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What is this talk about?
Consider [1]:

[1]

Focus: um-zu-clauses in German
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What is this talk about?
Um-zu-clauses have a rather simple internal structure:
[2]

Question: What is special about um-zu-clauses?
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What is this talk about?
Answer: Their variation
[1]

[1]: purpose / goal-oriented / rationale / teleological clause
(cf. Huettner 1989; Jones 1991; Nissenbaum 2005; Schmidtke-Bode 2009; Grosz 2014;) 
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What is this talk about?
Answer: Their variation
[3]

[3]: prospective / result / mirative clause
(cf. Johnston 1994; Whelpton 1995, 2001, 2002; Pauly 2013, 2014; Jędrzejowski 2022) 
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What is this talk about?
Answer: Their variation
[4]

[4]: speech act clause (with a purpose interpretation) 
(cf. Jędrzejowski 2022, to appear) 
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What is this talk not about?

[5]

[5]: contrafactive clause
(cf. von Stechow 1984; Meier 2002, 2003; Hacquard 2006; and Nissenbaum & Schwarz 2008, 2011) 

Paraphrase: If one were able to lift up the parcel, it would not be as heavy as it is.
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What is this talk about?
We end up with: 

Form F

clause type a (purpose) 

clause type b (mirative)

clause type c (speech act) 
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Diachrony

OHG (750-1050): P (um) + 
DP (das) + explicative

clause

causal clause (indicative)

purpose clause (subjunctive)

replacement by weil-, da-, and
denn-clauses (NHG: 1650-1900)

purpose clause (infinitive) 
(ENHG: 1350-1650)

(mood)

mirative clause
(NHG: 1650-1900)

speech act clause
(NHG: 1650-1900)

complement clause
(Dutch)
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Leading research questions

a) To what extent do the (purpose and mirative) um-zu-clauses differ?

b) How did the mirative clause type develop?
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Main hypotheses

H1: The complementizer um can introduce three distinct subordinate clause
types: i) purpose clauses, ii) mirative clauses, iii) speech act (purpose) 
clauses.

H2: i)-iii) differ at the syntax-semantics interface.

H3: The mirative um-zu-clauses emerged out of purpose um-zu-clauses.

H4: The complementizer um grammaticalized into a mirative complementizer
conveying a not-at-issue content.
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Roadmap

1. Introduction

2. Purpose vs. mirative um-zu-clauses

3. Synchronic analysis

4. Diachronic analysis

5. Conclusion

6. References
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: Spec,CP position
Purpose clauses can appear in Spec,CP:

[6]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: Spec,CP position
Mirative clauses cannot appear in Spec,CP:

[7]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: postfield position
Purpose clauses can occur in the postfield position of the matrix clause:
[8]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: postfield position
Mirative clauses pattern with purpose clauses:
[9]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: variable binding

It is well-known that a quantifier can bind an agreeing pronoun occurring in the
subordinate clause only if the quantifier c-commands the pronoun. Otherwise, 
binding into the subordinate clause is not possible, cf. Chomsky (1981, 1986) and
Büring (2005):

[10]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: variable binding
Purpose clauses allow variable binding:
[11]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: variable binding
Likewise, variable binding into mirative clauses is also possible: 
[12]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: negation
Purpose clauses can be negated:

[13]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: negation
Purpose clauses can be negated:

[13]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: negation
Mirative clauses can be negated too:

[14]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: correlative elements
Purpose clauses can refer to a correlative element in the matrix clause:
[15]



24

2. Um-zu-clauses in German: correlative elements
Mirative clauses cannot be picked up by a correlative element:
[16]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: subject sensitivity
Usually, purpose clauses require an agentive subject: 
[17]

See Landau (2000) for more details.
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: subject sensitivity
Mirative clauses do not exhibit any subject restrictions:
[18]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: interim summary

purpose mirative
1. prefield position + –
2. postfield position + +
3. variable binding + +
4. negation + +
5. correlative element + –
6. subject sensitivity + –

Table 1: Selected properties of adverbial um-zu-clauses in German
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: prediction
Both clause types can be combined:

[19]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: prediction
Both clause types can be combined:

[20]
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2. Um-zu-clauses in German: prediction

Question: Where do these differences come from?

Answer: a) from their syntax
b) from their semantics
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3. Analysis: syntax
Purpose clauses are base-generated in the postfield position:
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3. Analysis: syntax
Mirative clauses are base-generated in the postfield position:
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3. Analysis: syntax

The syntactic differences between both clause types
come from (not-)at-issueness:

a) purpose clauses are at-issue
b) mirative clauses are not-at-issue.
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3. Analysis: semantics
First, at-issue content can be directly assented or dissented with:

[21]
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3. Analysis: semantics
Second, at-issue content addresses the question under discussion:

[22]
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3. Analysis: semantics
Finally, at-issue content determines the relevant set of alternatives:
[23]
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3. Analysis: semantics
Mirative clauses convey not-at-issue meaning:
[24]

different is better (many thanks to one of the
anonymous reviewers)
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3. Analysis: semantics
Mirative clauses convey not-at-issue meaning:
[25]
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3. Analysis: semantics
Mirative clauses convey not-at-issue meaning:
[26]
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3. Analysis: semantics
The not-at-issue content (= the silent set of expectations) cannot be directly
assented or dissented with :

[27]
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3. Analysis: syntax
The not-at-issue content accounts for the syntactic behavior
of mirative clauses:
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4. Diachronic analysis
Both clause types do not differ on the surface. 
[28] a) Er ist nur auf das Fest gegangen, um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.

‘His only goal when he went to the party was to get the flu there.’

b) Er ist auf das Fest gegangen, (nur) um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.
‘He went to the party and ended up getting the flu there.’

(anonymous reviewer) 
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4. Diachronic analysis
Step I: The event embedded in the subordinate clause is hypothetical/irrealis:  
[28] a) Er ist nur auf das Fest gegangen, um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.

‘His only goal when he went to the party was to get the flu there.’

… um dort Tango zu tanzen.
‘to tango there.’

… um dort zu trinken. 
‘to drink there.’

Speaker’s expectations in
terms of a GOAL-relation
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4. Diachronic analysis
Step II: There is a proposition that does not belong to the set of speaker’s
expectations:
[28] a) Er ist nur auf das Fest gegangen, um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.

‘His only goal when he went to the party was to get the flu there.’

… um dort Tango zu tanzen.
‘to tango there.’

… um dort zu trinken. 
‘to drink there.’

Speaker’s expectations in
terms of a GOAL-relation

… (nur) um dort zu schlafen.
‘only to sleep there’



47

4. Diachronic analysis
Step III: We know that he slept at the party all the time. The unexpected
proposition is factive. It is asserted by the speaker, who wants to add it to the
Common Ground. 

[28] a) Er ist nur auf das Fest gegangen, um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.
‘His only goal when he went to the party was to get the flu there.’

…

… (nur) um dort zu schlafen.
‘only to sleep there’

Speaker’s expectations in
terms of a GOAL-relation
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4. Diachronic analysis
Both clause types do not differ on the surface. 
[28] a) Er ist nur auf das Fest gegangen, um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.

‘His only goal when he went to the party was to get the flu there.’

b) Er ist auf das Fest gegangen, (nur) um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.
‘He went to the party and ended up getting the flu there.’

(anonymous reviewer) 

Only if a proposition did not
belong to the set of speaker’s
expectations and is factive.
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4. Diachronic analysis
Step IV: The speaker presents the factive proposition as unexpected to the
hearer. S/He often uses the particle nur ‘only’ to signal that s/he picked out one
of the propositions. 

[28] b) Er ist auf das Fest gegangen, (nur) um dort die Grippe zu bekommen.
‘He went to the party and ended up getting the flu there.’

The contrast between the asserted proposition and what the speaker used to
expect gets grammaticalized and is stored in the lexicon entry of um.
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4. Diachronic analysis
Step IV: The speaker uses the discourse particle doch to signal that asserted
proposition is in contrast with what s/he expected. 

[3]
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5. Conclusion

Um-zu-clauses in German do not constitute a uniform class of adverbial clauses, 
as they differ at the syntax-semantics interface. 

Mirative um-zu-clauses developed out of the purpose um-zu-clauses. 

Adverbial clauses conveying a not-at-issue content seem to be syntactically more
restricted.
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