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Abstract
This paper describes the first steps of a corpus-based methodology for the development of an
online Platform for Multilingual Collocations Dictionaries (PLATCOL). The platform is aimed
to be customized for different target audiences according to their needs. It covers various
syntactic structures of collocations that fit into the following taxonomy: verbal, adjectival,
nominal, and adverbial. Part of its design, layout and methodological procedures are based on
the Bilingual Online Collocations Dictionary Platform (Orenha-Ottaiano, 2017). The
methodology also relies on the combination of automatic methods to extract candidate
collocations (Garcia et al., 2019a) with careful post-editing performed by lexicographers. The
automatic approaches take advantage of NLP tools to annotate large corpora with lemmas,
PoS-tags and dependency relations in five languages (English, French, Portuguese, Spanish and
Chinese). Using these data, we apply statistical measures (Evert et al., 2017; Garcia et al.,
2019b) and distributional semantics strategies to select the candidates (Garcia et al., 2019c)
and retrieve corpus-based examples (Kilgarriff et al., 2008). We also rely on automatic
definition extraction (Bond & Foster, 2013) so that collocations can be more effectively
organized according to their specific senses.
Keywords: collocations; collocations dictionary; online platform; automatic extraction;
lexicography

1. Introduction
In the past two decades, collocations have been high on the agenda of foreign language
teaching and learning (Nesselhauf, 2005; Alonso-Ramos, 2008, 2019; Laufer, 2011;
Orenha-Ottaiano, 2021; Torner & Bernal, 2017, among others). Despite this fact, when
it comes to the translation of collocations, the number of studies that can contribute
to better comprehension of the difficulties regarding the complexity of translation of
such combinations is not as significant (Kenny, 2001; Bernardini, 2007; Gregorio-Godeo
& Molina, 2011; Orenha-Ottaiano, 2009, 2012, forthcoming).
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Additionally, even though several authors emphasise the importance of compiling
dictionaries with a special focus on collocations or for the building of specific
collocations dictionaries (Alonso-Ramos, 2001; Atkins & Rundell, 2008; Moon, 2008;
Orenha-Ottaiano, 2013, 2015, 2017; Kilgarriff, 2015, etc.), the number of online or
electronic collocations dictionaries available is still scarce, especially when it comes to
bilingual or multilingual collocations dictionaries for general language.
The work described in this paper aims to fill this gap. We describe a methodology for
the design and compilation of an online platform for multilingual collocations
dictionaries (English, Portuguese, French, Spanish and Chinese). The collection of
relevant collocations is corpus-based and semi-automated (automatic extraction with
human validation). Furthermore, the design of the platform takes into consideration
users’ needs as suggested by the principles of the function theory of lexicography
(Bothma & Tarp, 2012; Fuertes-Olivera & Tarp, 2014; Tarp, 2015).
Besides the introduction, the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 addresses the
motivational aspects for the development of a corpus-based methodology of multilingual
collocations dictionaries and an online platform. Section 3 outlines the methodological
steps used in this research. Section 4 explores the Multilingual Collocations Dictionary’s
structure and design. Finally, Section 5 presents the concluding remarks and highlights
some ideas for further work.

2. Motivation
One of the main motivations for carrying out this research is that collocations require
specific pedagogical attention. Concerning lexicographical work, excellent monolingual
collocations dictionaries for learners of English as a second or foreign language are
available, such as the Longman Collocations Dictionary and Thesaurus (2013),
Macmillan Collocations Dictionary for Learners of English (Rundell, 2010), Oxford
Collocations Dictionary for Students of English (Mcintosh et al., 2009), LTP Dictionary
of Selected Collocations (Hill; Lewis, 1999) and The BBI Combinatory Dictionary of
English (Benson et al., 1997), with the last two are only available in paper format.
In Portuguese, to the best of our knowledge, the only online and corpus-based
dictionary of collocations is the one developed by Orenha-Ottaiano (2017). As it is bidirectional, and users can consult it both as a monolingual (either Portuguese or
English) or as a bilingual (English-Portuguese and Portuguese-English).
In Spanish, the Diccionario combinatorio práctico del español contemporáneo (Bosque,
2006) is a corpus-based dictionary for native or foreign language speakers of Spanish,
which focuses not only on collocations but also on other phraseologisms, such as idioms
(locuciones fijas). The Diccionario de colocaciones del español (DiCE; Alonso-Ramos,
2004) is available online and encodes collocations according to the principles of the
Meaning-Text Theory.
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In French, Beauchesne’s the Dictionnaire des Cooccurrences (2001) is an example of a
printed and online monolingual collocations dictionary, but it is not corpus-based. The
DiCouèbe (Jousse & Polguère, 2005) is an online French combinatorial dictionary in
which collocations are all encoded with Lexical Functions.
In Chinese, we can mention the Modern Chinese Collocation Dictionary (Mei, 1999)
and Dictionary of Chinese Common Word Collocations (Yang, 1990).
As far as bilingual dictionaries are concerned, as previously mentioned, OrenhaOttaiano (2016, 2017) built an online platform of bilingual Collocations Dictionary
(English-Portuguese and Portuguese-English), which has recently been changed into a
platform of multilingual collocations dictionaries, as discussed in this paper. Alegro et
al. (2010) published a printed dictionary containing 3,000 adjectival collocations
(Portuguese-English), but it is neither corpus-based nor in an electronic or online
format.
The DiCoEnviro (L’Homme et al., 2018) and the DiCoInfo (L’Homme, 2008) are online
terminological dictionaries in English, French and Spanish (a few Portuguese, Italian
and Chinese terms are also listed) that focus on specialized terms, encodes specialized
collocations and explain the meaning of collocates using the system of lexical functions
(Mel’čuk, 1996).
Finally, another bilingual dictionary worth mentioning is The Oxford Collocations
Dictionary (English-Chinese), both printed and app versions.
A lot of research has taken place on corpus-based and online bilingual or multilingual
collocations dictionaries in other languages, such as the Dictionary of Collocations of
European Portuguese (Pereira & Mendes, 2002), a dictionary of Italian collocations
(Spina, 2010), an investigation on the automatic construction of a multilingual
dictionary of collocations (Garcia et al., 2019a), and a bilingual English-Italian
dictionary of collocations (Berti & Pinnavaia, 2014), among others. Nevertheless, there
is still a gap in the availability or publication of online dictionaries themselves as they
are research proposals and have not been published yet.
Another motivational aspect of this project concerns the possibility of developing a
platform offering a higher degree of customisation of the structure of the dictionaries.
It aims at the development of an innovative lexicographical methodology and model
for a multilingual collocations dictionary, as well as the design of a collocations software
and platform, the PLATCOL1. Moreover, it targets the setting up of a useful and large
The Platform for Multilingual Collocations Dictionaries (PLATCOL) is the practical result of
the project A phraseographical methodology and model for an online corpus-based Multilingual
Collocations Dictionary Platform, sponsored by The São Paulo Research Foundation
(FAPESP). It is a two-year project with a partnership between São Paulo State University
(Brazil), responsible for English and Portuguese languages, the University of Montréal (French),
University of Granada (Chinese), University of Coruña and University of Alcalá (Spanish), and
University of Santiago de Compostela, for the automatic retrieval of corpus data.
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resource for semi-automatic collocations retrieval, as well as automatic extraction of
good examples, definitions and translation.

3. Methodology
The methodology to build the dictionary is based on the automatic approach described
in Garcia et al. (2019a), enriched with sense information of the bases and a manual
review and validation of the extracted data made by lexicographers.
3.1 Corpora
We compiled a large corpus for each of the five languages of the project using different
source data, as Table 1 below shows:

Table 1: Corpora Size and Sources

The corpora were parsed with UDPipe (Straka & Straková, 2017) using the latest
models (v2.7) trained on the UD corpora (de Marneffe et al., 2021). Previous to this
syntactic analysis, we tokenized and PoS-tagged the data using the same UDPipe
models for English and French, LinguaKit (Gamallo et al., 2018) for Portuguese and
Spanish, and the Stanford CoreNLP suite (Manning et al., 2014) for the Chinese texts.
3.2 Definition and extraction of keywords
We focus on collocation types with three morphosyntactic classes of bases: nouns, verbs,
and adjectives. Due to the large size of the corpora, we attempt to extract basic
vocabulary lists for each class and language. Therefore, we automatically extracted the
lemmas of the nouns with a minimum frequency of one occurrence per million tokens
in each corpus, annotating them as known or unknown if they appear in large lexica2.
We used the dictionaries provided by FreeLing (Padró & Stanilovsky, 2012) for each
language (English, Portuguese, French and Spanish), except for Chinese. We didn't use
any lexicon for Chinese because we are not aware of any free dictionary for this
language.
2

Due to the lower frequency of verbs and adjectives, we used frequency=>0.5 in these cases.
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After the automatic extraction, which took place for each language separately, the lists
of keywords were submitted to the lexicographers to filter out noise (e.g., lemmas with
typos, entries wrongly processed, etc.) and to select the most frequent lemmas, then
used to extract candidate collocations. Besides, each keyword has been enriched with
the potential senses present in WordNet, using the Open Multilingual WordNet (Bond
& Foster, 2013) by means of the interface provided by the NLTK package (Bird &
Klein, 2009).
Table 2 shows a sample of keywords in French as an example, sorted by descending
order of frequency. Candidates marked NO by lexicographers were removed from the
list.

Table 2: Results of validation in French
After having manually validated the base candidates in each language separately, we
reached the following results for English, French and Portuguese, shown in Table 3.
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Table 3: Number of automatically extracted and validated candidates

As can be noted in Table 3, about 15% of nouns were discarded in French, 16% in
Portuguese, and 18% in English. As for the verbs, 40% of them were discarded in
French, 32% in Portuguese, and 28% in English. These results highlight the importance
of post-editing in all lexicographical phases.
3.3 Identification of collocations and example sentences
Following Garcia et al. (2017) we extract pairs of the target dependency relations using
the manually validated keywords and restricting the potential collocates for their
morphosyntactic category. Thus, for noun bases we extract the following syntactic
relations:3 obj (verb-noun collocations), nsubj (instances of noun-verb), obl (verbpreposition-noun), amod (adjective-noun), and nmod and compound (both including
noun-noun or noun-prep-noun instances). For verb bases we extract xcomp (verbadjective collocations) and advmod (verb-adverb). Finally, for adjective bases, we
extract advmod examples (adjective-adverb candidates).
For each triple (base;collocate;relation) we follow the syntactic co-occurrence method
described in Evert (2008) to compute, apart from frequency data, the following
statistical values: PMI, Dice, log-likelihood, t-score, z-score, 2, and simple-ll (together
with ∆P (Gries, 2013). In order to reduce the large size of the candidates sets we
remove those combinations with a normalized frequency lower than one per million,
and sort the remaining ones by t-score (Garcia et al., 2019b).
Then, we collect up to eight sentences for each candidate collocation, selected by a set
of GDEX-inspired heuristics (Kilgarriff et al., 2008). We have implemented a basic
strategy using some of the proposals of Kosem et al. (2019a) for English and for
Portuguese (the latter were also used for the other romance languages): sentences with
less than six tokens are discarded, and those with more than 30 tokens are incrementally
penalized. Furthermore, sentences with punctuation, proper nouns, words with more
3

https://universaldependencies.org/u/dep/all.html
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than 12 characters, and strange characters (e.g., in other alphabets and encodings) are
also penalized. Other heuristics in the literature were not implemented as they require
language-specific resources or are computationally very expensive.
This automatically extracted information is then used by language experts to select the
collocations for the final resource. For each candidate, the lexicographers decide which
combinations are going to be incorporated into the dictionary, and select the
appropriate sense for the base and a set of five examples to be shown on the platform.
The tables below show examples of automatically retrieved data in English (Tables 4
and 5) and in Portuguese (Tables 6 and 7) from noun bases, showing collocates,
frequencies, some of the statistical score results and examples (four out of eight) – the
first example has collocations highlighted manually.

Table 4: Automatically retrieved data from the English corpus – base = noun

Table 5: Automatically retrieved data from the English corpus - examples
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Table 6: Automatically retrieved data from the Portuguese corpus – base = noun

Table 7: Automatically retrieved data from the Portuguese corpus - examples
The volume of the automatically retrieved data is very large. We set a filter of 20
occurrences per million, in the same syntactic dependence, following Evert (2008). This
filter has given, on average, 20,000 candidates with base = name, and 8,000 with base
= verb, for example. The post-editing phase is still in progress and may last a few
months as data have been manually validated, evaluated and also revised by at least
two lexicographers. As collocations are being revised, they are directed to the following
phase of automatic translation into other languages, as described in the next section,
according to the pairs we have previously set (please see subsection 4.3)
3.4 Translation of collocations
Once the monolingual collocations are inserted in the platform, we will use an
unsupervised approach to retrieve candidate translations among the languages of the
project. The strategy, inspired by Garcia et al. (2019c), can be summarized as follows:
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We first train monolingual word2vec models (Mikolov et al., 2013) using processed
corpora and representing each word as a pair of lemma and PoS-tag (e.g.,
“house_NOUN”). Then, these models are mapped in a shared vector space with vecmap
(Artetxe et al., 2018). Finally, we create a compositional vector for a given collocation
in language A, and search for similar candidates (in terms of cosine similarity) in
language B (Garcia et al., 2019c). The candidate translations are ranked by the
confidence of the models, and they will be manually validated by lexicographers in
further work.

4. The Multilingual Collocations Dictionary Structure and
Design
The Multilingual Collocations Dictionaries4 (PLATCOL) proposed here aim at fulfilling
users’ needs regarding language encoding, and, as such, are considered to be a
production dictionary. Besides helping users produce more authentic texts, PLATCOL
also has the purpose of developing users’ collocational competence, which is intrinsically
connected with fluency. The wider the repertoire of collocations, the greater fluency a
learner can achieve. Moreover, the platform is intended to have an easy-to-use layout
that offers the possibility of being customized.
Since foreign language learners or dictionary users in general encounter challenges in
using collocations in their native language, and PLATCOL is also designed to display
monolingual dictionaries. Thus, it will serve as a monolingual, bilingual or multilingual
dictionary (English, Portuguese, French, Spanish and Chinese), also taking into account
that collocations are automatically activated for each language covered by the platform,
as the presentation screen of PLATCOL’s prototype illustrates (Figure 1).

We use the term dictionaries as we mean that users can opt to activate monolingual, bilingual
or even multilingual dictionaries, according to their needs and languages they want to search
for.

4
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Figure 1: Screenshot of PLATCOL’s Presentation Screen Prototype

The new site is under construction, as it will be adjusted to the new languages (French,
Spanish and Chinese)5, with a more ambitious and interactive design as well as more
detailed and enhanced lexicographical features and methodology.
4.1 User Profile and Needs
In any lexicographic work, reference is made to the following topics: typology of users,
their needs and skills. Thus, in many studies, users’ "problem" and needs are the main
focus. However, as Fuertes Olivera and Tarp (2014) clearly state, this concern does not
bear fruit, since it does not materialise in concrete theoretical and practical decisions,
but instead researchers tend to approach the problem in a more general way and do
not go into further discussion. Consequently, it is proposed that a better approach is
to differentiate between two types of lexicography: a contemplative and a
transformative one.
A site used to host the Bilingual Collocations Dictionary (Orenha-Ottaiano 2017) and was
modified for PLATCOL (http://www.institucional.grupogbd.com/dicionario/ index?
locale=pt), where users can find information about the platform. However, a new software is
being developed under the new methodology and an updated microstructure will be inserted
in the near future.
5
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In contemplative lexicography, dictionaries are analysed and users questioned about
their use of existing dictionaries to date. In transformative lexicography, theoretical
analyses of the potential user situations, the respective user conditions and needs are
used to develop new approaches for compiling new dictionaries, typically
monofunctional dictionaries (Bergenholtz, Bothma & Gouws, 2011: 34-35).
Generally speaking, the first type can be related to the so-called general theory of
lexicography; the second type, in turn, is linked to functional theory. Our proposal is
in line with this last perspective and thus the following constitute essential points that
guide the development of the platform:
a) The prior definition of the users’ profiles to which the proposal is addressed, a crucial
step before its elaboration. These are the profiles that have already been defined:

Table 8: User profiles.
b) The consideration of specific extra-lexicographic or social situations that would
motivate the use of the platform: “to determine which type of needs a specific type of
user may have in each type of situation” (Bergenholtz & Tarp, 2003:173):
We start from the idea that the different target audiences of a lexicographic work have
a series of information and consultation needs (Fuertes Olivera & Tarp, 2014). These
needs can only be met if users have quick and easy access to a set of lexicographic data
prepared according to their profile. This way, users should be able to extract the
information they need, so that they can employ it later, according to their purposes.
These purposes, in turn, are always related to the extra-lexicographic contexts and
situations that gave rise to these needs (Tarp, 2015).
Considering the profile of potential users of the platform, we acknowledge that the
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lexicographically relevant social situations, among the four defined within functional
theory, are as follows: 1. Communicative, in which users try to solve problems related
to production, reception, translation, proofreading and correction of written or oral
texts; and 2. Cognitive, when users need or want to expand their knowledge of
something. This typology could be applied to the profile of all indicated users; however,
recognizing the limitations of the proposal, it is necessary to establish some restrictions,
as Table 9 shows.

Table 9: User profiles related to lexicographically relevant social situations and some
restrictions.

c) the determination of the platform's lexicographic functions:
A lexicographic function must be understood as “the assistance provided by the
dictionary to meet a certain type of user’s specific needs in a certain type of extralexicographical situation”6 (Fuertes Olivera & Tarp, 2008: 80, the translation is ours).
Our proposal must be considered to be multifunctional, since, according to the
extra-lexicographic situations discussed, it must fulfill two functions: a communicative
and cognitive one. Given the recommendations of functional theory and considering
that users' abilities in dictionary use cannot be determined in advance, we must ensure
that access to information is quick and easy.
For this reason, the dictionaries' macrostructure includes a systematic introduction and
“...la asistencia que presta el diccionario para satisfacer el tipo específico de necesidades que
tiene un determinado tipo de usuarios en un determinado tipo de situación extra-lexicográfica”
(Fuertes Olivera & Tarp, 2008: 80)
6
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usage guide. Likewise, the design of the dictionaries' microstructure has been made
taking into account users' profile and needs. The features here described about users’
needs and profiles are based on our considerable experience of translation, translation
training, foreign language teaching and teacher training. In the near future, we intend
to carry out research on users’ needs among the target groups.
4.2 Dictionaries’ microstructure
The compilation of a collocations dictionary, an already complex task, becomes even
more challenging when multiple languages are taken into consideration. The
organization of the microstructure, as explained below, is especially daunting.
PLATCOL’s entries include nouns, verbs, and adjectives which correspond to the bases
of the collocations (see more about the collocations structures in this section).
In a collocations dictionary, the headwords can be organized according to at least two
different principles. One of the views in the treatment of collocations is statistically
based. Collocations are defined under a statistical approach iwith regard to their
frequent co-occurrence. This way, the headword can be either the base or the collocate,
depending on the frequency of co-occurrence in the corpus.
The other view follows Hausmann’s approach (1985, 1989), using the concept of the
base, the element usually known by users, and of the collocate, the element they are
searching for, that is to say, what learners and translators, for example, need to find.
In this project, we opted for the latter view (Hausmann 1985, 1989), claiming that it
is more user-friendly and effective with regard to most user profiles, besides being the
starting point for most users. Moreover, users will be able to perform either base or
collocate searches in the platform search bar.
The entries of the multilingual collocation dictionaries consist of the following elements:

Table 10: Entry elements of the Multilingual Collocation Dictionaries
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The collocations are structured as follows:

Table 11: Collocations’ organization

Below, Table 12 shows a summarized entry structure:

Table 12: Microstructure adapted and expanded from Orenha-Ottaiano et al. (2020).
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According to the type of collocation and language, the collocations will have the
following syntactic structures applied to English:

Table 13: Collocations’ Taxonomy and Syntactic Structures.

The syntactic structures or order of the elements of collocations may vary from one
language to the other. For example, adjectival collocations in Portuguese, Spanish and
French can have two different syntactic structure orders, depending on the meaning the
speaker wishes to convey:
Noun base+ Adjective collocate
Adjective collocate + Noun base
Users will then have free access to PLATCOL’s basic microstructure dictionaries,
without having to sign in (as shown in Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Screenshot of basic structure of an entry.

Besides the basic microstructure, Advanced options will be available if a user opts to
sign in, according to their profile.
A new dictionary structure will be available so users can choose from items in a Menu
containing the following elements:

Table 14: Dictionary’s menu options.
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Figures 3 and 4 show the dictionary structure generated by the items chosen from a
menu in Advanced options.

Figure 3: Screenshot of the advanced option microstructure (the entry is a verb).
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Figure 4: Screenshot of the advanced option microstructure (the entry is an adjective).

Additionally, a user may opt to click on Advanced options and choose to see the
translation equivalents of the sought entry (plan) and its collocations in, for example,
two more languages of the platform, Portuguese and Spanish (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Screenshot of a user’s choice for a translation equivalent of the entry plan.

Of course, future developments of the platform will take into account user feedback.
With respect to post-editing and validation of entry structures, the research will
undertake the following three phases (traffic lights phases), indicating to users their
status:
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Table 15: Phases for post-editing and validation of entry structures

This strategy allows users to have access to all entries, collocations and automatically
extracted data without having to wait until the whole validation process is over.
As this is an ongoing project, some methodological aspects as well as macro and
microstructure decisions may still be changed or reshaped, with a view to best adjust
the platform to the new languages investigated as well as to users’ different
lexicographical needs. Matters regarding the number of collocations or the amount of
data to be displayed on the collocation dictionaries’ screen as well as types of filter
(Kosem et al., 2019b), aiming to help users find relevant information according to their
profile and needs, are still being investigated and will be further discussed in future
work.
4.3 Dictionary typology and directionality
Regarding the coverage of languages, the platform can display monolingual, bilingual
or multilingual dictionaries. With regard to directionality, collocations are retrieved
from all corpora languages and will be automatically translated and post-edited in the
following directions:
● from English into Portuguese;

●
●
●
●

from
from
from
from

Portuguese into English;
Spanish into Portuguese;
Spanish into English;
Chinese into Spanish.

These directions serve only for research purposes. It is worth mentioning that another
pair or group of languages can be chosen since the corresponding settings are manually
entered into the system, regardless of the automatic retrieval process. Once a
collocation in a given language is registered, translations into other languages can also
be manually defined in the system.
Once translation pairs between collocations are identified and registered in the system,
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making up a multilingual database, it becomes possible to identify and automatically
suggest new translations among other languages. This process occurs through an
inference-based algorithm, built from an inference hypothesis related to the composition
of multiple translation dictionaries: if word A translates into word B which in turn
translates into word C, what is the probability that C is a translation of A? Studies
developed under this hypothesis (e.g. Mausam et al., 2010), presented significant results
in relation to the analysis via inference of translation pairs between different languages.
In this process, the algorithm performs the analysis of previously registered
translations, identifies other translation pairs via inference, and shows lexicographers
the possibilities of translations, who must analyze the reliability and quality of the
translation found.
For example, the collocations “develop a plan”, in English, and “desenvolver um plano”,
in Portuguese, are equivalents. Similarly, the collocations “desenvolver um plano”, in
Portuguese, and “desarrollar un plan”, in Spanish, also have a translation relationship.
This way, even if it has not been previously identified in the automatic extraction
process, the relationship between the collocations “develop a plan”, in English, and
“desarrollar un plan”, in Spanish, will be automatically inferred.
4.4 The Dictionaries and CEFR levels
Second language teachers have classified collocations into different CEFR levels, but
this classification is not common in collocation dictionaries. Even in learners’ English
dictionaries which include the level of CEFR, such as Cambridge, the level is assigned
to the headword, but there is no information about the collocations under the
headword. For example, the noun crime, assigned as B1. There is no information about
collocations such as commit crime, charged of crimes or alleged crimes which appear
as examples and do not seem to belong to the same level. We are interested in the
relevance of collocations for all levels and, therefore, this dictionary should include
collocations for all CEFR learners.
This claim leads to the challenge of establishing criteria to assign collocations to a
specific level. There are different approaches. The English Vocabulary Profile (Capel,
2010) adds data from learner corpora to frequency information obtained from English
corpora or vocabulary lists to determine the lexicon non-native speakers should know
at a given level. DICI-A (Dizionario delle Collocazioni Italiane per Apprendenti), on
the other hand, takes a corpus of native speakers as a reference point (Spina, 2016) and
uses a set of parameters to determine the level of collocations it includes: the frequency
and dispersion of a collocation in the corpus, its function (expressions with descriptive
meaning versus marks of textual organization and pragmatic elements) and the topic
with which the collocation in question is associated. As for Spanish collocations, GarcíaSalido and Alonso (2018) choose frequency in the corpus to level the collocations of the
DiCE, but taking as a point of departure the collocations included in the Plan
Curricular del Instituto Cervantes (Instituto Cervantes, 1997-2016). By means of
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analysis of a sample of collocations included in both the dictionary and the Plan
Curricular del Instituto Cervantes, a negative correlation was found between the
levelling proposed for those collocations in the Plan Curricular and the corpus
frequency; that is, higher levels correspond to lower frequencies, and vice versa.
A challenge for assigning CEFR levels in a multilingual collocation dictionary is to find
the equivalence between different languages. For instance, according to frequency
criterion, a given collocation in a language could be assigned to B1 level, however, its
equivalent in another language could be classified into a lower or higher one, according
to the same criterion. For example, even though the collocations black coffee, café solo,
café noir, and café preto could be considered translation equivalents, they are not found
equally in different language corpora and may not be assigned to the same CEFR level.

5. Conclusion and further work
This paper outlined a corpus-based methodology for the development of the Online
Platform for a Multilingual Collocations Dictionary, PLATCOL. It described the
lexicographical features developed to compile PLATCOL’s collocations dictionaries and
presented their macro and microstructure.
We also discussed the automatic approaches to annotate corpora with lemmas, PoStags and dependency relations in the five languages of PLATCOL. Automatic methods
to extract candidate collocations were also explained as well as statistical measures and
distributional semantics strategies to select the candidates described, highlighting the
relevance of post-edition in the lexicographical process.
The collocations dictionaries’ prototypes were presented to illustrate PLATCOL’s
customized design, layout and lexicographical features, stressing the importance of
developing an innovative customization methodology tailored to users’ needs and
specifically designed for a collocations dictionary. Hence, we hope to contribute to
future lexicographical and phraseological/phraseographical research.
For future work, we will take advantage of the strategy presented by Garcia et al.
(2019c) to gather candidate translations for each selected collocation. This approach
generates lists of bilingual collocation equivalents, which will be then reviewed by those
lexicographers with a good proficiency in each language pair, approving those proper
equivalents which have been automatically extracted by the system, and providing new
translations when necessary.
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