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Abstract
Based on a division into subject raising, subject control, and object rais-
ing verbs, syntactic and semantic distinctions are drawn to account for the
differences and similarities between verbs triggering Infinitivus Pro Partici-
pio (IPP) in Dutch. Furthermore, quantitative information provides a gen-
eral idea of the frequency of IPP-triggering verb patterns, as well as a more
detailed account of verbs which optionally trigger IPP. The classification is
based on IPP-triggers occurring in two treebanks.

1 Introduction

Infinitivus Pro Participio (IPP) or Ersatzinfinitiv appears in a subset of the West-
Germanic languages, such as German, Afrikaans, and Dutch. Only verbs that select
a (te-)infinitive are possible IPP-triggers. If those verbs occur in the perfect tense,
they normally appear as a past participle, such as gevraagd ‘asked’ in (1). In IPP
constructions, however, those verbs appear as an infinitival verb form instead of a
past participle, such as kunnen ‘can’ in (2). Haeseryn et al. [3], Rutten [5], and
Schmid [7] (among others) provide lists of verbs which trigger IPP. The examples
show that for some verbs, IPP is triggered obligatorily (2), whereas for other verbs,
IPP appears optionally (3a - 3b), or is ungrammatical (1).
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‘Or are you asked as a partner to take part in an IST project ...?’ (WR-P-E-E-
0000000019.p.2.s.2)
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‘Only now we have been able to see that in the brains.’ (dpc-ind-001634-nl-
sen.p.16.s.5)
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‘I have tried to call my cousin because she uh ...’ (fna000628__73)

7



b. daar
there

hebben
have

we
we

toen
then

geprobeerd
try-PSP

te
to

bellen
call

...

‘Then we have tried to call there’ (fna000260__277)

By means of a treebank-based investigation this paper aims to set up a typology of
Dutch IPP-triggering verbs. The results are used to verify the existing descriptive
approaches as well as to gain more insight in (the frequency of) the phenomenon.
Furthermore, the results turn out to be useful for the creation and optimization
of NLP applications, since most verbs under investigation also have a main verb
function besides their verb-selecting function.

We start from the division into subject raising, object raising, subject control,
and object control verbs, following Sag et al. [6]. Subject raising verbs, such as
kunnen ‘can’ in (2), do not assign a semantic role to their subject, whereas subject
control verbs, such as proberen ‘try’ in (3), do.1 Similarly, object raising verbs,
such as the perception verb zien ‘see’, do not assign a semantic role to their object,
whereas object control verbs, such as vragen ‘ask’ in (1), do.

2 Data and Methodology

In order to get a data-driven classification of IPP-triggers, we have explored two
manually corrected treebanks: LASSY Small (van Noord et al. [8]) for written
Dutch, and the syntactically annotated part of CGN (Hoekstra et al. [4]) for spoken
Dutch. Each of those treebanks contains ca. one million tokens. Using treebanks
instead of ‘flat’ corpora is interesting for this topic, since it is possible to look for
syntactic dependency relations without defining a specific word order. In main
clauses the finite verb and the final verb cluster are not necessarily adjacent, which
makes such constructions hard to retrieve using string-based search.

Both treebanks can be queried with XPath, a W3C standard for querying XML
trees.2 The tools used for treebank mining are GrETEL (Augustinus et al. [1]) and
Dact (de Kok [2]).3 Exploratory research, such as finding relevant constructions
and building general queries (XPath expressions) was done by means of GrETEL,
a user-friendly query engine. In a following step, Dact was used to refine the
queries and to examine the data in detail.

Figure 1 presents two general queries. In order to retrieve IPP-triggers, we
looked for constructions with a form of hebben or zijn (perfect tense auxiliaries) as
head (HD) that have an infinitival verbal complement (VC) as sister node. That VC

node contains the IPP-trigger as well as another VC, which can take on the form
of a bare infinitive or a te-infinitive, cf. Figure 1a. We also looked for similar
constructions without IPP, i.e. constructions with an auxiliary of the perfect, a past

1One way to differentiate subject raising from subject control verbs is testing whether the verbs
can combine with non-referential subjects (e.g. Het begint te regenen ‘It starts to rain’ vs. *Het
probeert te regenen ‘*It tries to rain’).

2http://www.w3.org/TR/xpath
3http://nederbooms.ccl.kuleuven.be/eng/gretel; http://rug-compling.github.com/dact
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participle and a (te-)infinitival complement (further referred to as: ‘PSP construc-
tions’), cf. Figure 1b.
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Figure 1: Query trees for IPP (a) and PSP (b) constructions

After extracting the relevant constructions from the corpus, the IPP-triggers were
divided into the verb classes introduced in section 1. The resulting typology will
be discussed in section 3.

3 Results

We have found 16.510 occurrences of verbs taking a (te-)infinitival complement
in LASSY, and 20.729 in CGN. Since IPP-triggers can only be detected in con-
structions with a perfective auxiliary, only a small subset of those corpus hits can
be used for our study. The IPP-triggers account for 1.9% of the verbs taking a
(te-)infinitival complement in LASSY, and 3.7% in CGN. Still, IPP turns out to
be a common phenomenon in a small set of frequently occurring verbs. Table 1
presents the general results that were found by means of the queries formulated in
Figure 1. Those results reveal that in both treebanks IPP constructions occur more
often than PSP constructions. In CGN, the IPP-triggers account for 96.1% of the
constructions under investigation.

LASSY CGN
# hits % hits # hits % hits

IPP 310 70.9 771 96.1
PSP 127 29.1 31 3.9
TOTAL 437 100 802 100

Table 1: General search results in CGN and LASSY Small

Based on the criteria formulated in Sag et al. [6], we have divided the verbs in
three classes: subject raising, object raising, and subject control verbs. No object
control verbs (e.g. overtuigen ‘persuade’) have been detected as IPP-triggers.

We only considered (te-)infinitive selecting verbs that allow perfect tense con-
structions. An example of a verb that does not allow the perfect (and therefore no
IPP nor PSP) is plegen ‘be in the habit of, tend’ in (4).
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‘As former collegue Jennes Becheld tends to say.’ (fna000432__125)
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Table 2 presents the list of Dutch IPP-triggers.4 For each lemma, we have indicated
how many times it appears as the selector of a (te-)infinitival complement (VC[inf]-
sel), the frequency of its occurrence in IPP and PSP constructions, as well as its
semantic classification (if applicable).5

LASSY CGN
Lemma VC[inf]-sel IPP PSP VC[inf]-sel IPP PSP Translation Subtype
subject raising verbs
durven 0 0 0 1 0 0 ‘be on the point of’

(literally: ‘dare’)
beginnen 132 4 3 163 8 4 ‘start, begin’ aspectual
blijven 294 9 0 170 20 0 ‘continue’ aspectual
gaan 529 28 0 2715 157 0 ‘go, will’ aspectual
ophouden 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘stop’ aspectual
behoeven 3 0 0 1 0 0 ‘need’ modal
(be)horen 5 0 0 15 0 0 ‘ought to’ modal
dienen 164 1 0 13 0 0 ‘have to’ modal
hoeven 121 2 0 204 5 0 ‘have to’ modal
kunnen 4154 72 0 4190 139 0 ‘can’ modal
moeten 2513 57 0 4272 128 0 ‘have to’ modal
mogen 624 6 0 664 22 0 ‘may’ modal
zullen 3274 0 - 3076 0 - ‘will’ modal
blijken 167 0 0 61 0 0 ‘turn out’ evidential
lijken 124 0 0 52 0 0 ‘seem’ evidential
schijnen 11 0 0 38 0 0 ‘appear’ evidential
object raising verbs
weten 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘know, remember’
helpen 41 1 0 7 0 0 ‘help’ benefactive
leren 1 0 0 2 2 0 ‘teach’ benefactive
doen 87 2 0 60 4 0 ‘do’ causative
laten 566 68 0 610 86 0 ‘let’ causative
horen 8 2 0 40 16 0 ‘hear’ perception
voelen 3 0 0 8 0 0 ‘feel’ perception
zien 61 8 0 167 27 0 ‘see’ perception
subject control verbs
vermogen 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘be able to’
dreigen 16 0 4 3 0 2 ‘threaten’
hangen 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘hang’ aspectual
komen 127 8 0 214 18 0 ‘come’ aspectual
liggen 5 0 0 23 0 0 ‘lay’ aspectual
lopen 7 0 0 20 5 0 ‘walk’ aspectual
staan 22 4 0 99 11 0 ‘stand’ aspectual
zijn (wezen) 0 0 0 12 12 0 ‘be in the aspectual

activity of’
zitten 18 2 0 351 40 0 ‘sit’ aspectual
leren 40 2 1 46 16 0 ‘learn’ commitment
pogen 8 0 1 0 0 0 ‘try’ commitment
proberen 230 1 17 265 8 10 ‘try’ commitment
trachten 29 1 1 12 0 0 ‘try’ commitment
weigeren 66 0 0 5 0 0 ‘refuse’ commitment
weten 117 13 0 38 5 0 ‘know (how to)’ commitment
zien 5 0 0 14 0 0 ‘intend’ commitment
zoeken 1 0 0 0 0 0 ‘intend’ commitment
believen 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘please’ mental orientation
durven 29 3 0 56 5 0 ‘dare’ mental orientation
menen 9 0 0 10 0 0 ‘mean, intend’ mental orientation
willen 1112 16 0 1476 37 0 ‘want’ mental orientation
TOTAL 14723 310 27 19173 771 16

Table 2: IPPs in CGN and LASSY Small

4Due to limitations of presentation, we have only provided a list of the IPP-triggers. Verbs that
occur in PSP constructions but not as IPP-triggers are not presented.

5PSP constructions with zullen ‘will’ do not exist, because zullen does not have a past participle.
This is indicated in the table with a dash (-).
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Some verbs occur twice, since they have different meanings. For example, the verb
leren is a raising verb if it has the meaning ‘teach’ (5a), but it is a control verb if it
denotes the meaning ‘learn’ (5b).

(5) a. ’k
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mijn
my

kleine
small

kinderen
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there
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teach-INF
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.

‘I have also taught my little children how to swim over there’ (fva400659__44)
b. In

in
2001
2001

heb
have

ik
I

saxofoon
saxophone

leren
learn-INF

spelen
play

.

‘In 2001 I learned to play the saxophone.’ (dpc-qty-000936-nl-sen.p.36.s.2)

The results of the treebank mining reveal that the raising verbs (that allow per-
fective constructions), allow IPP. The modal, evidential, causative, and perception
verbs all obligatorily trigger IPP. Raising verbs that optionally trigger IPP are the
benefactive object raisers leren ‘teach’ and helpen ‘help’, and the aspectual subject
raisers beginnen and ophouden ‘stop’.

The most heterogenous group consists of subject control verbs, as that category
contains verbs that obligatorily trigger IPP (e.g. aspectual motion and position
verbs such as lopen ‘walk’ and staan ‘stand’, cf. (6)), verbs that do not allow
IPP (e.g. besluiten ‘decide’, cf. (1)), and verbs which occur in both IPP and PSP
constructions (e.g. proberen ‘try’, cf. (3a-3b)).

(6) Met
With

wat
some

meer
more

geluk
luck

hadden
had

we
we

hier
here

staan
stand-INF

juichen.
cheer

‘With a bit more luck we would have been cheering.’ (WR-P-P-H-0000000020.-
p.14.s.8)

Due to data sparseness, not all IPP-triggers occur in the treebanks. In order to
get a more complete list, we have also included verbs which occur as IPP-trigger
on the Internet using Google search.6 An example is the aspectual subject raiser
ophouden ‘stop’, cf. (7). The frequency information of those Google results is not
included in Table 2.

(7) Een
A

reisorganisatie
travel organisation

die
that

helaas
unfortunately

heeft
has

ophouden
stop-INF

te
to

bestaan.
exist

‘A travel company that unfortunately has ceased to exist.’ (Google, 30-10-2012)

In order to overcome the problem of data sparseness, future research will focus
on collecting IPP-triggers in larger treebanks (e.g. LASSY Large, which currently
contains 2.4 billion tokens). If more data are found, we will also be able to investi-
gate in which situation the PSP construction is preferred over an IPP construction.

6www.google.be/www.google.nl
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4 Conclusions and Future Research

Starting from a division into subject raising, subject control, and object raising
verbs (Sag et al. [6]), we made a distinction along syntactic and semantic lines to
account for the differences and similarities between IPP-triggers, which cannot be
derived from the list provided by Haeseryn et al. [3].

The classification is supplemented with quantitative information to provide a
general idea of the frequency of IPP-triggering verbs on the one hand, as well as a
more detailed account of verbs which optionally trigger IPP on the other hand. On
a global level, IPP seems to be more common in spoken than in written Dutch. The
classification furthermore shows that subject and object raising verbs always allow
IPP constructions if constructions with a perfective auxiliary are allowed. Object
control verbs never occur as IPP-triggers, whereas the subject control verbs can be
subdivided into verbs that obligatorily trigger IPP, optionally trigger IPP, or cannot
occur as IPP.

In future research, we will investigate whether our classification works for
other languages that have IPP-triggers, such as German and Afrikaans.
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