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Miraclesand mirativity: from lexical it's a wonderto grammaticalised it'sno wonderin
Old English

An Van linden?®P<Kristin Davidsé and Lennart Matthifs
8FNRS PUniversité catholique de LouvaifKU Leuven

1. Introduction?

In Present-day English, clausal expressions witlw/little/etc. +wondertend to be used as
grammatical markers, qualifying the propositionghgir scope in terms of mirativity, i.e. as
“unexpected” (ELANCEY 2001: 369) as in (1), or “the opposite meanindack of surprise”
(SIMON-V ANDENBERGENandAIIMER 2007: 37), as in (2) and &3)These qualifiers originated
in different types of multi-clausal patterns in (dglish, which have persisted into Present-

day English, viz. extraposition, e.g. (1)-(2), gradatactic structures, e.g. (3).

(1) Lost so much blooif’s a wonderhe’s still got anything for his heart to do. (WB)

(2) It's no wondemMorwegians hunt whale. There’s nothing else eftatch. (WB)

3) Many feminist writers express strong opinioegarding the role played by St Paul in
the denigration of women in the early ChristianrchuThis is little wonderhowever,
when one encounters such statements as: “For augdr not to cover his head, since
he is the image and glory of God; but woman isglloey of man” (1 Cor. 11:7 ). (WB)

Importantly, the larger contexts typically includgustification of why the speaker
makes this mirative assessment. For instance,)ithélfact that the person talked about has

lost so much blood justifies the speaker’s surpatdas heart still working. In (2), the speaker’s

1 We dedicate this article to Luk Draye, who isyralgentleman and a scholar, in recognition othiger of
gracious service to the Linguistics Department tuedArts Faculty of KU Leuven. This study investiemdata
that reflect the embracement of Christianity bylyeBnglish society, which was exposed to hardsbip|
sorts. This seemed fitting, as Luk Draye also devbimself to the cause of looking with his felloumans for
“signs and wonders” in our secularized, post-Classociety.

2We will use the notion of ‘mirativity’ as a covearm for the marking of both positive ‘surprise’daiabsence
of surprise’.

3 The examples marked with (WB) were extracted fiordbank©nlineand are reproduced with the
permission of HarperCollins.



lack of surprise about the Norwegians hunting wislgstified by the fact that there are no
other fish species left to be caught. In (3) thet that many feminist writers are critical of St
Paul is qualified as not surprising in view of Paudpparently denigrating statements about
women. The justification occurs either before aemlathe proposition, yielding two basic

sequences:
(i) justification + proposition as in (1);
(ii) proposition + justification, as in (2) and (3)

Historical and contemporary data also include extstin which NPs withvonderare
related to a clause describing a state-of-affairsdo not express the speaker’s mirative stance,
i.e. do not have an abstract grammatical valuehdravonderis used in a specific lexical sense

such as ‘miracle’ or ‘marvel’, as in (4).

(4)  And lahwilc wundor isbeah pe to life arise an mann purh hyne
‘And lo! What wonder (it) is that one man [Lazarasises to life through him [Jesus
Christ]” (YCOE 950-1050 ££Hom 6.116)

This suggests that processes of delexicalizatiohggammaticalization were involved in the
development of the mirative uses. In this study,wié trace the specifics of this historical
development, in which polarity value will be showmnbe the central factor, with structural
variation and presence of a justification of theative judgement as contributing factors.
Scenarios of grammaticalization involving compleentences have so far tended to
search for motivations and mechanisms of changkein the structural boundaries of the
complex sentence. Grammaticalization mechanisms hiage been proposed within the
complex sentence includeoHPERANdTRAUGOTT'S (2003: 207-9) nucleus-margin reversal and
BoYye and HARDER's (2012) shift from discourse primariness to digse secondariness.
However, as we will show, in the grammaticalizatadnrmarkers wittmo wondey contexts are
involved that extendeyondthe structural unit of the sentence, and thatdmfined as a
‘rhetorical structure’ (MNN and THOMPSON 1988). The importance of studying the
development of qualifiers witho wonderlies precisely in the fact that they emerged withi
larger rhetorical units within which the shift fromiscourse primariness to discourse
secondariness has hitherto been studied. Thesegidadunits express not only speaker attitude,

i.e. the mirativity assessment, but also discoarganization.



The markers witla/whatnollittle/etc. +wonderexpress a semantic dimension of the
cohesive relation between justification and theppsiation. This larger text unit, or ‘rhetorical
structure’, can be understood — much as snMand THOMPSON (1988: 243-245) — as being
defined by relations “among clauses in a text, Wwebr not they are grammatically or lexically
signalled” (1988: 244), which subsume various typedsinkage such as “the meanings of
conjunctions, the grammar of clause combining, morgtsignalled parataxis” (1988: 244). We
propose that the rhetorical structure in which meaqualifiers with negative polarity value
function is an anti-concessiveone, the opposite of a concessive relation. Vdittoncessive
relation, a state-of-affairs occurs ‘in spite oficgher state-of-affairs that functions as an anti-
cause and could have been expected to preventariM 1992: 199). A concessive relation
denies expectation (MiN and THOMPSON1988: 254), and as a result ‘surprise’ at theesbét
affairs holding is an intrinsic component of ityBoLPH 1996). Conversely, if a qualifier with
no wondetinks a proposition to its justification, as inN{@), the relation can be viewed as the
opposite of concession: it emphasizes tlexpectedrelation between justification and
proposition, and it lets the addressee infer sorieatl causal relation between justification and
proposition (FALLIDAY and HhsAN 1976: 240). For instance, in (3) the speaker’'s why
arguing is as follows: the fact theminist writers are critical of Saint Paulwsolly to be
expected in view of some of his statements, takdace value. We will use the term “anti-
concessive” to refer to this type of rhetoricahtin. In — the much less common — examples
with positive polarity value such as (1), an empuadity concessiveelation can be inferred!s
a wonderconveys the unexpectedness and surprise assowdtedn ‘anti-causal’ relation:
despite the person’s having lost so much bloodhésst is still working.

In this article we will show that the anti-conagssrhetorical structure crucially
motivated the grammaticalization of clausal expmFsswith negative polarity angdonderin
Old English. The shared anti-concessive meaningnpted the operation of paradigmatic
analogy ([x SMET 2013) between the various multi-clausal structypes withno/whatétc.
wonderthat came to realize mirative meaning in Old Estglin this respect, the case of tioe
wondermirative qualifiers constitutes evidence forMEREIT's (2012: 66) theoretical claim
that specific interactional, rhetorical strategiemay underlie changes such as
grammaticalization.

The structure of the article will be as followsecBon 3.1 will reconstruct the
grammaticalisation of extraposition constructionthwhat/nowonderin Old English. Section
3.2 will discuss the emergence of the paratacticeseces with mirativao wonder Section 4

will briefly trace the further developments to RmetsDay English, in which rhetorical units
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with positive a wonderhave recently started inviting inferences of ‘casien’. In the

conclusion, Section 5, we will spell out some @ Wider implications of this study.

2. Data and data analysis

The Oxford English DictionaryOED) puts the first occurrence of the nowonderat c.700.
The following historical corpora were consultece thork-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of
Old English Prose (YCOE) for the period 750-115@Y{OR et al. 2003), the Penn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Middle English (PPCMEZ2) for 11504 (KrRocH and TayLOR 2000), the
Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern Eng{RRCEME) for 1500-1710 @OCH,
SANTORINI and DELFS2004) and the Corpus of Late Modern English TeisMETEV) for
1710-1920 (B SVET 2005, 2008). From these corpora, exhaustive dxirecwere made on
the nounwonderto capture all the possible variation in its prelifioation in any type of
structure where an NP qualifies a proposition.\altiations in the spelling afonderattested
in the OED as well as singular and plural forms and caseamgsiwere included in the search
strings. The exhaustive extractions were then mbns@rted to retain only tokens in which a
NP is related to the description of a state-ofiedfaas in (1)-(4) above. It is only for such
examples that the question presents itself as athei the expression witto/a wonders used
lexically or grammatically. It is also these exagglhat can be expected to reveal how the shift
from lexical to grammatical came about. Therefare restrict our qualitative and quantitative
analyses to these data. Other types of constrig;teg. ones in which NPs witthonderare

the direct object of a verb, as in

(5) To see thevondersof the world abroadShakespeare, 159The two gentlemen of
Verong

were treated as ‘non-relevant’ to this study. Tablests the number of relevant instances of
constructions withwonderthat were thus arrived at for the subperiods of, ®ditldle and
Modern English. The earliest relevant tokens diata f850-950 (OE2).



Period subperiod | total relevant total extracted| total relevant
extracted | tokens per | per period tokens per
per subperiod period
subperiod

Early 111 30 807 113

Old English

Late 696 83

Middle Early 117 44 228 102

English Late 111 58

Modern Early 97 23 1002 302

English Late 905 279

Table 1: Diachronic datasets

The synchronic dataset was compiled from writtervjtigh English subcorpora of
WordBank®©nline Again, data were extracted on the newonder allowing for any possible
variation in premodification, and a random set®@ 2elevant examples was analysed, in which
an expression witlvonderis related to a state-of-affairs.

To guarantee consistency of analysis, all datagets analysed independently by two
of the three authors of this paper and combineal antinter-author agreed final analysis. The
data were analysed in terms of the following patanse (i) lexical or grammaticalized use, (ii)
positive or negative polarity value of the expressivithwonder (iii) structural realization of
the expression witivonder and (iv) presence or inferability of a justifizat for the mirative
qualification. In this article, we concentrate twe developments observed in the Old English

data, but we do this against the background ofiadimgs for all the periods studied.

3. Theemergence of clausal mirative expressionsin Old English

In the Old English data, 113 examples were foundhich a clause witlino) wonderrelates

to the description of a state-of-affairs. In 59dng, i.e. 52 % (see Table 2 belowpnderwas
used in the lexical sense of ‘miracle’ or ‘marva$ in example (4) above. Importantly, all the
lexical uses ofvonderin these contexts occur in NPs wtbsitivepolarity (henceforth PP). In

the remaining 54 tokens, or 48% (see Table 2)e#peessions witimo/whatétc. wondercan
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receive on at least one interpretation a grammatezding, which qualifies the proposition
they relate to as ‘not unexpected or surprisinglain the speaker’s view. At their emergence
in Old English thamirative qualifiers are exclusively associated wmgativepolarity (NP).

Mirative constructions in Old English come in ttveo basic types of multi-clausal
patterns that will persist through all historicklges$, viz. complementatiopatterns andlause-
combiningpatterns. There are no instancesdvVerbials(see Section 4) in Old English yet.
The complementation patterns are all complex seetethat contain a clause introduced by a
complementizer, typicallthat, to which an evaluative clause witb/what wondeand linking
verb, typicallybe is added. The clause combining patterns invaees(of) clauses being linked
to each other in terms of whaiH.IDAY (1994: 193ff) refers to as ‘tactic’ relations between
clauses, viz. parataxis (coordination and juxtapwsi and hypotaxis (subordination). The
frequencies of the types of mirative multi-claugatterns in Old English are also included in
Table 2.

Lexical Grammaticalized/mirative Total
Comple- | Other Total Comple- clause- Total

mentation mentatiol | combining

n % ni % ni{ % n| % n % n % n %

OE2 8|26.67| 5(16.67| 13| 43.33| 7|23.33| 10/ 33.33|17| 56.67| 30| 100
OE3 | 19]39.58|16(33.33| 35| 72.92| 11]22.92 2| 4.17|13| 27.08| 48| 100
OE4 92571 2| 5.71| 11| 31.43| 20|57.14 4| 11.43| 24| 68.57| 35| 100

Total 36| 31.86|23|20.35| 59| 52.21| 38| 33.63 16| 14.16| 54| 47.79| 113| 100
Table 2: Absolute (n) and relative frequencies @7pld English lexical and grammatical uses

of (no) wondelin complementation and clause-combining patterns

Structural subtypes and their polarity values, aod they developed through Old
English, will be described for the complementatmaiterns in Section 3.1 and for the clause
combining patterns in Section 3.2. We will concatgron the question of how the mirative
expressions grammaticalized, focusing on the rialgeal by negative polarity in the expression
of speaker attitude and rhetorical structure.

4 These construction types were identified bymvHIJSs (2012) and many of the Old English attestationsewe
also found by him. An Van linden thoroughly reséaa the York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old
English Prose and retrieved the datasets tabulaf€dble 1.



3.1 Complementation patterns

From the second subperiod of Old English, 850 10, @®, our data begin to attest copular
clauses with NPs containinggonder that are related to embedded complement clauses
describing a state-of-affairs. From the start,dakand grammatical uses occurred side by side,
manifesting layering (HPPER1991). A lexical pattern which occurs with someginency is
illustrated by examples (6) and (7), which spettily events that respectively ‘the first miracle’

and ‘one of his miracles’ consisted in.

(6) Deet aereste wundor was ppeeo tungolcraeftegan comon fram eastdeeles maegdum t
Criste pa pa he wees cild, ond him mon brohte golyete.
‘The first wonder was that there came three asget® from a people of the East to
Christ when he was a child, and they brought hifd ge a gift.” (YCOE 990-1010 Mart
5 [Kotzor] Ja 6, A.6)

(7)  his wundrawees sum daet sum mon sealde oprum scilling sediftesrge.
‘and one of his wonders was that a certain man gaanother a silver shilling as a
loan.” (YCOE 990-1010 Mart 5 [Kotzor] Se 8, B.7)

In such specificational constructioakhe wonder isemained lexical not only in Old English,
but also in Middle and Early Modern English.

It was not specificational constructions that fodtiee source construction of emerging
mirative uses in Old English like (10), but prediea clauses in which a complement NP with
wondercategorizes something as ‘a wonder’, as in (&dieéates in whickvonderis used with
its full lexical weight could be ascribed to a N®gct such aseo onsiein (8), or could occur
in a matrix followed by an extraposed clause, 8®)nWe propose that grammatical mirative

uses such as (10) resulted from the reanalysis pfnaary, lexical use such as (9) into a

5 From Late Modern English on, however, the fixedaskerwith positive polaritfhe wonder is that ,.glossed
by the OED (wondenm. 1.6.f) as ‘what is surprising is...’, is also a&tted with invited inferences of mirativity.
Interestingly, such invited inferences also seemelpon the presence of an ‘anti-cause’ so thatahger unit
forms a concessive rhetorical structure. For irgtaim (i) the fact thanan has so many things to put him in
mind to be humble and despise himsaelfild have led one to expect man to show humilitye wonder is
invites the reader to infer a concessive link ®4hrprising proposition that man is inclinedtale and disdain
(see also Section 4 below).

0] The wonder rather is, thaman, who has so many things to put him in mindedwmble and
despise himself, should ever have been suscepfilpigde and disdain. (CLMETEV, 1850-1920)



secondarygrammatical use qualifying the proposition in tenplement clause (&€ and
HARDER 2012).

(8) Seo onsieweardpamicel wundorRomanum.
‘[About the triumph of both Vespasian and TitusleT$ight was then a great wonder to
the Romans [because they never saw two men sttigpgther there before.]’ (YCOE
900-950 Or 6 7.138.18)

(9) Fordonpeet is laesse wundor, peean hwylcne man in lichaman of deade awaecce, buton

hit gelimpe, paet se man purh pees lichaman gecwicapgelseded to paes modes life,

‘Therefore that is less wonder, that one resurnebtstever person in the body of a dead
human, except it happen, that this person throhgh lhody’s revival be led to the
spiritual life, ...."” (YCOE 1050-1099 GDPref and@) 17.218.15)

(10) Nucwaed se halga Beda pe das boc gedihtéjtiaan wundor ny,geaet se halga cynincg
untrumnysse gehaele nu he on heofonum leofad
‘Now said Bede the Holy, who wrote the book, thasino wonder that the holy king
heals weaknesses now that he lives in heaven.” & CaD0-1010 ALS [Oswald] 272)

The arguments for considering the matrix in (10y a (1)-(3) above, as having grammatical
status are both of a semantic and a formally téstaditure.

Semantically, they express the more general, attstreaning of ‘expected/not surprising’
rather than specific lexical senses such as ‘aaeirda marvel’ or (the emotion) of ‘wonder’.
The presence of negative polarity in the NP withnderis crucial in the activation of the more
abstract mirative meaning. Thab'stractifying’effect of negation on a more concrete lexical
sense is, in the casewbnder due to specific interactions between the cogaiéind linguistic
categories of negation and mirativitipenying the presence of something intrinsicaliokes
a virtual, ‘secondary’ world, in which expectatioms the concrete experienced world are
defeated (VWRTH 1999; VERHAGEN 2002: 99-102; ESAGE 2013). Moreover, the notion whose
presence is denied here is itself conceptually theggea reaction of ‘wonder’, i.e. surprise, to
something implies that it was ‘unexpectedeflaGE 2013: 5-6). As GRDAN (1998: 712) puts
it, surprise involves “the negation of a presupposi. (In this respect, mirativity is
conceptually related to concession as the deniakpéctation (MNN and THOMPSON 1988:

6 We are strongly indebted t&&AGE (2013: 5-6) for these insights into the concepaffihities between
negation and mirativity.



254), i.e. the denial that something that coul@Xgected to prevent a state-of-affairs actually
had that effect.) Hencap wonder meaninghotunexpected’, is conceptually doubly negative,
a negation of a negation, which makes its meanigigj abstract — and strongly emphatic.
All of this pushes the semanticsrmaf wondertowards the abstract and speaker-related meanings
that are conveyed by grammatical elements, whiah @ their nature ‘modifiers’ of
propositional material (V8HER 2000; BOYE and HARDER 2012). The speaker’s strong emphasis
on the expected nature of the proposition not amgveys the speaker’'s stance but also
organizes the discourse, that is, it is ‘subjettineboth the expressive and textual sense
(TRAUGOTT 1989; BReBAN 2010). Here, the conceptual affinity between nggamirativity
and the opposite of concession comes into playuddygno wondeithe speaker conveys to the
hearers that they should not be surprised by tbpgsition as it results ostensibly from the
justification. The expectedness is explicitly codmdit's no wonder but the consequential
relation between justification and proposition ofteas to be inferred, as in (10), where
temporalnu (‘now’) introducing the justification invites a gsal inference. The ‘now’ clause
is the reason given for why the proposition is suprising. Rhetorically, this boils down to
adducing ‘rhetorical causal’ @iLIDAY and HasAN 1976: 240) argumentation for the
proposition itself. As we will see, the emergentmwoative clausal qualifiers wittmo’ wonder

is inextricably tied to contexts in which thexpectedrelation between justification and
proposition is emphasized.

As to the formally testable side of this grammadizedion process, the shift from
primary, (propositional) status to secondary (diea)i status has been related to restrictions on
the grammaticalized unit, preventing it from bejmgbed and queried like lexical material
(BoyEand HhRDER 2012). The lexical uses in (8) and (9) can be @addiy avh-question such
as ‘how great/how much wonder was it?’, which naltyrreceives the answer ‘it was a great
wonder’ in (8), and ‘it is less wonder’ in f9YExample (9), like (11) below, illustrates a sfiec
strategy used in Old English homiletic and apologetxts: physical miracles, such as bodily
resurrection, are presented as to be marvellddsathan the spiritual actions of grace and

redemption.) By contrast, the mirative qualifyinguse in (10)jt is no wonder cannot be

”In the grammaticalization ¢f have/there is) no doul§bAviDSE, DE WOLF and VAN LINDEN 2015) and(l
have/there is) no questigbAvIDSE and DE WoLF 2012), the explicit negation of a semantically ateg

concept played a similar enabling role.

8 Example (9) illustrates a common trope, viz. casting the physical and the spiritual — also foumthe

gospel. The positive polarity value is atypicakalized bylessbut involves a rhetorical twist: the physical
resurrection as such is first, rather surprisinglgluated aesseor not so much, wonder -- should it not be
that it also leads to spiritual resurrection. Bylitation, the full Christian concept of the resation is assessed
as extremely surprising.



probed by a question such as ‘how much wondePisaven though a parallel lexical use with
negative polarity can bélow much trouble is it? It is no troubl®oreover, mirative uses such
as in (10) can be replaced by an adverbial suaf asurse Now that the Holy King lives in
heaven, of course, he heals weaknes$éss reveals thait's no wonderhas a function
comparable to a disjunct adverbial(i®k et al. 1985: 618—628) with regard to the propositi
(BRINTON 2008: 131). As we will see in Section 4, the ctdumirative qualifiers effectively
came to be progressively replaced by advermalonderin the stages following Old English.

The question to be answered next is how the shifnflexical ‘positive polarity
determiner wondef to grammatical ‘negative polarity determinemwendet took place. Our
Old English data suggest that grammaticalizatiak fplace at a slightly different pace in the
different matrix types found in what we can cakti@position’ patterns in a broad sense. In
Old English, complementation patterns with nomipeddicate® invariably had postverbal
complements (MSER 1972: 8898; RAUGOTT 1992: 217), but the extraposition construction
with expletiveit, illustrated in (10) above and in (13), as we knéowoday was not firmly
established yet. In Old English, the matrices near@monly did not have an overt subject, as
in (11), or had cataphoriéeetas subject, as in (12). These are generally redaes the
precursors of the extraposition construction wipletiveit (TRAUGOTT 1992; DENISON1993;
HuLk and VAN KEMENADE 1993; VAN LINDEN 2012: 129-133¥°

(11) Micele mare wundor ipaet he wolde beon mann on pisum life, and alysgrutdshine,
pone pa wundra weeron pe he worhte betwux mannum.

‘A much greater wonder (it) is that he wanted tcaldeuman in this life, and redeem us
through him(self), than were the wonders that leelpced among humans.’ (YCOE 950-
1050 A£Hom 2 98)

(12) Hweetpeaet is wundqgrbrodor Dryhthelm weaes daet paes weres nama peetddrawle>
rednesse celes e&enge rehte areefnan meaht: ondsvkerddwitlice, fordon pe he waes
bilwitre gleawnisse & gemetfeestre gecynde mon, &@éwCaldran ic geseah.

‘[People see brother Dryhthelm bathe in an ice-oedestream] “Lo, that is wonder,

brother Dryhthelm — that was the man’s name — yloat can at all endure so much

9 And also adjectival ones @ LINDEN 2012: 133).

0 The complement clauses are introduced most fratyugnthat but they may also be introducedibynd
though According to theMiddle English Dictionary(http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/medfhoughandif are
associated strongly with clauses with negativeraetbrical polarity itemsn our data, we found this to be true
for if, but only a tendency fahough which is attested both with positive matriceg, exclamativéawilc in

(14), and negative matrices, e.g. (20), in our.data
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harshness of cold.” He simply answered, for he avamn of simple sagacity and modest
nature, and said: “| have seen colder.” [YCOE 1:00@9 Bede 5 13.436.5]

(13) Full mycel wundor hit wees pdetet maeden gebeer cild pe naefre nahte purh haemedping
weres gemanan.
‘It was very much wonder that that maiden, who ménagl intercourse with a man through
cohabitation, bore a child.” (YCOE 1050-1150 WHorh43)

Intriguingly, the ‘younger’ extraposition constrigts with expletive subjedt manifest
clear layering between grammatical and lexical usesh wib contexts allowing for two
readings, from the first OE period on in which tloegur. By contrast, the older matrix types
manifest a morgradualgrammaticalization process in Old English in tihatytfeature bridging
contexts which support both a lexical and grammahtieading (EANS and WLKINS 2002;
DIEwALD 2006). Table 3 tabulates the numbers of lexiaamgnatical and bridging contexts
in the three types of matrix as they are attestemlighout our Old English data.

Subjectless cataphoric subject it subject
LEX BR | GR LEX BR GR LEX BR | GR

OE 2:850-950 |2 - - 5 = 4 1 - |3

OE 3:950-1050 7 2 4 3 2 2 1 -1

OE 4:1050-1150] - - 8 4 4 6 3 - 2
Total (n) 9 2 12 12 6 12 5 - |6

% per matrix 39.13 | 8.70{ 52.17| 40.00 | 20.0Q 40.00| 45.45 | — 54.55
type

Table 3: Lexical, grammatical and bridging contextsOE matrix types of extraposition

construction§

The bridging contexts in the older matrix typesteggtically contain adnominaivilc
‘what’, which can be read either as exclamative, with positive polarity, or as rhetorical-
interrogative, implying a negative polarity readifi@pe exclamative reading is lexical while the

rhetorical reading has a mirative, grammatical @ala example (14), repeating example (4),

1 The total number of complementation data incluiteBable 3 (64 tokens) differs from that of Tablé72
tokens) because Table 3 is restricted to the mBfpies that are associated with grammatical, migati
constructions. For an overview of all the matrigdg involved in complementation patterns wittnderin Old
English, see Table 6 below.
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what wonderhas lexical meaning only: ‘what wonder it is’ failons as an exclamative,
contextually supported by the interjection ‘lo’,sgebing the raising of Lazarus from the dead
as a great miracle. In (15) it is the fact thag¢itltan be martyrs’ that is evaluated by exclamative
‘what wonder that is’ (on the Christian view thaamyrdom is a God-given grace). We can
note here that categorizing an event as a wondé€f,4) and (15) and in (9), (11), (12), (13)
above, and assessing the degree of ‘miraculositygs not require a second, justifying
statement. The states-of-affairs described are voasd- to different degrees — in themselves.

(14) And lahwilc wundor isbeah pe to life arise an mann purh hyne
‘And lo! What wonder (it) is that one man [Lazarasises to life through him [Jesus
Christ]"" (YCOE 950-1050 A£Hom 6.116)

(15) Hwylc wundor is padbordon paepa mihten beon martyras
‘What wonder that is, therefore, that they can latyns!” (YCOE 1050-1099 GDPref
and 3 (C)28.233.10)

Examples (16) and (17) are bridging contexts, willastrate how a shift from lexical
to grammatical, and, concomitantly, from positieenegative polarity, can come about. They
originate, like many of our Old English exampleshomiletic and apologetic writings about
the Christian faith, which were meant to explainl a@efend the more difficult points of the
faith.

(16) Hwilc wunder ispeetse haelend mid ecum lichaman com in belocenum duBarde
mid deadlicum lichaman. Weard acenned of beclysedaode pses maedenes.

‘What wonder (it) is / is (it) that the Saviour carm with (an) eternal body, the doors
being locked, (he) who with mortal body was boonirthe closed womb of the Virgin.’
(YCOE 990-1010 ACHom I, 16 308.31-33)

(17) peah gif se man gesihd Godes leoht, ponngdeidgesceaft swide nearu geduht. And
daes mannes sawl bid on Gode mid pam leohte tospmeel, pset heo oferstihd
middaneard, and eac hi syltdwilc wundor wee®eah se halga wer ealne middaneard
aetforan him gesawe, da he waes ahafen on his meatge lofer middanearde.
‘However, if the man sees God'’s light, then thaature is thought very near. And the
soul of that man is with that light extended in Ged that he transcends middle-earth

and also himself. What wonder was (it) that theyimo&n [i.e. Benedict] saw all middle-
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earth before him, when he was lifted up in thetlighhis spirit over middle-earth.’
(YCOE 990-1010 £CHom 11, 11 107.540)

On the one handwilc wunderin (16) can be interpreted as being used lexicaiti
positive polarity value, on which reading it catdges the entry of the risen Christ through
locked doors at Pentecost as a great miracle;leékisal evaluation is then by implication
extended to the analogous great mystery of Chmststal body being born from the closed
womb of the Virgin. To the extent that two events eategorized as great wonders, this sort of
example rhetorically somewhat resembles exampkes(lil) and (9) above, in which two
miracles, one of a more physical, and one of a mpirgual nature are juxtaposed in one larger
statement.

However, the addition to the matimat-proposition of the parallel mystery in the relativ
clause can also be felt to trigger a negative pglagading ofhwilc wunder On this reading,
example (16) argues that the passage of the rikeist@hrough locked doors at Pentecost is
not surprising or unexpected in view of his havbegen born as a mortal from a virgin. The
negative mirative qualifier reading clearly arisathin a larger context that can be interpreted
as an anticoncessive rhetorical structure: thegngposition (the risen Jesus entered the closed
Cenacle) is qualified as not surprising in viewtled following statement (Jesus was born from
a virgin), which serves as its justification. Thaokbgetic thrust of the argument is to take
Christ’s virgin birth as a given, and to advancis s a reason for believing the events of
Pentecost.

In example (17) the event to which the comntemtc wundor weeapplies is the miracle
of Benedict seeing all of the world. On its prinagi€ readingwhat wondeiffunctions lexically
as an exclamative with positive polarity, descripBenedict’s vision of the world as a miracle.
However, this evaluation of the miraculous evenpiisceded by what can be seen as its
theological explanation, viz. the transcendindheféarth and the self, when a mortal sees God'’s
light and is included in God’s light. In other watdne can perceive a justification-proposition
discourse schema in the text, which activates @errad reading that, given the inclusion in

God's light, Benedict’s view of middle-earth wakgical, expected consequence.
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In examples like (18) and (19) the subjectless s#dawith hwilc wunder is
unambiguously a mirative qualifier with negativeagyiy valué? In the older matrix types, the
‘no wonder’ meaning was first coded Wwhat wondein the earliest fully grammatical contexts.

(18) Efne pu gesihst pone mannan beforan de, duzeme tide pe du his neb gesihst pu ne
gesihst na his hricg. .Hwilc wunder isgif se selmihtiga God is, unasecgendlic, &
unbefangennlic.

‘Likewise you see the man before you, but at theetthat you see his nose, you don’t
see his back. ... What wonder is (it) that the ghty God is indescribable and
unintelligible?’ (YCOE 990-1010 £CHom |, 20 341.173

(19) Hwilc wundor ispeetwe, pe witegan ne syndon, beon hwilum on oder gideed
leogendra mude?

‘What wonder is (it) that we, who are not propharg, sometimes led to something else
by the mouth of liars.” (YCOE, 1000-1050 GD 1 @#%1.3)

Example (18) is taken from ZlfriciBomilies Alfric offers an explanation of why God cannot
be seen or otherwise known. He first points out, tiaa person stands in front of you, you
cannot see his back, and then turns this ordinagnele of restricted human perception into a
justification of the following miratively qualifieghroposition: ‘what wonder is it if’, i.e. it is
not surprising at all that, man cannot describeraterstand the almighty GédiThe example
as a whole instantiates the rhetorical structurayhich the justification (‘human perception
and understanding are restricted, even for eatthiygs’) precedes the mirative qualifier +
proposition (‘no wonder they are all the more liestd when it comes to understanding God’).
Example (19), likewise, first gives the justifiaati (‘'we are not prophets’), which leads to the

wholly expected conclusion that we are sometimeéstray by the mouth of liars.

12|n our data we also fouritvo unambiguous rhetorical questions which arezedlas polar interrogatives with
much wonderThey imply that it is ‘no wonder at all’. An exanepis given in (i): the proposition in thnne
(‘when’) clause, the Persians and Spartans weeetatsiubject the Athenians to their will, justifide qualification
as ‘not surprising’ of the following propositionizvthat the Persians and Spartans were able toogiesthens.
(@ Waees daet micel wundeget eall Persa anweald & Leecedemonia paet hie iefbméhtene pa burg awestan
ponne hie deet folc mehten to heora willum geniedan.
‘Was that great wonder, that all this power of Bexsians and Spartans, that they were able tooglabie
city of Athens easily when they were able to sutijleis people to their will?’ (YCOE 900-950 Or 2
7.51.6)
B The complement clause in (18) is introducedfbwhich according to th®liddle English Dictionary
(http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/med/) tends to be asged with matrices with negative and rhetoricalggative
polarity.
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Thus, in the older matrices, the ‘no wonder’ magrstarts off being conveyed lhat
wonder not only in bridging contexts such as (16) ang)(lhut also in the first grammaticalized
contexts such as (18) and (19). Matrices with datap that started coding negative polarity
by ne ... narfrom the period 950-1050 on, as in (20), and sulgss matrices only from 1050-
1150.

(20) Cup is peet se awyrgda gast is heafod ealra,dsd/ice unrihtwise syndon deofles
leomo. Forpomis paet nan wunddreah se hea Cyning & se eca Drihten hine sylfne let
leedon on pa hean dune, se hine sylfne forlet freaflés leomum, & from yflum mannum
beon on rode ahangenne.

‘It is certain that the accursed spirit is the heaall (unrighteous) deeds, and in like
manner unrighteous men are the devil’s limbs. Tioeeethat is no wonder that the high
King and the eternal Lord let himself be led ortte high hill, he (who) let himself by the
devil’s limbs, and by evil men be hung on the crq¥COE 990-1010 HomS 10 [BIHom
3] 110)

By contrast, the matrices with expletitgwhich are generally regarded as the ‘youngest’
type, feature no bridging contexts in our data, @k negative polarity from the start of their
attestation, 850-950, e ... nanas illustrated by (21).

(21) Be 6eem is awriten, Se wisa suigad, 00 he bidgat him bid nyttre to sprecannvis
hit nan wunduy deah he swugie, & bide his timan.
‘On this it is written: the wise man is silent drite thinks that it is more useful for him
to speak. It is no wonder, that he is silent andtsnais time.” (YCOE 890-899 CP
38.275.12)

In favouring negative polarity generally and reialzit by the canonical negation marking of
the period, th€h)it-extraposition structure differed from the other pé@mentation structures
in Old English. Table 4 tabulates the realizatibm@gative polarity bye ... naror hwilc in
bridging and fully grammaticalized contexts in theee matrix types over the three relevant
subperiods of Old English.
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negative polarity | ne ... nan rhetoricalhwilc Total

GR GR BR Total
matrix types n % n % n % n % n %
. 4| 2857 8|57.14 211429 10| 71.43| 14| 100
Subjectless
. 18.75 7|43.75 6|37.50| 13|81.25| 16" | 100
cataphoridaet
expletive(h)it 6|100.00f O - 0 -1 0 - 6| 100
Total 13| 37.14| 14| 40.00 82286 22|62.86| 35| 100

Table 4: Distribution of negative polarity markerger matrix types, either grammaticalized
(GR) or bridging contexts (BR), in Old English

In sum, in our data the form with expletiitethe newest matrix type, became associated
earliest with unambiguous negative polarity valnd grammatical mirative meaning, whilst
the older matrix types worked more gradually towwagdammaticalization. This suggests that
different types of grammaticalization processes maye been at work. The miratiye)it-
extrapositiorconstructions, of which there are no bridging critgén the data, may have been
the result of co-optation (p.c. Laurel Brinton)getimstantaneous redefinition of a unit for
grammatical use (cf. MLTENBOCK, HEINE and KUTEVA 2011: 879).The constructions with
matrices without subject or with cataphoric suhjbgtcontrast, shifted more gradually towards
mirative uses via bridging contexts which led tolasing contexts with grammatical meaning
only (DIEWALD 2006).

All the ‘extraposition’ constructions are inextrig tied to anti-concessive discourse
contexts, with the justification either precedimg fproposition that flows from it, as in (18),
(20) and (21), or following it, as in (10) abovehelformer sequence is the conceptually more
congruent and iconic order as a cause naturallyepdes its effect. In this discourse schema the
rhetorical causal relation is often not explicitharked, even though it may be, as in (20), in
which the preceding justification is explicitly ezfed back to byforpon to support the
assessment as ‘non-surprising’ of the followingpastion, i.e. as logically flowing from the

justification.

¥ Table 4 does not include the two examples thatifeahetoricamicel‘much’ in an interrogative matrix
clause, which constitutes a third option of codiegative polarity (see note 12). This is why thaltof
grammatical and bridging contexts with cataphouigjsct constructions (16) does not correspondabith
Table 3 (18).
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3.2 Clause combining patterns

The clause-combining pattern emerges in Old Engfigtvo ‘tactic’ forms (FALLIDAY 1994):
either as parataxis, involving two separate buttlygjuxtaposed sentences (15 tokens in our
data), or, much less frequently, as hypotactic sdibation within one sentence (1 token) (see
Table 5 below). Irrespective of the tactic form,edamples have negative polarity, which is
almost always realized ae) ... nan(ig)!® and, as we will argue, they always have mirative,
grammatical meaning.

The paratactic pattern is illustrated by (22) a@8){( the proposition is a separate
sentence followed by a sentence which retrospdgtiascribes the qualification ‘non-
surprising’ to the proposition. This second sengerscalways complex in Old English. Its
matrix clause expresses the mirative evaluatiorpiggicate nominaho wondey and is a
copular clause, which may — just like the main stmuof the complement patterns — be either
subjectless, e.g. (22), or have subjectter that referring anaphorically to the preceding
proposition, e.g. (23) (see Table 6 below). Itsosdimate clause expresses the justification for
the mirative appraisal, and is very often (10 ouil® cases in our data) introduced by the
connectorforpam The paratactic pattern instantiates the sequeneéhich the proposition
precedes the justification. In all these exampbesam clearly functions as a speaker-related
causal conjunction (‘for’), which stresses the -sslident consequential, i.e. anti-concessive,
relation between the proposition and its justifmat However, because the justification closes
off the discourse schema, it often seems rhetdyiaalimportant as, if not more important than,
the proposition. In both (22) and (23), for instanthe justification is a statement of God’s
absolute omnipotence and sovereignty — the reasbimdh the more specific manifestation of
it in the proposition — and it seems the main pthet speaker wanted to make in the whole

sequence.

(22) panon he welt pam gewealdlederum ealle giacéis nan wundarforpam de he is
cyning & dryhten & sewelm & fruma & & & wisdom & tikis dema
‘Henceforth he rules all creation with reins. Ihis wonder, for he is the king, the lord,
the beginning, the origin, the law, wisdom, and rilghteous judge.” (YCOE 940-960
Bo 39.136.23)

% There is one example in our OE data in which dese® with rhetoricahwilc is juxtaposed to the proposition
it retrospectively qualifies.
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(23) & cweed: Hweet, ealle men haefdon gelicne frurf@pam hi ealle coman of anum faeder
& of anre meder, & ealle hi beod git gelice acerméds paet nan wundoforpam pe
an God is feeder eallra gesceafta forpam he edalleege & ealra welt.

‘& said: Ah! All men had the same origin, becaulseyt all came from one father and
one mother, and all are born in the same way. Bhab wonder, for one God is the
father of all creatures, for he created all andsll.” (YCOE 940-960 Bo 30.69.19)

The combination of speaker comment and discourganization expressed by these
clauses witme nan wundomvolves the general, schematic meanings that wecsste with
grammatical elements. The question is then whetier also have formal characteristics on
the basis of which they can be viewed as gramniagtaments. In contrast with the
extraposition structures (in a broad sense) digclgsthe previous section, no nucleus-margin
reversal (bPPERanNd TRAUGOTT 2003: 207-209) can be posited. We propose, howévalr
clauses witme nan wundosuch as in (22) and (23) qualify as thetical elesirthe sense of
KALTENBOCK, HEINE and KUTEVA (2011). Their discourse functional meaning reldtethe
preceding proposition as its ‘anchor’, which thejldw as a structurally and prosodically
separate sentence (2011: 856). This retrospeatiation may be expressed by an explicit
phoric link to the anchor (2011: 870) such as anapldemonstrative pronouthatin (23), or
a paratactic connective suchasl, which appears in some examples from Middle Ehghis
(see Section 4)in a discursive and text-cohesive sense,ithe no wonderclauses are a
‘dependent’ of the anchor. In this respect, we wargue that a notion of ‘secondariness’ can
be applied to them, but it goes further than emeadaby BOYE and HhARDER (2012) in that it
transcends the complex sentence. The clauses neitman wundordo not add lexical,
propositional material to the discourse, but qyattlie propositional material, and this is
reflected in restrictions on how questions can tmudght to bear on them. Just as with the
matrices of the ‘extraposition’ structures, it dasst make sense to probe them \wir
interrogatives (‘how much wonder was it?’) funciimp as real questions. Like the
extraposition matrices, they can be, and histdyigaleffect were (see Section 4), substituted
for by the adverbial expressigiand) no wonderwhich has a meaning similar {@nd)
predictably (so)as inHenceforth he rules all creation with reins. Analwonder/predictably
so, for he is the king, the lord, the beginningg dmigin, the law, wisdom, and the righteous
judge

Hypotactic clause-combining, as illustrated in)(24 found only once in the OE data.

In (24) the mirative qualifier is expressed by aep#hetic asclause that interrupts the

18



proposition, which itself is structurally the matof the sentence. The use of amclause
functioning in the same way as an adverbial digjgQuIRK et al. 1985) to express a speaker
comment applying to the proposition has been dssmligh BRINTON (2008: 124-127, 154-157,
235-237). Theasclause can, again, be argued not to contain Iexacapositional material,

because it cannot meaningfully be queried in saaing as ‘how much wonder was it?’.

(24) Waees he gefeondswa hit neenig wundas, denunge fota dara de he swa micelre tide
benumen waes
‘Was he rejoicing, as it is no wonder, at the sar\of the feet, which he was deprived
of for such a long time.” (YCOE 1050-1099 Bede 399.11)

As a mirative qualifier, thesclause is incorporated in a larger anti-concessegorical
structure. In (24), the relative clause contaires jtistification of the mirative qualification,
which sets up the following rhetorical argumenin¢g he had been deprived for so long of the
service of the feet, of course he was rejoicing’aExample (24) instantiates the sequence
proposition followed by justification.

Table 5 gives the distribution of the paratactid &ypotactic clause combining types
over the last three subperiods of Old English. Whahost striking is the strong presence of
parataxis with negatiom(e)... nan(ig)in the period 850-950 (OE2). With 9 such tokenthia
period (against 3 with canonical negative markimghie extraposition structures of the same
period, see Table 4 above), canonical negativetiveranarkers appear, on their emergence, to
be strongly associated with the paratactic patteamd the particular type of anti-concessive
rhetorical relation it expressed. Also, the paritapattern immediately appears with
grammatical uses, irrespective of the copular dayge, which suggests that they emerged by
co-optation (p.c. Laurel Brinton), the instantaneoedefinition of a unit for grammatical use
(KALTENBOCK, HEINE and KUTEVA 2011: 879).
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Parataxis Hypotaxis Total clause-combining
OE2 9 1 10
OE3 2 0
OE4 4 0 4
TOT 15 1 16

Table 5:Absolute frequencies of paratactic and hypotadtiuse combining patterns in Old

English

3.3 Conclusions about mirative constructionsin Old English

In Section 3 we have seen that mirative qualifemserge in the second subperiod of Old
English as clauses containing a NP with negativarpp + wonderas part of different types of
multi-clausal patterns. On the one hand, they eenengpatterns containing embedded
complementlauses (introduced kat, thoughor if), where they co-exist with lexical uses,
arguably as the result of a mix of gradual reanslged co-optation. On the other hand, they
appear as the first clause of a second sentenoh vaparatactically juxtaposed to the previous
sentence, presumably as the result of co-optafiable 6 gives an overview of the tokens of
these types as they are attested in our datasetsefins reasonable to assume that, in the
spreading of the grammaticaho’ wonder uses to all structural types, some form of
paradigmatic analogy played a role. This procedsfisied by & SVET (2013: 144-145) as the
extension of a construction from one environmergrtother on the basis of a link between the
spreading construction and some other paradignigtiedated construction (BSMET 2013:
144).
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Complementation Clause- | Total
combining| (mirative)
LEX/PPI | BR GR/NPI | Total GR/NPI GR/NPI
Subjectless 9 2 12 23 1 13
Cata-/anaphoric 12 6 12 30 10 22
that
Predicativenit 5 0 6 11 4 10
Identifying 9 0 0 9 1 1
Elliptical 1 0 0 1 0 0
Total 36 8 30 74 16 46

Table 6: Distribution of lexical, grammatical anddging contexts over structure types in Old

English

4. Developments from Middleto Present-Day English

In this section we briefly summarize the furthevelepment of the mirativého) wonder
constructions from Middle to Present-Day Englishtdrms of their structural realization, the
most important change is the emergence of adverindlate Middle English, which
increasingly took over from both the extrapositéond the clause-combining patterns and
have become the most frequent expression typeaseRt-Day English. Corresponding to the
extraposition constructions, we find disjunct useso wonderas in(25), while the

functional equivalent of the paratactic construtsicss formed by anaphoric adverbial uses,
such asand no wondem (26). From a discursive, rhetorical point ofwighere is thus
remarkable continuity right through the gradualesspssion of the clausal expressions by
adverbial ones.

(25) Stopping or even seeking to downsize a neversogrket development is a daunting
task.No wonderreally organised community opposition is rare. (\WB
(26) The city struggles to put itself on the tounsp,and no wonderto the visitor, it might

look as though the main occupation of its residenssipermarket shopping. (WB)

6 The total of grammatical, mirative uses in Tabl@® tokens) is different from that in Table 2 (6kens), as
Table 6 only includes unambiguously grammaticabusdile Table 2 includes both purely grammaticadsu
and bridging contexts.
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Even though the relative proportions of the clans@htive constructions decreased
through time, their structural and functional feegidid not fundamentally change from what
they were in Old English. There is one reversdtaids, however. Examples with positive
polarity increase again in Late Modern English egath a proportion of just over 30% in
Present-day English (Figure 1). This is not sinthig to a revival of the typical lexical
examples describing wondrous events that were faunltler stages. Rather, in the Late
Modern and Present-day English data we see thegems in examples withwonderof an
inferableconcessiveelation, illustrated in example (1) above and)(&lch examples are
probably best seen as untypical lexical contex@iBwALD’s (2006: 4) terms, in which “the
new meaning, which may be grammaticalized in tihé&r development, arises as a
conversational implicature”. Example (27), for erste, invites the inferred concessive
reading ‘even though she was so good and gentiee ¢surprisingly) dared to hate her’. We
propose that these ‘untypical’ contexts with infdeaconcessive meaning emerged as the

result of increasing entrenchment of the anti-cesse discourse schemata.

(27) she was so good and gentle, thsia wonderanybody dared to hate her. (CLMETEYV,
1780-1850)
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80% -
70% -
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50% 1 m Complement NP
40% -
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20% -
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0% T T T T T T T T T 1
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Figure 1:Relative frequencies of positive (PP) and negainlarity (NP) in complementation
structures wittwonderin Old English, Middle English, Modern English aRtesent Day
English
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5. Conclusion

In this article we have focused on the emergenerikadtive constructions witfno) wondeiin

Old English on the basis of qualitative and quatitie corpus study. As such, it can be related
to historical studies of similar strings that atszur in adverbial and clausal expressions like
no doubt(SIMON-VANDENBERGEN 2007, DawIDSE, DE WOLF and VAN LINDEN 2015) andho
question (DAvIDSE and D WoLF 2012). Between them, these studies draw attertbon
relatively neglected data, which raise interestjngstions with regard to the relation between
lexical and grammaticalized uses, and clausal dudrhial uses.

What does transpire from all these studies is tiygortance of negative polarity as a
trigger of grammaticalization. It was by becomingrtpof formally negative uses with
emphatically positive meaning thad doubt, no questioandno wondercrossed the threshold
to abstract grammatical meaning. As hyperbolic, Ietip expressions, their
grammaticalization appears motivated bysHELMATH'S (1999) Extravagance (expressivity)
principle. (It's) no wondeffurthermore emerged as part of specific rhetostategies, which
stress the obvious, expected nature of a propoditiblowing from a cause or reason, i.e. the
opposite of a concessive relation, the surpriseigtion between a proposition and an ‘anti-
cause’. In this article, we have shown how in sjpestructural contexts in Old English, gradual
shifts took place from describing an eventaawonderto marking a proposition as flowing
logically (it's no wondey from a justification. This gradient change istexbin what has been
called the “convoluted and hyperbolic rhetoric’adiBDIN and LaMBDIN 2002: 3) of works
such as ZlfricsHomilies Remarkably, these rhetorical strategies haveisdvright into
Present-day English, even though the clausal esiores were progressively superseded by
adverbial ones. Thus, tim® wonderata are a striking example ofAMEREIT'S (2012) claim
that interactional, rhetorical strategies, ratlemt properties of source structures, may trigger

and steer changes such as grammaticalization.
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