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The cognitive model of expectation and its types:

On a series of phenomena related to jingran /pianpian
Chen Zhenyu and Wang Mengying

Abstract This paper proposes a cognitive model of expectation, which consists of four
parts: condition (prior knowledge state) O, expectation P(M| O), current information P
(M) and predictability (the comparative value between expectation and current information).
From the perspective of cognitive subject, expectations can be divided into self’s expecta-
tion, other’s expectation, common sense expectation, previous expectation and (behavior)
subject’s expectation. Expectations are modal expressions, which can be divided into strong
expectation (capable expectation, deontic expectation and epistemic expectation) and weak
expectation (volitional expectation). From the nature of conditions, expectations can be di-
vided into kind-denoting expectation and individual-denoting expectation. This paper focuses
on the semantic differences between kind-denoting and individual-denoting expectations, as
well as the discriminant format. It shows that in the previous discussion of Mirativity Cate-
gory, some scholars mistakenly regard the kind-denoting expectation as the so-called “non-
expectation”. This paper also studies the Chinese Adverbs jingran ( ) and pianpian (

). Jingran marks the information that does not conform to self’s expectation, but it has a
deep interaction with common sense expectation and subject’s expectation. Jingran can be
freely used for kind-denoting and individual-denoting expectations,and other restrictions have
no effect on it. Pianpian marks the information that does not conform to common sense ex-
pectation, and can only or mainly be used for individual-denoting expectation. Pianpian has
three meanings: obstinate meaning, counter-will meaning and adversative meaning, each of
which has its own semantic structure to mark different counter-expectation meanings.

Keywords condition; expectation; type; jingran; pianpian
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