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Chapter1l

Introduction

1.1 Background of the study

In the past two decades the concept and phenomenon of
semantic prosody have assumed a place of central importance in
corpus linguistics; particularly, it has been brought into close
integration with the study of attitudinal meaning and pragmatics.
The concept of semantic prosody arises from post-Firthian corpus
linguistics and is widely elaborated in phraseological studies. In
effect, semantic prosody has increasingly been given considerable
attention in corpus linguistics and beyond. Studies of semantic
prosody have widened the horizons in the foreland field of
linguistic exploration and enriched the methodology and contents
of linguistic description (TLJ33% 2011a).

Discussions, questions and debates about the nature of
semantic prosody. its identification and linguistic/non-linguistic
implications lie at the heart of previous studies. In the literature,
the term “semantic prosody” embraces different interpretations
and is assigned with a broad range of features; however, the most
common and acceptable interpretation can be paraphrased as:
semantic prosody is semantically a property of meaning prevailing
in the context as a result of lexico-grammatical co-selection, and
pragmatically the hidden attitude and communicative purpose of a
speaker/writer (Louw 1993, Sinclair 1996, T.J3% 2011a).
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In Sinclair’s (1996) Model of Extended Units of Meaning
(henceforth MEUM), one of the most pioneering works for
subsequent theoretical and empirical research, semantic prosody is
considered as an obligatory property of an extended lexical unit.
Semantic preference, or semantic association ( Hoey 2005),
reveals the relation between a word and a set of semantic
categories, closely connected with the concept of collocation. The
proposal of semantic preference leads us to a new understanding of
collocation, because what we begin to note is not only “word-to-
word collocation” but “word-to-class” or “word-to-semantic-class-
of-word collocation” (Bublitz 1998: 16 ). Studies of semantic
prosody and semantic preference have opened a brand new
perspective to explore how the Idiom Principle or Phraseological
Tendency (Sinclair 1996) operates on the syntagmatic axis and
how the co-selection between lexis and grammar is oriented by
communicative functions in languages, genres and language
varieties (2J33% 2011a).

In the literature, semantic prosody and semantic preference
have been explored most extensively by Sinclair (1996), Stubbs
(2001). Partington (2004) and Bednarek (2008), among many
others. The two notions have been widely and fully explored in a
monolingual context, mainly in English. There are, however,
only a few researchers (Partington 1998, Berber-Sardinha 2000,
Tognini-Bonelli 2002, Dam-Jensen and Zethsen 2007) showing
keen interest in contrasting semantic prosody between English and
other European languages. Still less work has been carried out in a
systematic way to study semantic preference and semantic prosody
within a contrastive context involving English and a non-European
language (notable exceptions include Xiao and McEnery 2006, 11
T52% 2011b, ZEBELT and BJI2% 2012).



