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A synchronic deduction and contrastive study on grammaticalization

of counter-expectation markers ying and yingshi
Yin Siyuan

Abstract Based on synchronic data, this article focuses on the contexts and paths of
ying ¢ and yingshi ( ) grammaticalizing from the commentary adverb to the counter-
expectation marker under the context-based frameworks proposed by Diewald (2002) and
Heine (2002). It is concluded that the grammaticalization of ying is a process of reanalysis
driven by the change of semantic parameters such as [agentivity |, [ speaker subject], [ con-
trollability |, [ boundedness], and that the usage of yingshi as a counter-expectation marker
is a result of pragmatic inference based on the maxim of Quality, which is subject to the dif-
ficulty and the achievement of subsequent VP. Due to the different grammaticalization
processes, they have different semantic characteristics at different stages.

Keywords ying(  ); yingshi( ); commentary adverb; counter-expectation mark-

er; grammaticalization
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