
‘big> to characterize the producer or the investor in terms of goods.
Differences arises in such collocations as domawmnuii meneghon (telefono fisso)
and mekywue dena (problemi di attualita). In the first example, in Russian the
adjective derives from the term oom (casa, home), but in Italian it is translated
with fisso (nenoosuocnwiir, unmovable); however, the Italian form telefono di
casa can be as well accepted, while the Russian one uenoosuoicnviti menegon
cannot. In the second example, the adjective mexywuii has the function of
adjective and participle and it comes from the verb meus (scorrere, flow);
thus, mexywue oOena literally means ‘flowing business’ and brings a highly
figurative meaning. As far as swixoonoii denv (giorno festivo) concerns, the
adjective swvixoonou derives from the verb ssixooums (uscire), so literally it is a
‘day that goes out’, because it usually relates to the last days of the week that
figuratively go out of the week days. In Italian the adjective festivo
(npazonuunwiii, festive) is preferred. In addition, in Russian we can find also a
fusion of the adjective + noun as it happens in opeanuzayuonnwvii komumem that
changes in opexomumem and in Italian this does not verify. At the end, some
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collocations are collocations only in Russian, in Italian one term is necessary:
onpocuwiti iucm (questionario) and konuposanvnwiti annapam (copiatrice).

Moreover, the so-called speech standards are included in the phraseology
of the official business style. They are a different category from the collocation,
because they constitute clichés. Clichés are stereotypical expressions
reproducible in typical speech contexts and situations that contribute to the
composition of documents. Some of the examples are 6 ycmamnoerennom
nopsioxke (secondo [’ordine stabilito), ¢ coomeemcmesuu ¢ pewenuem (in accordo
con la decisione), coeracno nocmanosnenu (secondo la delibera), ¢ csesaszu ¢
Hawell npedvloyweli doeosopennocmoio... (in relazione al nostro precedente
accordo), ¢ yenvio ynywwenus xawecmea nHawux uzdenut... (con lo scopo di
migliorare la qualita dei nostri prodotti), coeracno nawemy 002080py...
(secondo il contratto), ¢ 6racooaprocmvio noomeepicoaem noIYUEHUE
Baweeo... (ringraziandoLa, confermiamo di aver ricevuto il Suo...)
[Guseva 2014: 151]. Standard linguistic formulas can be as well found in the
business correspondence: ¢ omseem na Bawe nucvmo (in risposta alla Sua/Vostra
lettera/mail), xkax u oocosapusanuce (come da accordi), 6 coomeemcmesuu c
Baweti npocvbou (in riferimento alla Sua/Vostra richiesta), coobwaio |
coobwaem Bam cnedyrowee (con la presente si comunica quanto segue),
svicolLiaio 6 npunodicenue (invio in allegato).

In the Russian formal business style a wide number of fixed combinations
Is constructed with nouns derived from verbs; however, in Italian the verb is in
some cases preferred, also because it is possible to nominalise an infinitive:
nposedenue ananuza (condurre un’analisi), that literally is ‘la conduzione di
un’analisi’, but in Italian the variant with the verb is preferred and it can be also
used with the function of a noun ‘il condurre un’analisi’), x00 sxcnepumenma
(lo svolgimento dell esperimento), docmuacenue docosopennocmu (raggiungere
un accordo, that literally is ‘il raggiungimento di un accordo’, but also in this
case the variant with the verb is preferred), oxazanue nomowu (cooeticmeus)
(concedere un aiuto or un supporto, that literally is ‘la concessione di un aiuto’),
auuenue ceoboowt (privazione della liberta). Furthermore, there is a group of
combinations, formed by nouns derived from verbs with the prefix —we, such as
neucnoanenue oosizannocmet (trasgressione degli obblighi). Those components
are really fundamental in the business communication because they give
uniqueness to the texts [Guseva 2014: 151].

The main difference between the Russian and Italian languages is the use
of prepositions and cases. Indeed among the lexical-phraseological
characteristics of the business communication there are combinations that need
prepositions. For example: eapanmus (ue20?) ycnexa (garanzia di successo),
where the Russian language does not use any preposition, but only the genitive
case, while the Italian language makes use of the preposition di. I'apanmus
(6 wem?) 6 smom oOene (garanzia in questo affare): both languages use the
prepositions and Russian adds the appropriate case used with the preposition s,
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which is the prepositional case. I'apanmus (na umo?) na menesuzop (garanzia
sul televisore): also in this case the two languages adopt prepositions.
In addition, in Russian, the variant without the prepositions is sometimes
possible: indeed it is possible to say both wmepsr no eo30eiicmsuio
(npeodynpescoenuro, noowpenuro) and mepwr sozoeticmeus (npedynpesxicoenust,
noowpenust). the first example adopts the preposition no, while the second one
uses the genitive case. In Italian those forms can be translated both with and
without prepositions: misure di impatto, misure preventive (or misure di
prevenzione), misure di incentivazione). Moreover, in Russian there exist two
different prepositions used for the same construction, while in Italian the
correspondent form is only one: omnpasums na paccmompenue and omnpasumes
ons paccmompenus (inviare per la revisione); 6 yewsx noseviwenus... and c
yenvto nosviuienus... (Per aumentare); ¢ aopec and no aopecy (all’indirizzo).
As far as the last two examples concern, ¢ yewix nosvuuenus underlines the
general aim orientation, while ¢ yenwvio specifies the aim of the action; no aopecy
is a form used rather in the oral speech [Roljak 2013: 110].

Some terms do not have an independent meaning, they exist only within a
collocation oxazamv — nomoww, cooeiicmsue, noddepacky, yeayey (concedere
un aiuto, un appoggio, un sostegno, un servizio); saxmouums (pacmoperuyms) —
0oeosop, konmpaxm, coenxy (stipulare / rescindere un accordo, un contratto,
concludere un affare). It is interesting to underline the Italian collocation
concludere un affare that, unlike the Russian language, uses a different verb
(concludere) from the previous one (rescindere). The choice is very strict and
the two occurrences combine together in the speech, so that the verb concludere
will always be in relation to the noun affare and the verb rescindere with the
nouns accordo and contratto.

The semantically autonomous term within the collocation is called base.
The other element is the collocate that can exist only in relation to a base
[Hausmann 1989: 191-192]. One example is the Italian locution rogare un
contratto (cocmasnsmes Oocosop), where contratto can function without the
collocate, while rogare needs a base to fully realise its meaning, that can be
legge, atto apart from contratto. Indeed, the gap between the use of verbs in
Italian and Russian is here deep: the Italian verb rogare is more specific and
context-related than the Russian one. The collocate rogare is thus the
unpredictable part of the collocation.

At this point, the difference Dbetween collocations and multiword
expressions arises: the first ones are fixed structures only from the paradigmatic
point of view, while the latter are cohesive from the paradigmatic and
syntagmatic perspectives. This means that in the multiword expressions it is not
possible to apply syntactic modifications, such as passive constructions and
modifiers. Bisetto defines the multiword expressions as the result of a process of
lexicalization that gives a non-compositional meaning to the construction
[Bisetto 2004: 36]. One example is conferenza stampa (npecc-xongpepenyus),
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which is not a type of conference. The distinctive autonomous characteristic of
the multiword expressions is that they insert themselves in technical-specialized
language sectors.

Furthermore, it is possible to identify types of collocations with a
semantic-conceptual aspect. The first one is a collocation with a polysemic
collocate that undergoes semantic modifications as regards the original meaning
(usually it happens through a process of metaphorization). It is the case of
wmab-keapmupa (quartier generale) that is not a district, but rather a place
where all main functions of an organizations are coordinated (headquarters).
The second one is the set of collocations with a semantically vague collocate
that shows a limited intensity like mettere in risalto (noouepxuyms). Those two
forms do not have any correspondence, as in Italian mettere in risalto has a
combinatorial feature. The third one is represented by those collocations that
confine with free combinations: they admit no more than one specific collocate,
such as in datore di lavoro (pa6omooamens) where a synonym of lavoro (job)
such as incarico is not admitted.

As far as mettere in risalto concerns, Cermak underlines the concept of
mono-collocability, term that refers to an extremely restricted collocation
instead of the unique collocation as it is supposed to think. The mono-collocable
words are in general defined through formal and semantic criteria. From a
formal point of view, they are words that appear within a lexical fixed
combination and therefore they cannot be used outside it. From the semantic
perspective, they are instead characterised by a lack of an autonomous or
independent meaning [Konecny 2018: 62]. This is the case of risalto that can
exist only combined to the verb mettere and the preposition in. Another case of
mono-collocability is represented by loan words from other languages. They can
be Anglicism as in part-time or Latinisms with the form of adverbial locution as
in primis, where the second term is interpreted as mono-collocable since the
preposition in exists as well in the Italian language. However, loan words should
not be considered as single words, but as unique lexeme.

In order to consult the collocations in the dictionaries it is necessary to
search for the lemma (base or collocate) beneath which the collocation is
registered. The collocations are usually presented beneath the lemma of the
base, but sometimes they are found beneath the collocate. For consultation
purposes, it would be better to insert systematically the collocation beneath both
the base and the collocate, and in case this would not be possible, it would be
opportune to insert references among the various entries of the dictionary.
Moreover, the monolingual dictionaries do not include metalinguistic
interpretations, examples or information about the collocation usage, thus it is
difficult for non-native speakers to consult them. Collocations should be
highlighted or separated in dictionaries, because the non-native speakers could
not recognize them immediately and could then have difficulties at the level of
production.
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As concerns the bilingual dictionaries, many lexicographers consider
sufficient to insert the collocation either beneath the base or the collocate and
use references. One lack of the bilingual dictionaries is that they should properly
indicate the information on the semantic and morphosyntactic characteristics of
a given collocation. For example, they should specify the use of cases, of
prepositions, of singular / plural forms, the grammatical links and the possibility
of word conversion which constitute the most common mistakes in the transfer
from one language to another.

To conclude, at the lexicography level the notion of collocation implies a
binary structure ‘basetcollocate’, constituted by verbs, nouns and adjectives.
The main languages involved in the analysis of collocations have been Italian
and Russian. The verbal variant is predominant in the business discourse, since a
wide number of collocations are combined with verbs and are as well derived
from them. Importance has been given to the similarities between the two
languages as regards the substitution of a collocation with a support verb
construction. However, the two languages present dissimilarities in the
collocation structure as regards, for instance, the replacement of the functions of
the articles with the case, the use of prepositions and the choice of lexicon.

The main difficulty that learners can find is the translation from one
language to another. In particular, the meaning of a collocation can be more
opague in the phase of production and less opaque in that of comprehension.
The collocation competence creates difficulties when there is no equivalent
between the source language and the target language (and this happens above all
with support verb constructions), when the collocations in the two languages do
not correspond and when there are equivalent forms, but they are apparent and
actually their meanings are different.

The variety of the phraseological spectrum has been also analysed and it
involves, alongside the collocations, the multiword expressions and the clichés,
which are very similar to the collocations for their structure.

The analysis is doubtlessly interesting for future investigations on other
lemmas of other language sectors, the way they combine and their structure.
The collocation competence is crucial in building up the discourse of specialized
fields, where the knowledge of the appropriate language is necessary to produce
a natural and efficient text.

The collocation studies can be also deepened in the didactic practice
through explicit and implicit methodologies that respectively encourage the
learners to translate the phrase and consult specific collocation dictionaries.
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