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This thesis examines the alternation of the mandative subjunctive and its syntactic variants in four Asian 
Englishes: Hong Kong English, Indian English, Philippine English, and Singapore English. The mandative 
subjunctive is a type of subjunctive which features in subordinate that-complement clauses after suasive 
expressions, i.e. after words and phrases that express volition and futurity (e.g. I demand that she stay silent). 
These suasive expressions are commonly called “triggers” in research. The mandative subjunctive 
complement clause contains the bare form of the verb, thus the subjunctive is identifiable by the following 
features: lack of third person singular inflectional -s, lack of tense concord, lack of do-periphrasis in negated 
clauses, and with the verb be. However, alternative variants are also available for mandative clauses: should-
periphrasis, other modals, the indicative, and non-distinct forms.  

Studies on the mandative subjunctive and its variants have mostly focused on examining their use in 
American and British English. More recently, with the availability of suitable corpora, the study of the mandative 
subjunctive has expanded to other World Englishes as well. Although multiple studies have been carried out 
on Asian Englishes, the methodological inconsistencies undermine the reliability of the results and their 
comparability with other studies. Thus, this study aims to improve on the methodology and, consequently, offer 
new and more reliable evidence of the use of the mandative subjunctive and its variants in Asian Englishes. 
The objective of this study is to answer how frequently the mandative subjunctive and its variants are used in 
Asian Englishes, how the mandative variants are distributed across different triggers, what sort of behavior the 
triggers exhibit in different varieties, and how formal the mandative subjunctive is. Based on these results, the 
study also aims to establish whether there is a discernible connection with the parent variety, i.e. with American 
or British English. The data for this study comes from the International Corpus of English that offers multiple 
parallel corpora of World Englishes. Like in most studies on the mandative subjunctive, a trigger-based 
approach was adopted for the retrieval of data. The triggers from Johansson & Norheim (1988) were chosen 
on the basis of their popularity in research, thus ensuring comparability with other studies on the subject. 

A pattern emerges across all studied features from the analysis of the corpus data. Hong Kong English 
patterns mostly similar to Indian English, however some unique features are also observed. The preference 
for should-periphrasis is found in both Hong Kong English and Indian English, and the use of mandative 
subjunctive is moderate in both varieties, thus conforming with the parent variety British English. Similarly, 
Philippine English and Singapore English both favor the use of the mandative subjunctive and show great 
likeness across all variants and features, also conforming with the use of American English. A new finding is 
the exceptionally high frequency of indicatives in Hong Kong English, which suggests exonormativity with the 
parent variety British English. Since Indian English otherwise conforms with the British English use of 
mandative variants, the infrequent use of indicatives is surprising and raises the question of possible increasing 
American English influence or of an Asian epicentric influence. The different varieties mostly show similar 
distribution patterns of variants across the triggers, although some differences can be observed. Furthermore, 
the same triggers are usually favored across all varieties. The mandative subjunctive is found to be overtly 
formal in all varieties, although the frequency of that-omission in Hong Kong English lends some contrasting 
evidence. Based on the use of different triggers and the contexts that allow for the use of mandative 
subjunctives, it is concluded that the limited use of the mandative subjunctive in Asian Englishes is most likely 
a result of the volitional strength of the mandative expressions and their unsuitability for most communicative 
contexts. 
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Tämä tutkielma käsittelee mandatiivisen subjunktiivin ja sen syntaktisten varianttien vaihtelua neljässä 
aasialaisessa englannin varieteetissa: hongkongin-, intian-, filippiinien- ja singaporenenglannissa. 
Mandatiivinen subjunktiivi on osa subjunktiivimodusta, ja sitä käytetään ilmaisemaan tulevaisuuteen 
kohdistuvaa tahtotilaa (esim. I demand that she stay silent). Mandatiivinen subjunktiivi esiintyy virkkeissä, 
joissa käytetään ns. laukaisinilmaisua, yleisimmin verbiä, joka ilmaisee jonkinlaista pakkoa kohdistuen 
subjunktiivilauseessa esitettyyn asiaan. Mandatiivisessa subjunktiivilauseessa käytetään verbin taipumatonta 
muotoa. Täten subjunktiivilauseen pystyy tunnistamaan neljästä piirteestä: yksikön kolmannen persoonan s-
päätteen puuttumisesta, be-verbin käytöstä, aikamuotojen kongruenssin puuttumisesta ja kielteisen lauseen 
do-perifraasin puuttumisesta. Mandatiivisen subjunktiivin lisäksi näissä mandatiivisissa lauseissa voi esiintyä 
myös muu syntaktinen variantti. Näihin variantteihin kuuluvat should-perifraasi, muut modaaliperifraasit, 
indikatiivi ja ei-erotettavissa olevat verbimuodot. 

Mandatiivista subjunktiivia on tutkittu aikaisemmin pääasiassa amerikan- ja brittienglannissa, mutta 
subjunktiivin tutkimus on hiljattain laajentunut myös muihin englannin kielen varieteetteihin vertailukelpoisten 
korpusten julkaisun myötä. Vaikka mandatiivista subjunktiivia on ruvettu tutkimaan myös aasianenglanneissa, 
tutkimukset ovat kuitenkin olleet metodeiltaan tai varieteeteiltaan rajattuja, joten tulosten vertailtavuus ja 
yleistettävyys ovat kärsineet. Tästä johtuen tämä tutkimus pyrkii luomaan uutta ja vertailukelpoisempaa tietoa 
mandatiivisen subjunktiivin ja sen varianttien käytöstä aasianenglanneissa. Tutkimus pyrkii selvittämään, 
miten mandatiivista subjunktiivia ja sen variantteja käytetään aasianenglanneissa, miten eri variantit jakautuvat 
laukaisinilmaisuille, kuinka itse laukaisinilmaisut käyttäytyvät ja kuinka muodollinen mandatiivinen subjunktiivi 
on. Näiden vastausten pohjalta pyritään myös tutkimaan, miten eri varieteetit suhteutuvat niiden 
alkuperäisvarieteetteihin. Tutkimuksessa käytettiin neljää International Corpus of English -korpuksen 
osakorpusta, joten aineistojen yhteneväisyys takaa tulosten luotettavan vertailtavuuden. Mandatiivisia lauseita 
etsittiin käyttäen Johanssonin ja Norheimin (1988) tutkimukseen pohjautuvaa laukaisinilmaisulistaa, jota on 
laajalti käytetty myös muussa aiheen tutkimuksessa. 

Korpusten deskriptiivinen analyysi osoittaa, että varieteettien välillä esiintyy tietynlainen kaava, joka toistuu 
kaikkien tarkasteltavien asioiden kohdalla. Hongkonginenglanti osoittaa muista varieteeteista poikkeavia 
piirteitä, kuitenkin niin, että joitakin samankaltaisuuksia pystytään toteamaan sen ja intianenglannin välillä. 
Kuten alkuperäisvarieteettinsa brittienenglanti, molemmissa varieteeteissa should-perifraasia käytetään 
enemmän kuin mandatiivista subjunktiivia. Filippiinien- ja singaporenenglanti osoittavat kaikissa 
tarkasteltavissa piirteissä samankaltaisuuksia ja niiden varianttien käyttö muistuttaa läheisesti 
amerikanenglantia. Täysin uusi löydös oli indikatiivivariantin yleisyys hongkonginenglannissa, joka korostaa 
myös sen ja brittienenglannin välistä eksonormatiivisuutta. Intianenglannissa indikatiivit ovat todella 
vähäisessä käytössä, mikä on yllättävä löydös ottaen huomioon varieteetin muut yhtäläisyydet 
brittienenglannin kanssa, ja se nostaa esiin myös kysymyksen mahdollisesta amerikanenglannin 
vaikutuksesta tai muista aasianenglantien ryhmän sisäisistä vaikutteista. Varieteetit osoittavat suurimmilta osin 
samankaltaista käyttäytymistä laukaisinilmaisujen osalta, vaikka muutamia poikkeuksia nousee esille. Yleisesti 
ottaen myös samat laukaisinilmaisut ovat suosituimpia kaikissa varieteeteissa. Kaikki varieteetit osoittavat 
selviä piirteitä mandatiivisen subjunktiivin muodollisuudesta, vaikkakin hongkonginenglannissa that-
konjunktion poisjättäminen on ristiriidassa muiden tulosten kanssa. Mandatiivisen subjunktiivin 
laukaisinilmaisuista ja sen käyttökonteksteista voidaan kuitenkin päätellä, että sen rajattu käyttö 
maailmanenglanneissa johtuu mitä luultavimmin sen voimakkuuden epäsoveliaisuudesta useimpiin 
kommunikaatiotilanteisiin.  

 
Avainsanat: Mandatiivinen subjunktiivi, aasianenglannit, maailmanenglannit, korpuslingvistiikka 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This thesis presents a corpus-based descriptive study on the alternation of the mandative subjunctive 

and its syntactic variants in mandative complement clauses in four Asian varieties of English: Hong 

Kong English (HKE), Indian English (IndE), Philippine English (PhilE), and Singapore English 

(SingE). As this study examines the use of the mandative subjunctive (i.e. the base form of the verb 

in that-complement clauses; I demand that he stay silent) and its alternative syntactic variants (should, 

non-distinct forms, the indicative, and other modals) in several Outer Circle varieties of English, this 

study posits itself within the field of World Englishes, and more specifically, the Kachruvian 

paradigm of conceptualizing English as a language of multiplicity and diversity. 

In the early 1900s, scholars had made heavy claims about the subjunctive mood perishing 

altogether from the English language (cf. Visser 1969: 844; Serpollet 2001: 531; Fillbrandt 2006: 

135). Still in the 1960s, some scholars were adamant about the redundancy and forthcoming 

disappearance of the subjunctive mood (Jespersen 1962; Visser 1969), although competing voices 

had been heard since the early twentieth century (cf. Waller 2007: 66–72). A turning point in 

mandative subjunctive research was Övergaard’s (1995) monograph that provided extensive 

diachronic evidence of the mandative subjunctive’s revival both in British English (BrE) and in 

American English (AmE). Since the publication of Övergaard’s monograph, the mandative 

subjunctive research has mainly focused on BrE and AmE. More recently, with the availability of 

suitable corpora, the study of the mandative subjunctive has come to include varieties outside the 

Inner Circle varieties of English (e.g. Peters 2009; Bautista 2010; Schneider 2011; Collins, 

Borlongan, Lim & Yao 2014; Hundt 2018; Deshors & Gries 2020; also Schneider 2000, cited in 

Bautista 2010; and Schneider 2005, cited in Peters 2009).  

As the studies on AmE and BrE have primarily focused on the mandative subjunctive vs. should 

alternation, the studies on other World Englishes have also followed in their footsteps. Although some 
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studies have included also some of the other mandative variants as part of their research (e.g. Bautista 

2010; Schneider 2011; Collins et al. 2014), these variants still remain largely unresearched in World 

Englishes. While studies on AmE and BrE have been able to establish that the use of the indicative 

in mandative complement clauses is a “syntactic Briticism” for its complete absence in AmE (Leech, 

Hundt, Mair & Smith 2009), the indicative as a mandative variant has been grossly overlooked on 

studies on other World Englishes (excl. Collins et al. 2014 for PhilE). Thus, the purpose of this study 

is to examine the mandative subjunctive with a wider range of syntactic variants. This study will 

analyze the use of subjunctives, should periphrasis, non-distinct forms (i.e. forms that cannot be 

distinguished between the subjunctive and the indicative), and other modals in mandative 

complement clauses. With the inclusion of the indicative variant, the study aims to test the hypothesis 

that the indicative would still be used in those varieties of English that are the result of British colonial 

occupation. In addition, although some studies have found evidence of the mandative subjunctive 

losing its formal connotations in World Englishes (e.g. for AmE, Leech et al. 2009; for PhilE, Collins 

et al. 2014), contrary findings have also been made (e.g. Peters 2009). As the informality of the 

mandative subjunctive has only been attested in PhilE, it is hypothesized that the mandative 

subjunctive has still retained its formality across most Outer Circle varieties of English. 

Furthermore, previous research has been able to establish that the mandative subjunctive is 

preferred in PhilE and SingE (Peters 2009; Bautista 2010; Collins et al. 2014), and that IndE conforms 

with its parent variety by preferring the periphrastic should in mandative clauses (Schneider 2000, 

cited in Bautista 2010). However, these studies have employed few mandative matrix words, i.e. 

mandative triggers, or opted for otherwise restrictive methodology, either for practical reasons or for 

comparability with outside data, which might have had a possibly adverse effect on the reported 

results. The present study aims to test these results with a wider range of mandative triggers and a 

more comprehensive methodology. 
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Studies on the mandative subjunctive in HKE are scarce, as it appears that only Hundt (2018) 

has studied its use in HKE. As Hundt’s study only focused on the subjunctive and should alternation 

on a limited set of triggers, this study will provide more extensive evidence of the use of the mandative 

subjunctive and its variants in HKE. As Hong Kong was a British colony until the Handover to China 

in 1997, it is hypothesized that the use of mandative variants closely resembles that of British usage, 

i.e. periphrastic should would be favored instead of the subjunctive.  

Thus, this study is a crucial addition to the body of research on the mandative subjunctive and 

its variants in World Englishes as it not only provides more evidence of less studied varieties of 

English but also includes variants that have often been overlooked in the studies on mandative 

complement clauses. Additionally, this study improves on the methodology used in previous studies. 

The study aims to test its hypotheses and provide more evidence of the use of the mandative 

subjunctive by answering the following research questions: 

1. How frequent is the use of the mandative subjunctive and its alternative syntactic 

variants in Asian Englishes?  

 

2. How are the mandative subjunctives and its variants distributed across different 

triggers in Asian Englishes? 

 

3. How do mandative triggers behave in Asian Englishes? 

 

4. How formal is the mandative subjunctive in Asian Englishes? 

 

Based on these results, the study also aims to conclude how these Outer Circle Englishes relate to 

their colonial parents. 

This thesis is constructed of the following sections: Section 2 gives an account of the use of the 

mandative subjunctive in present-day English. In Section 3, the wider context of the study, i.e. World 

Englishes research, will be presented in conjunction with a brief history of English in Asia and of 

each studied variety. In addition, previous studies on the mandative subjunctive in World Englishes 

will be presented. Section 4 presents the methodology and corpus used in this thesis. A special focus 

is given to the methodological problems in previous studies and their implications for the current 
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study. Section 5 details the analysis of the corpus findings, and these findings are then discussed in 

Section 6. Section 7 concludes the thesis by summarizing the findings of the study. 
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2 THE SUBJUNCTIVE MOOD 

This section presents the use of the subjunctive as it pertains to this thesis, i.e. with a focus on the 

mandative subjunctive. First, Section 2.1 gives an outline of the recent developments in the research 

of the subjunctive mood after which the mandative subjunctive will be introduced in more detail in 

Section 2.2. Thereafter, features of the mandative subjunctive, i.e. alternative variants, mandative 

triggers, and formality, will be discussed in the following subsections.  

2.1 Recent developments in the research of the subjunctive 

The fate of the subjunctive mood has been under much debate since the twentieth century (e.g. 

Fillbrandt 2006: 135; Serpollet 2001: 531; Visser 1969: 844). Some of the earliest remarks about the 

demise of the subjunctive mood were made right at the turn of the century by Kellner (1905: 235, 

cited in Fillbrandt 2006) who predicted the imminent death of the subjunctive. In 1926, the 

subjunctive mood was declared “moribund” by Fowler (1926: 574). In Fowler’s grammar, the use of 

the subjunctive mood is denounced archaic and even pretentious in some contexts (ibid.). In the 

1960s, some grammarians still held firm on the limited use of the subjunctive (Fillbrandt 2006: 135). 

Jespersen (1962: 194) deemed the subjunctive as having “very little vital power left”, and later Visser 

(1969: 825–853) presumed that the mandative subjunctive1 would become archaic or obsolete in late 

Modern English, although he makes several caveats about the usage of the mood, especially in 

American English. However, the grammarians’ divinations proved to be just a stab in the dark. 

Övergaard’s extensive and groundbreaking monograph (1995) proved that the mandative subjunctive 

 
1 The term ”mandative subjunctive” seems to have first appeared in Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik’s A Grammar 

of Contemporary English (1985, 1st edition published in 1972) and the term was subsequently established in research 

when it was featured in Johansson & Norheim’s (1988) study on the mandative subjunctive (see also Serpollet 2001: 

532). Until then all different types of subjunctives were discussed just under the same umbrella term. For example, in 

Fowler (1926) the comments on the subjunctive focus solely on what is now called the were-subjunctive (e.g. in Quirk et 

al. 1985), although his initial examples of the mood also feature what is now known as the mandative subjunctive: “that 

he do it” (Fowler 1926: 574).  
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was lively in both American and British English, although an elicitation test by Turner (1980) had 

already given tentative evidence of the mandative subjunctive’s survival in BrE. Since Övergaard’s 

study, several other scholars have provided more evidence for the vitality of the mandative 

subjunctive in the English language, both in Inner and Outer Circle varieties (e.g. Hundt 1998, 2018; 

Serpollet 2001; Leech et al. 2009; Waller 2017). Although the reasons behind the recent renaissance 

of the mandative subjunctive can only be speculated, several hypotheses have been suggested. 

Övergaard (1995: 49) gives several explanations why the mandative subjunctive gained traction in 

AmE: the influence of immigrant languages, the language of uneducated classes and the language of 

the South eventually had an effect on the mainstream usage of the construction. Similarly, Hundt 

(2009: 31) calls the evolution of the mandative subjunctive in AmE “post-colonial revival rather than 

colonial lag”. Consequently, from the 1960’s onwards, the influence of AmE can be clearly observed 

in BrE – the change in the use of the mandative subjunctive coincides with the development of mass 

media post-WWII which amplified the influence of AmE on BrE (Övergaard 1995: 39, 51). Kjellmer 

(2009) also attests that AmE is leading the change in the use of the mandative subjunctive. Similar 

observations of the influence of AmE have also been made about other Inner Circle varieties and 

Outer Circle varieties (e.g. Peters 2009; Collins et al. 2014).  

2.1.1 Types of subjunctive 

The subjunctive can in its various uses express meaning that is nowadays most often expressed by 

using modal auxiliaries: obligation or necessity, and irrealis (James 1986; Leech et al. 2009: 51). As 

discussed in the previous section, although the (mandative) subjunctive has been declared an 

unimportant category of the English language grammar (Quirk et al. 1985: 76), it has still held its 

ground especially in AmE, which is now leading the change in World Englishes (Leech et al. 2009: 

52). Although this thesis focuses on the mandative subjunctive, to give an accurate presentation of 

the subjunctive mood before the mandative subjunctive is examined in more detail, a brief 
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introduction of the two other types of subjunctive will be given: The formulaic subjunctive and the 

were-subjunctive. 

The formulaic subjunctive2 is a highly specialized use of the subjunctive that features in main 

clauses. It can only appear in certain set expressions which have to be learnt as such (Quirk et al. 

1985: 76; Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 944): 

(1) God save the Queen! 

(2) So be it. 

(3) Suffice it to say… 

The were-subjunctive is a type of subjunctive which features only with the 1st and 3rd person 

“in conditional and concessive clauses and in subordinate clauses after optative verbs”, as in (Quirk 

et al. 1985: 77): 

(4) If I were rich… 

(5) I wish I were dead. 

However, this type of subjunctive is mostly a feature of formal language and has been shown to be 

highly recessive in English (Leech et al. 2009: 67–70). 

2.2 The mandative subjunctive 

The mandative subjunctive is a type of subjunctive which features in subordinate that-clauses after 

suasive expressions, i.e. words and phrases that express volition and futurity (Övergaard 1995: 11; 

Quirk et al. 1985: 76; Leech et al. 2009: 52): 

(6) She insisted that he stay for dinner …. (ICE-SIN:W2F-017) 

The subordinate clause features the base form3 of the verb (Quirk et al. 1985: 76). Thus, the 

subjunctive is identifiable in the following instances: 

 
2 Also called optatives (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 944). 
3 Also sometimes called the plain form of the verb (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 51). 
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1. in 3rd person singular They are demanding that the President admit his 

mistakes …. (ICE-PHI:S2B-003) 

2. with lack of tense concord That is why I insisted that you shift to Pune 

along with us. (ICE-IND:W1B-014) 

3. in finite forms of verb be  The motion requires that the dialogue be an open 

one. (ICE-HK:S1B-052) 

4. in negated clauses [T]wenty-one opposition democratic party 

congressmen have urged President George Bush 

not escalate the military conflict. (ICE-

IND:S2B-007) 

 

As is evident, the contexts where the mandative subjunctive can be definitely identified are few. In 

the 3rd person singular, the mandative subjunctive can be easily identified from the lack of the 

inflectional -s. The mandative subjunctive can also be identified in all persons by lack of tense 

concord with the matrix verb. The verb be is morphologically identifiable in all persons. In negative 

clauses the lack of do-periphrasis and the preverbal position of not (I demand that he does not stay/I 

demand that he not stay) also distinguish the mandative subjunctive from the indicative. Negated 

mandative subjunctives occur only rarely and are almost exclusively used in very formal contexts 

(Johansson & Norheim 1988: 30–31; Hundt 1998: 95–96; Leech et al. 2009: 60). 

In the next subsections, the features of the mandative subjunctive and mandative clauses will 

be discussed in more detail.  

2.2.1 The syntactic variants 

As mentioned in the previous section, the mandative subjunctive follows an expression of demand, 

requirement, commanding etc., i.e. an expression of will on someone (e.g. Visser 1969: 825). 

However, these expressions can also be followed by different syntactic variants4 with closely the 

 
4 Kastronic and Poplack (2014: 73) challenge the convention of calling the modals “variants”. Kastronic and Poplack’s 

argument relies on changes in possible referential meaning of the chosen variant (ibid.: 72–73). However, as mentioned 

in Kastronic and Poplack’s (2014) account, the term “variant” is overwhelmingly adopted in research and thus they, too, 

settle for using the term. Similarly, Hundt (1998: 90) notes that this sort of variationist approach “calls for a fairly wide 

definition of syntactic equivalence”.  
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same meaning, compare (7) with (8)–(10) (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985: 76; Övergaard 1995: 11; Huddleston 

& Pullum 2002: 995): 

(7) They demand that he stay silent.  

(8) They demand that he should stay silent. 

(9) They demand that he stays silent. 

(10) They demand that we stay silent. 

In (7), the verb in the subordinate clause is the morphologically marked subjunctive form of the verb. 

In (8) the subjunctive is replaced by a modal, the periphrastic should + infinitive5. Examples (9) and 

(10) feature the verb in its indicative form.  

As seen in example (8), the mandative meaning can also be expressed by using a modal 

auxiliary. Övergaard (1995: 54–55, 85) states that the modals work to modify the strength of the 

mandative, they either make the message more explicit or implicit: “the subjunctive can replace all 

periphrastic alternants, but not vice versa, i.e. the modals are more specified both in meaning and 

usage”. However, the most widely used modal, should, can carry the same meaning as a mandative 

subjunctive, and is in some theory called a should-mandative (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 998). 

Other modals can also feature in mandative clauses. Historically, such modals have included shall, 

must, may, might, will and would, with deontic modals shall and must having been the most frequent 

ones (Övergaard 1995: 56). Although Övergaard’s (1995: 56) corpus data shows that since the 1960s, 

both in AmE and BrE usage, all modals except should have virtually disappeared from mandative 

subordinate clauses, more recent research has shown that the other modals are still occasionally used 

in mandative clauses (for Outer Circle varieties, see Peters 2009 and Bautista 2010; for Inner Circle 

varieties, see Collins et al. 2014, Collins 2015 and Waller 2017).  

 
5 This type of should is also referred to as putative should (Quirk et al. 1985: 784) and specialized should (Huddleston 

and Pullum 2002: 995).  
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However, the periphrastic should has been and still remains the most popular variant to the 

mandative subjunctive in World Englishes (e.g. for AmE and BrE, see Övergaard 1995: 15–20, 54–

55 and Leech et al. 2009: 52–61; for Outer Circle varieties, see Peters 2009, Collins et al. 2014, and 

Hundt 2018). The periphrastic should can be “used in both present tense and past tense contexts, i.e. 

it denotes both the future … and the future of the past” (Övergaard 1995: 55). Thus, this wide 

availability of contexts can explain why the periphrastic should has been and still is, especially in 

BrE, a strong contender for the morphologically marked subjunctive (Övergaard 1995: 55–58).  

In a similar manner, indicatives can also be used instead of the morphologically marked 

subjunctive in mandative clauses like in examples (9) and (10), repeated here for convenience: 

(9) I demand that he stays silent. 

(10) They demand that we stay silent. 

These indicative subordinate clauses can contain both present and past tense verbs (Övergaard 1995: 

61). According to Övergaard (1995: 63), the use of the indicative in the subordinate mandative clause 

minimizes the volitional element and thus the subordinate clause is turned into a regular instruction. 

Huddleston & Pullum (2002: 994) also add that there is no ambiguity between the mandative 

subjunctive and the indicative since there is no semantic difference between the two variants. Leech 

et al. (2009: 54) have also called these instances “neutral” in terms of mood. Furthermore, there is a 

crucial difference between (9) and (10) that is discussed in much of the literature (e.g. Johansson & 

Norheim 1988: 28; Övergaard 1995: 63; Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 994; Leech et al. 2009: 54). 

Whereas (9) can be without a doubt declared an indicative (inflectional -s), the deduction is not as 

straightforward for (10). As there are no other distinctive features (negation, lack of tense concord, 

the verb be) it is impossible to determine whether the verb in (10) is definitely an indicative or an 

uninflected base form of the verb, i.e. a subjunctive (Övergaard 1995: 63; Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 

994). Hence, these variants have been labeled as non-distinct(ive) or ambiguous cases of the 



 

 

 

11 

mandative subjunctive. In this thesis, following Hundt (1998; 2018), Bautista (2010), Collins et al. 

(2014), and Waller (2017), the term “non-distinct” is used. 

Although some studies do not examine indicatives in mandative clauses (e.g. Johansson & 

Norheim 1988; Serpollet 2001; Bautista 2010; Peters 2009; Hundt 2018) research has been able to 

establish some patterns in the use of the indicative in mandative clauses. Övergaard’s (1995: 62–63) 

study proved the indicatives to be completely absent as mandative variants in AmE but more common 

in BrE, and similar findings have been reported also by Leech et al. (2009: 57), especially for spoken 

BrE; the indicative was deemed a definite “syntactic Briticism” for its complete absence in mandative 

clauses in AmE. Hundt (1998: 93) has also shown that in written New Zealand English (based on a 

newspaper corpus DOM/EVP) the indicative has remained a choice in mandative clauses. On the 

contrary, Philippine English has been demonstrated to follow its parent variety AmE in avoiding the 

use of the indicative in mandative clauses almost completely (Collins et al. 2014: 265). However, 

indicatives have been neglected in studies on other Outer Circle varieties (e.g. Peters 2009; Bautista 

2010; Schneider 2011; Hundt 2018; Deshors & Gries 2020; also Schneider 2000, cited in Bautista 

2010: 9). 

2.2.2 Mandative triggers 

As mentioned in Section 2.2, the mandative subjunctive or its variants follow an expression of 

demand, requirement, command etc., i.e. an expression of will on someone, in the matrix clause (e.g. 

Visser 1969: 825). Although most grammars and research list sets of verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. 

triggers) that govern mandative subordinate clauses (e.g. Johansson & Norheim 1985: 29; Quirk et 

al. 1985: 833–834; Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 999), the exact contexts where mandative subordinate 

clauses appear can only be established with an examination of all the data, i.e. with a “bottom-up 

approach” (Övergaard 1995: 81; Hundt 2018: 6). In her monograph where a bottom-up approach was 

adopted, Övergaard (1995: 82) established that it is impossible to account for all mandative clauses 
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with a trigger approach since “the matrix need not contain an explicitly mandative verb/noun for the 

utterance to have mandative meaning”, in other words, the volitional element can be supplied by 

context. Because this bottom-up approach is virtually impossible to implement in research where 

million-word corpora are involved, research has had to settle for using triggers that often occur with 

mandative subordinate clauses. The methodological implications of the trigger approach will be 

discussed further in Section 4.1. 

The mandative triggers can have an effect on which of the variants is chosen in the subordinate 

clause (Crawford 2009; Hundt 2018; Deshors and Gries 2020). The choice can either be dependent 

on the part of speech, i.e. if the trigger is a verb, noun or an adjective, and the strength of the trigger 

itself (Övergaard 1995: 85; Crawford 2009: 263; Hundt 2018: 16; Deshors and Gries 2020). In a 

multi-factorial study on multiple World Englishes, Hundt (2018) found that the trigger itself is a 

stronger predictor than the trigger type (verb vs. adjective trigger; nouns were not examined) on the 

choice between the subjunctive and should in the subordinate clause. In a follow-up study on Hundt 

(2018), Deshors and Gries (2020) confirm Hundt’s results on the individual trigger being the strongest 

determining factor in AmE, AusE, BrE and IndE using even more extensive multi-factorial analysis. 

Crawford (2009) also found evidence for individual triggers and their volitional strength having an 

effect on the mandative variant. However, because of several methodological issues, Crawford’s 

results should be met with caution6. 

2.2.3 Formality 

Quirk et al. (1985: 76, 783) describe the use of the mandative subjunctive to occur “chiefly in formal 

style (and especially in AmE)” and to be “little more than an archaism of legalistic style” in BrE. 

 
6 Crawford (2009) only identified subjunctives on a strictly morphological basis, i.e. subjunctives that could have been 

identified by syntactic criteria presented in Section 2.2 were included in the category “other”. Also, his category of 

“mandates” did not include mandative sentences where the subordinate clause contains an indicative, but it did include 

instances of should/shall and must/have to. Moreover, as Waller (2017: 170–171) notes, the use of proportional counts 

instead of absolute frequencies further skews the results in the case of low-frequency items. 
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However, further research has found evidence that both supports and challenges Quirk et al.’s (ibid.) 

remarks about the formality of the mandative subjunctive. 

Johansson & Norheim (1988: 30) found that in BrE the mandative subjunctive mostly occurred 

in formal texts and with the passive in the LOB corpus7. Both Leech et al. (2009: 58–59) and Serpollet 

(2001: 536–540, 542) have reported tentative results about the mandative subjunctive becoming less 

formal in BrE based on the F-LOB corpus. However, although the use of the mandative subjunctive 

has become somewhat more frequent in speech in BrE, it is still primarily a construction of written 

language (Leech et al. 2009: 61). Contrary to BrE, in AmE the mandative subjunctive was used in a 

wider variety of contexts and with both the passive and active voice in Brown (Johansson & Norheim 

1988: 30–31). In Frown, active mandative subjunctives have become considerably more frequent than 

passive ones (Leech et al. 2009: 61) and the mandative subjunctive was used more frequently in 

speech compared to BrE in F-LOB8.  

Formality has also been studied in other World Englishes. Based on a search of thirteen triggers, 

Peters (2009: 129) discovered that the mandative subjunctive was more frequent in written than in 

spoken language in BrE, IndE, and NZE in ICE. AusE was found to strongly prefer the mandative 

subjunctive in spoken English, whereas SingE had only one more instance in spoken language (Peters 

2009: 129). Only five of all these instances occurred in informal speech, hence Peters (2009: 134) 

concludes that the mandative subjunctive is a feature of written language and of a formal, institutional 

type of speech. Diverging from other Outer Circle varieties, PhilE shows signs of the mandative 

 
7 LOB and F-LOB are British English corpora, and Brown and Frown corpora of American English consisting of samples 

from written texts. LOB and Brown corpora contain samples of English from the 1960s. Conversely, F-LOB and Frown 

corpora are comprised of samples from the 1990s. 
8 Kastronic and Poplack (2014) provide contrary evidence for North American spoken English: their analysis of three 

diachronic corpora demonstrated that the use of the mandative subjunctive had in fact decreased over time. However, 

multiple issues in the study undermine the validity of the results. Although they claim to study the change of the mandative 

subjunctive in speech, this is not entirely the case. From the two early corpora, CED (1560–1760) and ARCHER (1750–

1999), speech-like categories have been chosen, i.e. trials and drama from CED and informal text categories (e.g. diaries) 

from ARCHER, thus the diachronic data is not a true representation of spoken language. Also, as the data spans over five 

centuries, the considerably lower frequency of mandative subjunctives in the Quebec English Corpus (2002–2005) can 

only be considered as historical proof of the overall marginalization of the subjunctive mood, but not as opposing  

evidence for its recent revival. 
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subjunctive losing its formality connotations (Collins et al. 2014). In PhilE, the mandative subjunctive 

has become more common in less formal types of writing and its cooccurrence with the active voice 

has increased slightly since the 1960s (Collins et al. 2014: 271–274). 
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3 WORLD ENGLISHES 

In this section, the wider theoretical framework for World Englishes, and more specifically, Englishes 

in Asia, is introduced. First, Section 3.1 briefly introduces the field of World Englishes research. 

Thereafter, a brief historical account of the global spread of English is given in Section 3.2. Section 

3.2.1 presents the Asian varieties of English that are included in this study. Lastly, Section 3.3 will 

give a brief outline of previous research of the mandative subjunctive in World Englishes. 

3.1 Understanding World Englishes 

World Englishes research is concerned with different varieties of English and with the aim of 

examining and explaining the variety of phenomena that have their roots in the global spread and 

domination of English. The birth of the field of World Englishes is often credited to Braj Kachru9 and 

a set of conferences that was held in the late 1970s (Bolton 2004: 375). Braj Kachru first introduced 

the term World Englishes with his circle model in the 1980s. Until then, Kachru himself had been 

using the term “non-native Englishes” (1982), although his emphasis had already been on the 

pluralistic and global character of English, without adding emphasis or bias on any particular variety 

of English (Yamuna Kachru & Nelson 2006: 1). As the inception of the World Englishes paradigm 

dates back to the late 1970s or early 1980s (cf. Matsuda 2019: 144), still in the 2000s, Schneider 

(2007: 2; 2017: 36) and Filppula, Klemola & Sharma (2017: 3) have described World Englishes as a 

maturing field of research. 

 
9 No doubt the most prominent figure in World Englishes research, Braj Kachru’s distinctive ideas about a pluricentric 

view of English rose to the foreground of English linguistics in the 1980s and 1990s (Bolton, Davis & Sridhar 2019: 340). 

Although initially Kachru’s objective was to shift the paradigm for more allowing pedagogical approaches to teaching 

English (Mesthrie & Bhatt 2008: 23; Matsuda 2019: 145; Van Rooy 2019: 280; Sridhar & Sridhar 2019: 266), his 

extensive work on both teaching English as a second language and understanding the exceptional circumstances and 

diversity of World Englishes have amounted to a remarkable scholarly legacy reaching far beyond the realm of teaching 

(e.g. Sridhar 2019). Braj Kachru was also the other co-founding editor of the World Englishes journal (e.g. McArthur 

2001: 5). 
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As any other field of research, World Englishes has not escaped our human predisposition of 

yearning for typologies and categorizations of intricate phenomena: 

The global spread of the English language, its multifarious uses, and its international 

role constitute highly complex processes that call for such descriptions and have 

actually given rise to explanations that categorize … the plurality of Englishes in the 

world. (Onysko 2016: 196) 

 

Naturally, these categorizations are always simplifications of extremely complex situations and can 

fall prey to minimizing the unique realities of each situation (Onysko 2016: 196). However, in a 

scientific context, models are necessary for understanding the essential mechanisms behind each 

phenomenon (Onysko 2016: 196–197). Below, one such model will be introduced, arguably the most 

influential model within the field of World Englishes, Braj B. Kachru’s Three Circles Model of World 

Englishes. 

Kachru’s most significant contribution to the field of English linguistics is undoubtedly his 

Three Circles Model, which draws on the preceding distinction of Englishes into three categories: 

English as a native language (ENL), English as a second language (ESL) and English as a foreign 

language (EFL) (Jenkins 2009: 18). Although the model is based on different phases of the diaspora 

of the English language, it depicts more than just the consecutive stages of the spread of English. As 

Kachru notes: 

The Concentric Circles model … is not just a heuristic metaphor for schematizing the 

diffusion of the English language. The model presents a schema for historical, 

educational, political, social, and literary contextualization of the English language with 

reference to its gradual – and unprecedented – expansion with the ascendancy of the 

British Raj and later in the post-colonial period. (Kachru 2008: 567) 

 

Kachru’s model divides World Englishes into three categories based on their regions (Kachru 2008: 

569–570). The Inner Circle holds those regions where English is spoken as the first language, i.e. 

Britain, the United States, Australia and New Zealand. The Outer Circle contains the regions where 

English is used as a second language or as an additional official language as the result of colonial 

occupation, e.g. India, Singapore and the Philippines. In the regions of the Expanding Circle, English 
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acquisition is the result of the global domination and spread of English without the presence of 

colonialization, i.e. where English is used as a foreign language.  

Another important aspect of the Circle Model is its pluricentricity (Kachru 2005: 18). Kachru 

(2005: 18–19) makes the distinction between norm-providing and norm-dependent varieties (Kachru 

2005: 19). In the Asian context, Kachru (ibid.) lists the norm-providing varieties to be India, the 

Philippines, Singapore, and Sri-Lanka, and, conversely, China, Japan, Taiwan, Thailand, and South 

Korea as the norm-dependent varieties. The Outer Circle varieties that are further into the nativization 

of the language offer norms and models for the less established varieties of English in the expanding 

circle. However, this dichotomy has been challenged in recent research (Parviainen 2020). Previous 

research has been able to establish that IndE functions as a epicentric influence in the South Asian 

region, but very recent research into the influence of IndE in the Southeast Asian region has also 

provided evidence of the variety’s influence on SingE and, more cautiously, also on HKE (Parviainen 

2020: 114). Thus, these findings challenge Kachru’s notions of the pluricentric nature of Englishes 

only reaching beyond each circle without taking into account the possibility of epicenters existing 

within the circles. 

Nevertheless, Kachru’s Three Circles Model is crucial in positioning the varieties of English 

that are studied in this thesis within the wider context of World Englishes and their historical 

interdependency. Kachru’s model also offers a wider ideological paradigm for the thesis that 

highlights the diversity and legitimacy of non-native Englishes. 

3.2 English in Asia 

Besides the undeniable might of the United States from the nineteenth century onwards, the other 

historical key factor on the global domination of English is the spread of the British colonial empire 

(Crystal 2003: 59). The British colonialization of South and Southeast Asia has its roots in the British 

East India Company, which both Kachru (2005: 33) and Svartvik and Leech (2006: 118) introduce 
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as “a small company of adventurous and enterprising merchants”. These merchants came to take part 

in the trade that had long before existed in the South and Southeast Asian regions (Canny 1998: 26; 

Lim 2017: 449). However, the eventual influence of the Company came to be far greater than anybody 

could have anticipated. In 1773, the British Crown made the East India Company its semi-official 

agency (Svartvik & Leech 2006: 118). Eventually, political unrest resulted in the Sepoy Mutiny, and 

the sovereignty of the Indian subcontinent was transferred over to the British Crown from the 

Company (ibid.). 

As the British Crown gradually came to control the whole Indian subcontinent, the East India 

Company was also gaining foothold in Southeast Asia. Like in South Asia, before the arrival of 

European traders and other settlers, the region of Southeast Asia already had a flourishing civilization 

because of the spice trade that had been established in the region through Arab and Indian merchants 

(Lim 2017: 449). In the 1800’s, British settlers monopolized the Malay Peninsula, whereas the United 

States gained the Philippines after a war with the Portuguese (Svartvik & Leech 2006: 119–120; Lim 

2017: 450–451). In the parts of Asia where English-speakers had extensive colonial settlements and 

English was used as an administrative language, for example, in India, Philippines, and Singapore, 

even after the regions gained independence, English was, and still is, widely used as an (official) 

second language or as a language of administration (e.g. Schneider 2007; Mesthrie & Bhatt 2008; 

Lim 2017).  

3.2.1 Varieties of English included in the present study 

As this study includes only postcolonial varieties of English, they are all varieties that are situated 

within Kachru’s Outer Circle. However, more recent studies have criticized the models suitability for 

applying to the present language complexities in South and Southeast Asia (Parviainen 2020: 39, 

116).  
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Hong Kong English. Although a pidgin English already existed in the region since the 

seventeenth century as the result of contact between the Chinese and English-speaking merchants, 

the roots of the present status of English can be traced back to the Treaty of Nanking in 1842 after 

the First Opium War when Hong Kong became a colony of the British Crown and English began to 

spread through the establishment of missionary schools (Bolton 2000: 267; Schneider 2007: 133; 

Setter, Wong & Chan 2010: 103–104; Li 2018: 2). In the nineteenth century, British political might 

grew through the annexation of new territories and as the colony became more stable and as Hong 

Kong became more important as a British trading hub, bilingualism also spread among the high-class 

Chinese citizens that could have access to education (Bolton 2000: 267; Schneider 2007: 135). 

However, English never came to replace Chinese as the language of education in the so called “Anglo-

Chinese” schools (Bolton 2000: 267–268). The first English-medium university was established in 

1911, however, the 1920s and 1930s also saw the establishment of several Chinese-medium schools, 

although the first Chinese-medium university was not established until 1963 (Bolton 2000: 268). 

Education reforms in primary and secondary schooling in the 1970s made Anglo-Chinese 

secondary schools accessible – and compulsory – to all children (Bolton 2000: 268; Schneider 2007: 

139). This led to a leveling of bilingualism where the English language was not just a privilege of the 

educated elite but also became accessible to the lower social classes (Bolton 2000: 269; Schneider 

2007: 139). Leading up to the 1997 Handover to China, Chinese (Mandarin-based writing and spoken 

Cantonese) was recognized as a co-official language in the Official Languages Ordinance in 1974 

and further amendments to the Hong Kong law also strengthened the position of Chinese (Bolton 

2000: 270; Li 2018: 11). Since 1970s, the Hong Kong government has remained indecisive about the 

status of English and Chinese in education (Bolton 2000: 271–273). The issuing of a controversial 

education policy in 1998 pitted English-medium and Chinese-medium education against each other 

by restricting the availability of English-medium education (Li 2018: 6). The policy has been 

amended in 2009 by allowing partial English-medium education into those schools that use Chinese 
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as the language of instruction (ibid.). English remains the language of employment and administration 

in Hong Kong and has not infiltrated into everyday use among the Chinese population (Li 2018: 11–

12).  

Indian English. Although the English language was brought to India by the merchants that 

established trading posts in the region, the first real onset of English in India was the result of British 

missionaries who established the first English-medium schools in India from the late seventeenth to 

the early eighteenth century (Kachru & Nelson 2006: 154; Schneider 2007: 163; Gargesh & Sailaja 

2017: 426). Following the growing political power of the British in India in the eighteenth and 

nineteenth century, English also grew among the urban population as a result of the use of English in 

the British administration of India (Schneider 2007: 163; Gargesh & Sailaja 2017: 426; Gargesh 2020: 

7.2.110). The growing political might also resulted in the rapid increase in the number of English-

medium schools in India in the years 1780–1830 (Schneider 2007: 164). Following the endorsement 

of even wider English-medium education by Raja Rammohan Rao and the filing of the Macaulay’s 

Minute in 1835, a new Indian education policy was initiated which resulted in widespread bilingual 

education (Schneider 2007: 164; Gargesh 2020: 7.2.1) Moreover, the first universities were 

established in 1857 and by the late nineteenth century, 60 percent of all elementary schools in India 

had English as their language of instruction (ibid.). 

By the time India gained independence in 1947, English had established itself as the language 

of education, administration and judiciary (Gargesh & Sailaja 2017: 426–427). In the Indian 

Constitution, English was given the status of an associate official language until 1965. However, the 

Official Languages Act of 1963 enabled the indefinite use of English (Gargesh & Sailaja 2017: 427). 

As is, Indian English has remained a marker of higher social status (Gargesh & Sailaja 2017: 426) 

 
10 Page numbers are not available for the E-book. 
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and functions as a neutral interethnic link language between the Hindi and Dravidian languages 

speaking citizens (Schneider 2007: 167). 

Philippine English. Unlike the other Outer Circle varieties of English discussed in this thesis 

that are all a result of the spread of the British colonial empire, Philippine English is the result of 

American colonial occupation (Schneider 2007: 140). Before the Americans gained sovereignty of 

the Philippines after the Paris Treaty in 1898, the country was under Spanish rule for three centuries 

(Gonzalez 2004: 7; 2008: 13; Schneider 2007: 141. However, following the might of the British 

empire, there had been interest in English language studies and education among some scholars even 

prior to American occupation (Gonzalez 2004: 7; 2008: 13; Schneider 2007: 141). However, the dawn 

of English in the Philippines broke as a result of the American occupation when English was declared 

the official language (Gonzalez 2004: 7; 2008: 13; Schneider 2007: 141). The Americans began 

teaching English to the locals, and in 1901, as a public education system was put in place, more 

teachers were recruited from the US, and later, Filipinos were also trusted with the task of teaching 

English (Gonzalez 2004: 8). English spread rapidly among the Filipinos and, like in other colonial 

situation, became to be viewed as a promise of rising from rags to riches as knowledge of English 

granted access to civil service jobs (Schneider 2007: 140). During World War II and following 

independence in 1946, English gained traction initially as a result of anti-Japanese sentiment, 

although eventually Tagalog-based Filipino was declared the national language and the second 

medium of education and, later, also the other official language in the Philippine 1987 Constitution 

(Schneider 2007: 141; Lim 2017: 453).  

English has retained a strong status in the Philippines due to its position as a language of 

education, administration, and the judiciary. Although some resistance to the use of English exists 

(Schneider 2007: 143), English will most likely retain its status out of necessity, as Gonzalez (2014: 

14) argues:  
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The indications are that English will be maintained at least in this century as the Language 

of Wider Communication in the region, needed by the Philippines for its economic 

survival, its educational access to science and technology to be competitive in this 

century, and because of the continuing social value placed on it. 

 

Singapore English. The history of Singapore is one of multitudes: even in its early days, the 

area of Singapore functioned as a trading hub that served as the meeting point for several nationalities 

and languages (Bolton & Chin Ng 2014: 308). After the establishment of the British trading post in 

Singapore, the population began growing rapidly and consecutive British colonialization further 

boosted its growth: 

By the late nineteenth century the island had experienced massive population growth and 

was home to a small European ruling class (of under 10 percent of the population), many 

Asians who managed to get by, and also a growing Asian elite. (Schneider 2007: 154) 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, the number of government schools expanded and in the 

early twentieth century, a growing number of Chinese children were enrolling in English-medium 

schools (Schneider 2007: 154; Lim 2017: 451), although vernacular schools (Chinese-, Malay-, and 

Tamil-medium schools) still widely served the respective ethnic groups (Lim 2017: 451). However, 

these vernacular schools were closed by the end of 1980s because of lack of enrollment (Bolton & 

Chin Ng 2014: 309). English has since served as the primary language of education in Singapore 

(ibid.). As a result of English-medium education, Colloquial Singapore English, Singlish, emerged in 

the late twentieth century (Schneider 2007: 154, 158; for a longer discussion of Singlish, see Jenkins 

2010: 125–130).  

During the twentieth century, Singapore went through a series of major political changes. 

Following independence in 1965, English was made one of the official languages along Malay, 

Mandarin, and Tamil (Lim 2017: 453). The late twentieth century was also the advent of other 

language policies that have shaped the sociolinguistic environment of Singapore: the Bilingualism 
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Policy11 (1966), the Speak Mandarin Campaign12 (1979 to present), and more recently, the Speak 

Good English Movement (2000 to present), a movement meant to restrict the use of the colloquial 

English variety, Singlish (Bolton and Chin Ng 2014: 309). In spite of official language policies, 

English has been increasingly adopted as a home language in the ethnic groups (Bolton & Chin Ng 

2014: 312). English has also become to replace other languages as the supra-ethnic language, and its 

use is especially favored among the younger Singaporeans as a language of daily life (Bolton & Chin 

Ng 2014: 314–315). 

3.3 Previous studies on the mandative subjunctive in World Englishes 

Because of previous unavailability of suitable corpora, the studies on the mandative subjunctive have 

only more recently focused on Outer Circle varieties. The first ground-breaking studies on the 

mandative subjunctive naturally focused on mapping the use and diachronic change of the mandative 

subjunctive in the two major varieties of English (Johansson & Norheim 1988; Övergaard 1995). 

Since, several – even very recent – studies have repeatedly studied the use and details of the mandative 

subjunctive in AmE and BrE. Further research into the two varieties has been supported by the 

availability of new corpora (Serpollet 2001), more extensive analysis of written and spoken language 

(Leech et al. 2009; Kastronic & Poplack 2014), a focus on a less studied feature of the mandative 

subjunctive (Crawford 2009), a historical standpoint (Fillbrandt 2006; Hundt 2009; Rütten 2015), and 

methodological disparities in previous studies (Waller 2017). 

Soon after Övergaard’s (1995) monograph was published, the research of the mandative 

subjunctive expanded to other World Englishes. Hundt (1998) studied the use of the mandative 

subjunctive in NZE based on a news corpus. After the publication of the Kolhapur corpus of Indian 

 
11 At school, Singaporeans learn English as their L1 and their ethnic language as a mother-tongue L2 (Schneider 2007: 

156).  
12 A campaign promoting the use of Mandarin among the Chinese population of Singapore (Schneider 2007: 156). 
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English, Schneider (2000, cited in Peters 2009) studied the mandative subjunctive in IndE in the 

Kolhapur corpus. Later, Schneider (2005, cited in Bautista 2010) also studied the subjunctive in ICE-

Philippines. Peters (2009) studied the mandative subjunctive in several varieties in ICE data, i.e. in 

AusE, BrE, IndE, SingE and NZE, discovering that both PhilE and SingE frequently used the 

construction. The study focused mostly on determining the use of the mandative subjunctive in 

spoken English, although the written components of the ICE corpora were also briefly analyzed. 

Bautista (2010) carried out a comparative study of the mandative subjunctive in written PhilE and 

SingE, finding evidence for preference of the mandative subjunctive over other variants in mandative 

clauses. The first diachronic study on PhilE was conducted by Collins et al. (2014), which established 

that PhilE shows conformity with its parent variety AmE in most respects but does use the mandative 

subjunctive in more informal contexts than AmE. Later, Collins (2015) also carried out the first 

diachronic study of the mandative subjunctive in AusE.  

Hundt (2018) performed the first multi-factorial analysis of the mandative subjunctive and 

should-alternation on ten varieties of English from ICE, including HKE, IndE, PhilE, and SingE. In 

the number of varieties studied, Hundt’s study remains the most elaborate study conducted on the 

mandative subjunctive so far. Hundt also included an additional GloWbE component where she 

performed another multi-factorial analysis on AmE, BrE and IndE. Both parts of the study confirmed 

that the mandative trigger was the strongest determiner in the choice between mandative subjunctive 

and should-periphrasis, as opposed to, for example, variety, person, and register. Deshors & Gries 

(2020) completed a follow-up study on Hundt (2018), “fine-tuning” some of the methodological 

issues of her multi-factorial approach. However, they restricted their analysis to AmE, AusE, BrE, 

and IndE in GloWbE. Deshors & Gries were able to find evidence for the survival of the mandative 

subjunctive in BrE although other scholars have made heavy claims about its perishing in BrE. 

Furthermore, like Hundt (2018), the study proved that the mandative trigger is in a crucial position in 

determining the choice of mandative variant. 
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As the methodological inconsistencies in previous studies strongly pertain to the methodology 

of this thesis, a more critical account of previous research on the mandative subjunctive in World 

Englishes will be given in the next section. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

This section will introduce the data and the approach that was adopted in retrieving mandative 

subjunctives and the other syntactic variants from the corpora. In addition, this section will discuss 

the methodological issues in previous studies on the mandative subjunctive in World Englishes and 

their implications on the methodology adopted in this study. Firstly, Section 4.1 will discuss the 

methodological issues of mandative subjunctive studies on Outer Circle varieties13 and their 

implications for the current study. Thereafter, Section 4.2 will present the corpus that was used in this 

study. Finally, Section 4.3 will detail the retrieval and categorization of the mandative clauses. 

4.1 Methodological problems in previous studies  

Methodological inconsistencies are rife in studies on the mandative subjunctive. As mandative 

subjunctives are a rather marginal grammatical category of the English language, the first problem a 

research usually encounters is the methodological approach that is adopted for finding the cases in 

the corpus. As discussed in Section 2.2.2, the mandative subjunctive is instigated by a governing 

expression or a word, i.e. a trigger. For practical reasons, these triggers have been used as the starting 

point for most of the corpus-based studies on the mandative subjunctive (cf. Waller 2017). The only 

exception has been Övergaard (1995), who adopted a corpus-driven approach: the mandative clauses 

were retrieved by reading through all her corpora. Övergaard (1995: 82; cf. Section 2.2.2) also 

established that a study relying on the trigger approach is bound to exclude some of the instances of 

the mandative subjunctive, since the mandative subjunctive can also be governed by expressions that 

do not have overtly mandative meaning. However, because of its labor-intensity, the corpus-driven 

approach is hardly ever a viable option and has not been adopted since in research. Some studies have 

 
13 The issues in studies concerning AmE and BrE will be discussed only when necessary for context. For a more extensive 

analysis of the methodological problems in studies concerning AmE and BrE, cf. Waller (2017). 
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tried to tackle this issue by featuring a wider range of triggers (cf. Kastronic & Poplack 2014, 

altogether 240 triggers), and others have limited their study to a narrower set of triggers, either 

because of scarcity of data, for comparability between previous studies, or for keeping the workload 

within reasonable limits (e.g. Hundt 2018; Deshors & Gries 2020).  

However, this inevitably affects the reliability and comparability of the results. For studies 

focusing on the mandative subjunctive in Outer Circle varieties, these discrepancies can be clearly 

observed in Table 1. Although the table does not claim to be exhaustive in terms of studies on Outer 

Circle varieties – or methodological problems, for that matter – it still gives a detailed account of 

some of the issues in studies on the mandative subjunctive. When looking at the number of triggers, 

it is evident that most studies rely on Johansson & Norheim’s (1988) set of triggers, even if it is not 

explicitly stated in the study. Oddly, in studies on Outer Circle varieties, only Collins et al. (2014) 

have used the exact same list of triggers with no reductions or alterations, but do not credit Johansson 

& Norheim but Leech et al. (2009) for them. All the other studies featured in Table 1 also use triggers 

that have originally been included in Johansson & Norheim’s list. The use of closely the same triggers 

is a double-edged sword: on the one hand, it enables comparison between studies, but on the other 

hand, especially since no reasoning for the original choice of these triggers has been given in 

Johansson & Norheim, there is no guarantee that these are the right triggers to be included in studies 

on multiple varieties of English (Waller 2017: 85). Some studies (e.g. Collins et al 2014, in Table 1) 

have also added additional contextual features, i.e. the conjunction that, to further decrease the 

amount of manual post-editing after initial corpus queries. Although maybe warranted in the case of 

extensive trigger lists or corpora, this method results in even more disparities in the data than the 

traditional trigger approach, since sentences featuring that-omission will not be accounted for. 

Another closely related methodological issue is the identification of the subjunctives in the 

retrieved data. Some studies (Peters 2009; Collins et al 2014) have disregarded lack of do-periphrasis 

as a distinguishing factor (Table 1). This might have been done on purpose, since negated mandative 
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subjunctives are extremely rare even in Inner Circle varieties (see Section 2.2), which is the case in 

Bautista (2010). Interestingly, Peters (2009) has also not included instances where the mandative 

subjunctive could have been identified by lack of tense concord. 

Similar issues arise with variants of the mandative subjunctive. Most studies in Table 1 have 

only included should-periphrasis in their results as a variant, although Bautista’s (2010) and 

Schneider’s (2011) analysis of other modals and non-distinct forms proves that other syntactic options 

are also attested in corpus data. Furthermore, only Collins et al. (2014) have included indicatives in 

their analysis of the mandative variants. Thus, further research is needed to establish the patterns of 

mandative complementation in Outer Circle varieties. Also, the comparison of Inner and Outer Circle 

varieties is insufficient until all variants of the mandative subjunctive have been adequately analyzed, 

especially taking into consideration that indicatives are only found in BrE and not at all in AmE 

(Leech et al. 2009: 56). Thus, the analysis of the indicative can be revealing of the relationship 

between the Inner and Outer Circle varieties. 



 

 

 

29 

  

T
ab

le
 1

: 
D

et
ai

ls
 o

f 
st

u
d

ie
s 

o
n

 t
h
e 

m
an

d
at

iv
e 

su
b

ju
n

ct
iv

e 
in

 O
u
te

r 
C

ir
cl

e 
v
ar

ie
ti

es
 o

f 
E

n
g
li

sh
 

*
 D

at
a 

ci
te

d
 f

ro
m

 a
n
o
th

er
 s

tu
d
y
 

S
T

U
D

Y
V

A
R

IE
T

IE
S

C
O

R
P

O
R

A
V

A
R

IA
N

T
S

T
R

IG
G

E
R

S
M

E
T

H
O

D
O

L
O

G
IC

A
L

 P
R

O
B

L
E

M
S

P
E

T
E

R
S

 (
2

0
0

9
)

A
u

sE
, B

rE
, I

n
d

E
, N

Z
E

, S
in

g
E

, 

P
h

il
E

*

IC
E

,

fo
cu

s 
o

n
 s

p
o

k
en

 l
an

g
u

ag
e

m
o

d
al

 p
er

ip
h

ra
si

s,

m
ai

n
 s

tu
d

y
 o

n
ly

 f
o

cu
se

s 
o

n
 

th
e 

m
an

d
at

iv
e 

su
b

ju
n

ct
iv

e

1
3

 v
er

b
s 

an
d

 r
el

at
ed

 n
o

u
n

s,

 s
am

e 
as

 i
n

 J
o

h
an

ss
o

n
 &

 N
o

rh
ei

m
 (

1
9

8
8

),
 

ex
cl

. 4
 v

er
b

s 
an

d
 a

ll
 a

d
je

ct
iv

es

–
 r

es
u

lt
s 

fo
r 

re
la

te
d

 n
o

u
n

 t
ri

g
g

er
s 

co
u

n
te

d
 i

n
to

 t
h

e 
v

er
b

s

–
 d

id
 n

o
t 

in
cl

u
d

e 
(o

r 
d

id
 n

o
t 

ju
st

 m
en

ti
o

n
) 

la
ck

 o
f 

d
o

-p
er

ip
h

ra
si

s 
in

 

n
eg

at
ed

 c
la

u
se

s 
an

d
 l

ac
k

 o
f 

te
n

se
 c

o
n

co
rd

 a
s 

a 
d

is
ti

n
g

u
is

h
in

g
 f

ac
to

r

B
A

U
T

IS
T

A
 (

2
0

1
0

)
In

d
E

*
, P

h
il

E
, S

in
g

E

IC
E

,

w
ri

tt
en

In
d

E
*

: 
K

o
lh

ap
u

r 
C

o
rp

u
s,

w
ri

tt
en

sh
o

u
ld

, o
th

er
 m

o
d

al
s,

 a
n

d
 

n
o

n
-d

is
ti

n
ct

 f
o

rm
s

P
h

il
E

: 
1

5
 v

er
b

s,
 3

 a
d

je
ct

iv
es

, 1
 n

o
u

n

S
in

g
E

: 
1

1
 v

er
b

s,
 2

 a
d

je
ct

iv
es

, 4
 n

o
u

n
s

M
o

st
 t

ri
g

g
er

s 
co

rr
es

p
o

n
d

 w
it

h
 J

o
h

an
ss

o
n

 

&
 N

o
rh

ei
m
’s

 l
is

t,
 a

lt
h

o
u

g
h

 t
h

ey
 a

re
 n

o
t 

cr
ed

it
ed

.

–
 n

eg
at

ed
 s

u
b

ju
n

ct
iv

es
 a

n
d

 i
n

d
ic

at
iv

e 
v

ar
ia

n
ts

 n
o

t 
in

cl
u

d
ed

 i
n

 t
h

e 

re
su

lt
s

–
 c

o
m

p
ar

is
o

n
 o

f 
d

at
a 

w
it

h
 S

ch
n

ei
d

er
 (

2
0

0
0

),
 h

en
ce

 o
n

ly
 p

ar
t 

o
f 

th
e 

w
ri

tt
en

 c
o

m
p

o
n

en
t 

o
f 

 I
C

E
 e

x
am

in
ed

–
 b

as
ed

 o
n

 t
ab

le
s,

 a
 b

ig
g

er
 l

is
t 

o
f 

tr
ig

g
er

s 
u

se
d

 t
h

an
 w

h
at

 a
p

p
ea

rs
 i

n
 

th
e 

ta
b

le
s,

 i
.e

. c
o

m
p

le
te

 s
et

 o
f 

tr
ig

g
er

s 
n

o
t 

d
is

cl
o

se
d

 

S
C

H
N

E
ID

E
R

 (
2

0
1

1
)

P
h

il
E

IC
E

sh
o

u
ld

, 
o

th
er

 m
o

d
al

s,
 a

n
d

 

n
o

n
-d

is
ti

n
ct

 f
o

rm
s

3
3

 t
ri

g
g

er
s 

o
f 

w
h

ic
h

 3
1

 s
am

e 
as

 i
n

 

Jo
h

an
ss

o
n

 &
 N

o
rh

ei
m

 (
n

o
u

n
s 

co
u

n
te

d
 

h
er

e 
se

p
ar

at
el

y
).

 I
n

cl
u

d
ed

 t
w

o
 o

th
er

 

co
rr

es
p

o
n

d
in

g
 n

o
u

n
s,

 o
rd

er
 a

n
d

 

in
si

st
en

ce
.

–
 t

h
a

t 
in

cl
u

d
ed

 a
s 

a 
co

n
te

x
t 

w
o

rd
 5

 t
o

 t
h

e 
ri

g
h

t 
o

f 
th

e 
tr

ig
g

er
, h

en
ce

 

th
a

t-
o

m
is

si
o

n
 n

o
t 

ac
co

u
n

te
d

 f
o

r 
in

 t
h

e 
re

su
lt

s

–
 l

ac
k

 o
f 

te
n

se
 c

o
n

co
rd

 n
o

t 
co

u
n

te
d

 a
s 

a 
d

is
ti

n
g

u
is

h
in

g
 f

ac
to

r

–
 o

n
e 

in
st

an
ce

 o
f 

th
e 

in
d

ic
at

iv
e 

v
ar

ia
n

t 
fo

u
n

d
 i

n
 d

at
a,

 h
en

ce
 n

o
t 

ex
am

in
ed

 i
n

 a
n

al
y

si
s

C
O

L
L

IN
S

 E
T

 A
L

. (
2

0
1

4
)

P
h

il
E

,

d
ia

ch
ro

n
ic

In
co

m
p

le
te

 P
h

il
-B

ro
w

n
 a

n
d

 

IC
E

-P
H

I

sh
o

u
ld

,

in
d

ic
at

iv
es

1
7

 v
er

b
s,

 8
 n

o
u

n
s 

an
d

 f
iv

e 
ad

je
ct

iv
es

.

T
h

e 
st

u
d

y
 s

ay
s 

to
 f

o
ll

o
w

 L
ee

ch
 e

t 
al

. 

(2
0

0
9

) 
o

n
 t

h
e 

tr
ig

g
er

s,
 h

o
w

ev
er

, t
h

e 

tr
ig

g
er

s 
ar

e 
th

e 
ex

ac
t 

o
n

es
 u

se
d

 i
n

 

Jo
h

an
ss

o
n

 &
 N

o
rh

ei
m

 

–
 t

h
a

t 
in

cl
u

d
ed

 a
s 

a 
co

n
te

x
t 

w
o

rd
 5

 t
o

 t
h

e 
ri

g
h

t 
o

f 
th

e 
tr

ig
g

er
, h

en
ce

 

th
a

t-
o

m
is

si
o

n
 n

o
t 

ac
co

u
n

te
d

 f
o

r 
in

 t
h

e 
re

su
lt

s

–
 l

ac
k

 o
f 

d
o

-p
er

ip
h

ra
si

s 
in

 n
eg

at
ed

 c
la

u
se

s 
n

o
t 

in
cl

u
d

ed
 a

s 
a 

d
is

ti
n

g
u

is
h

in
g

 f
ac

to
r

–
 c

o
rp

o
ra

 n
o

t 
ex

ac
tl

y
 p

ar
al

le
l

H
U

N
D

T
 (

2
0

1
8

)

T
w

o
-p

ar
t 

st
u

d
y

1
. A

u
sE

, B
rE

, C
an

E
, H

K
E

, I
n

d
E

, 

Ir
E

, J
am

E
, N

Z
E

, P
h

il
E

 a
n

d
 

S
in

g
E

2
. A

m
E

, B
rE

 a
n

d
 I

n
d

E

1
. I

C
E

2
. G

lo
W

b
E

M
u

lt
i-

fa
ct

o
ri

al
 a

n
al

y
si

s 
u

si
n

g
 

ra
n

d
o

m
 f

o
re

st
s 

an
d

 c
-t

re
es

 

sh
o

u
ld

1
. 1

0
 v

er
b

s,
 3

 a
d

je
ct

iv
es

2
. 6

 v
er

b
s

T
h

e 
v

er
b

s 
an

d
 a

d
je

ct
iv

es
 w

er
e 

al
so

 f
ea

tu
re

d
 

o
n

 J
o

h
an

ss
o

n
 &

 N
o

rh
ei

m
’s

 l
is

t.

–
 o

n
ly

 s
h

o
u

ld
 c

o
n

si
d

er
ed

 a
s 

a 
v

ar
ia

n
t 

th
u

s 
co

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 w
it

h
 B

rE
 

in
su

ff
ic

ie
n

t 

–
 G

lo
W

b
E

 s
am

p
le

 n
o

t 
a 

tr
u

e 
re

p
re

se
n

ta
ti

o
n

 o
f 

d
at

a 
(1

0
0

 f
ir

st
 h

it
s 

in
 

th
e 

co
rp

u
s 

st
u

d
ie

d
 f

o
r 

ea
ch

 v
ar

ie
ty

)

–
 o

n
ly

 f
ew

 t
ri

g
g

er
s,

 e
sp

. i
n

 t
h

e 
2

n
d

 p
ar

t 
o

f 
th

e 
st

u
d

y

–
 f

o
r 

cr
it

ic
is

m
 o

n
 t

h
e 

m
u

lt
i-

fa
ct

o
ri

al
 m

et
h

o
d

s,
 c

.f
. D

es
h

o
rs

 &
 G

ri
es

 

(2
0

2
0

: 
2

2
4
–

2
2

5
)

D
E

S
H

O
R

S
 &

 G
R

IE
S

 

(2
0

2
0

)
A

m
E

, A
u

sE
, B

rE
, I

n
d

E

G
lo

W
b

E

M
u

lt
i-

fa
ct

o
ri

al
 a

n
al

y
si

s 
u

si
n

g
 

ra
n

d
o

m
 f

o
re

st
s

sh
o

u
ld

9
 v

er
b

s

A
ls

o
 f

ea
tu

re
d

 o
n

 J
o

h
an

ss
o

n
 &

 N
o

rh
ei

m
’s

 

li
st

–
 s

o
m

e 
n

o
n

-d
is

ti
n

ct
 f

o
rm

s 
co

u
n

te
d

 i
n

 w
it

h
 t

h
e 

su
b

ju
n

ct
iv

es
 b

as
ed

 

o
n

 “
in

tu
it

io
n
”

–
 n

o
 s

u
m

m
ar

y
 s

ta
ti

st
ic

s,
 h

en
ce

 c
o

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 w
it

h
 p

re
v

io
u

s 
st

u
d

ie
s 

co
m

p
li

ca
te

d
 



 

 

 

30 

4.1.1 Implications for the current study 

The objective of the current study is to avoid as many of the methodological discrepancies as possible. 

For practical reasons, this study will also adopt a trigger-based approach and, for comparability, will 

use the full list of triggers supplied by Johansson & Norheim (1988). To give a more accurate 

representation of the use of the mandative subjunctive and its syntactic variants, the current study will 

include the variants should, other modals, indicatives and non-distinct forms. With the inclusion of 

indicatives, this study aims to test the hypothesis that varieties of English that have BrE as their parent 

variety would be more likely to employ the indicative as a variant to the mandative subjunctive. With 

the inclusion of all these variant categories, the present study also rivals other studies on Outer Circle 

– and even Inner Circle varieties – that have only focused on mapping out the use of the periphrastic 

should in mandative clauses.  

The next sections will detail the practical aspects of implementing these objectives. 

4.2 International Corpus of English 

Corpus linguistics can be defined as the study of (or methodological approach to) language as it is 

used in real life (McEnery & Wilson 2001; McEnery & Hardie 2012). As corpus-based linguistics 

make larger sets of data accessible (both timewise and in their literal accessibility, like web-based 

corpora), it has revolutionized the way and the extent in which language can be studied (ibid.).  

One such example is the International Corpus of English, ICE. The founding of ICE was 

initiated by Sidney Greenbaum, and the compilation of the corpus commenced in the early 1990s 

(Greenbaum 1996; Nelson 2017). Since its inception, ICE has been a pioneer in compiling corpora 

both of Inner and Outer Circle varieties, and thus ICE posits itself  “at the interface” of corpus 

linguistics and World Englishes research (Nelson 2017: 367).  
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As ICE offers parallel corpora of several Outer Circle varieties, it was the natural choice for the 

corpus used in this study. Thus, the range of varieties in ICE has been a major deciding factor on 

which varieties of English are studied in this thesis. Eventually, the analysis was limited to four Asian 

subcorpora: ICE-HK (Hong Kong English), ICE-IND (Indian English), ICE-PHI (Philippine English) 

and ICE-SIN (Singapore English). As the ICE subcorpora contain samples of text and speech from 

corresponding categories (see Appendix for a full list of categories), the subcorpora are ideal for the 

comparative analysis of different varieties of English. Each ICE subcorpus contains approximately 

one million words from texts from the 1990s or later of which 400,000 words are from written 

language and 600,000 words from spoken language. However, the corpus has been criticized for 

problems in demographic representation, its small size and unsuitability for some variationist studies 

(Loureiro-Porto 2017: 448; Nelson 2017: 368; Parviainen 2020: 75). In this case, the moderate size 

of the subcorpora works to the study’s advantage. The retrieval of the mandative subjunctives and 

other variants would not have been possible from larger corpora with the trigger-based method that 

was adopted in this study (see Section 4.3). Choice of a larger corpus would have required further 

subsampling (cf. Hundt 2018; Deshors & Gries 2020) which could have affected the 

representativeness of the sample (Deshors & Gries 2020: 220). In this case, the methodology of this 

study was enabled – and justified – by the size of the subcorpora. 

4.3 The retrieval of mandative clauses 

As mentioned, the approach adopted in this study is trigger-based, i.e. the corpus queries relied solely 

on the triggers that were chosen (Table 2), which were used with a wildcard suffix, i.e. the asterisk, 

when suitable, and no context words were used in the queries. The exclusion of context words was 

also supported by corpus findings. In some hits, that and the mandative verb were set very far apart 

from each other, for example in (11) and (12): 
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(11) He proposed that the trade and investment framework agreement signed with  

Singapore last October be complemented with a bilateral investment treaty. (ICE-

SIN:S2B-008) 

 

(12) I would request that as soon as these remittances are received, the balance in my 

US Dollar Savings Account be maintained at …. (PHI:W1B-018) 

 

Thus, in studies like Schneider (2011) and Collins et al. (2014) where that has been included as a 

context word five words to the right of the trigger, some of the mandative clauses are bound to be 

overlooked. The inclusion of context words does make the retrieval less laborious but in the case of 

moderately sized corpora like ICE, the retrieval of mandative clauses without context words is not a 

frivolous task. However, some trigger queries, like ask, returned some thousand hits from each corpus 

and required more manual post-editing. In the manual post-editing phase, the non-mandative uses of 

the triggers were removed from the data. 

Like in Johansson & Norheim’s (1988) original study, the noun equivalents were included for 

the triggers demand, desire, propose, recommend, request, require, suggest and wish (Table 2). In 

the initial stages, it was debated whether the nouns should be included as their separate category of 

Table 2: Triggers used in this study, based on Johansson & 

Norheim (1988) 

wish + N

recommend + N

request + N

require + N

stipulate

suggest + N

urge

insist

move

order

propose + N

anxious

essential

important

necessary

sufficient

advise

ask

beg

demand + N

desire + N

direct

TRIGGERS 

VERBS ADJECTIVES
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triggers like in Schneider (2011). However, corpus queries soon revealed that the nouns very rarely 

governed mandative clauses, and their inclusion as a separate category would have been redundant. 

This issue is discussed further in the analysis in Section 5.3. 

Initially, WordSmith Tools was supposed to be used as the software for the corpus queries. 

However, as WordSmith is not available for macOS without an additional Windows operating 

system14, this study had to rely on AntConc (version 3.5.8) for data retrieval. As the corpus queries 

included only the trigger and no sophisticated corpus query language, AntConc was more than 

sufficient for the retrieval. However, the additional features in WordSmith would have made the 

analysis more straightforward. As WordSmith allows for in-software zapping and tagging, the 

categorization of hits would have been made easier and quicker had WordSmith been available for 

this study. As AntConc does not allow for own tagging within the software, all the relevant hits had 

to be first copied into Excel where the hits were then categorized and analyzed. In Excel, the hits 

were categorized for seven features: spoken/written language, trigger, variant, person, that-omission, 

voice and identification of the subjunctive, which were identified based on the criteria introduced in 

Section 2.2 (be, lack of 3rd person -s, negation, tense). Eventually, some of these categories proved to 

be redundant: the categories person and identification of the subjunctive were not used in the analysis. 

However, there was a further issue that affected the categorization of the mandative clauses. As 

the mandative subjunctives commonly occurred in texts that were from administrative contexts, the 

word government appears in mandative clauses quite often. As government is a collective noun, 

mandative clauses that did not appear in a disambiguating discourse context or have a distinctive 

morphosyntactic feature were categorized into the category “non-distinct”, compare (13) and (14): 

(13) We are not in any way asking that government restrict the movement of the foreign 

journalists, much less the local ones. (ICE-PHI:W2E-008) 

 

 
14 Normally, this would not have been an issue since Windows-run computers are available at the University library. 

However, with Covid-19 restrictions, access to the library was also restricted, and the study had to be performed on a 

Macbook. 
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(14) Justice Undersecretary Ramon Liwag suggested that the government put up a panel 

that would study whether or not the death penalty is really a deterrent to crime (ICE-

PHI:W2C-004) 

 

In (13), there is no disambiguating context that would determine whether the verb in the mandative 

clause is a mandative subjunctive or an indicative. Furthermore, there was no other instances in the 

immediate discourse context that would have rendered clear whether the noun was used as a collective 

noun or not. In (14), the lack of tense concord between the matrix verb and the verb in the mandative 

complement clause already determines that the verb in the mandative clause is a subjunctive without 

need for any other contextual clues of the noun government not being used as a collective noun. 

However, collective nouns were very rarely used in mandative clauses: altogether ten instances of 

non-distinct mandative clauses with collective noun were found in all data. Of these ten instances one 

occurred in HKE, one in IndE, two in SingE and six in PhilE. Because the number is higher in PhilE 

and because PhilE has AmE as the parent variety and subjunctives are most frequently attested in 

PhilE data, it could be argued that the noun is not used in a collective sense, and thus the mandative 

clause actually contains a subjunctive and not a non-distinct form. However, the choice was made to 

count these as non-distinct forms in all varieties. 

However, a caveat has to be made about the normalized frequencies used in this study. For some 

of the analysis, the frequencies retrieved from the written and spoken parts of the subcorpora had to 

be normalized to per million word frequencies. As the ICE subcorpora have some differences in their 

actual sizes, the corpora were initially meant to be normalized according to the exact frequencies of 

each part of the subcorpora. However, retrieval of exact word counts proved impossible in AntConc 

as the word counts can only be retrieved by using the “word list” function, but the function does not 

work on a corpus that has been marked for textual and conversational features like ICE. For example, 

for the whole of ICE-PHI, the total of word tokens was 1,600,909 which is grossly over the target 

size of one million words. Thus, the written parts of the corpus were normalized with the total 

frequency of 400,000 and the spoken parts with 600,000.  
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5 THE MANDATIVE SUBJUNCTIVE IN ASIAN ENGLISHES 

In this section, the findings of the study are presented. Firstly, Section 5.1. will detail the preliminary 

findings of the mandative subjunctive and its alternative variants in the studied varieties. Thereafter, 

Section 5.2 will present the distribution of the syntactic variants across the varieties. In Section 5.3, 

the mandative triggers and their cooccurrence with the mandative subjunctive and the mandative 

variants will be analyzed. Finally, Section 5.4 is divided into four subsections in which the formality 

of the mandative subjunctive is analyzed from different perspectives. First, the cooccurrence of the 

mandative subjunctive with the passive voice is examined, thereafter, differences in spoken and 

written language are analyzed. In the third subsection, the mandative subjunctive is studied across 

different registers, and finally, the fourth subsection accounts the use of that-omission and negation 

in the data. 

5.1 Preliminary findings of the mandative subjunctive and its variants 

A preliminary overview of the differences between the uses of the mandative subjunctive and its 

alternative syntactic variants is given in Table 3. A total of 501 mandative clauses were attested in 

the four studied corpora. Mandative subjunctives comprise 180 of all mandative clauses and, 

surprisingly, there is great variation between different varieties: Although HKE uses the most 

mandative complement clauses (N=156), the relative frequency of mandative subjunctives (18.6%, 

N=29) is still the lowest of all varieties. Since IndE attests the least mandative clauses in its corpus, 

it is no surprise that the frequency of mandative subjunctives is also the lowest, only 24 instances 

(22.4% of all mandative clauses). While HKE and IndE are conservative in their use of the mandative 

subjunctive, PhilE and SingE demonstrate an altogether different trend. The mandative subjunctive 

is by far the most popular in PhilE, both in absolute frequency (N=71) and relative frequency (55.9%). 

Similarly, SingE also strongly prefers the use of the mandative subjunctive (N=56, 50.5%).  
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As can be expected from the differences in the frequencies of the mandative subjunctive, the 

uses of the other syntactic variants also differ greatly across the varieties (Table 3). Similar to their 

use of the mandative subjunctive, PhilE and SingE display the greatest resemblance also across other 

syntactic variants. Both the absolute and relative frequencies of the variants – i.e. should, non-distinct, 

indicative and other modals – display great similarity across the two varieties: As mandative 

subjunctives comprise approximately 50 percent of both varieties’ mandative clauses, the other 

variants are attested only infrequently. Contrastingly, HKE has the greatest absolute frequency of 

should, 42 instances, while IndE has the highest relative frequency of should in all mandative clauses, 

34.6 percent. Interestingly, indicatives have almost exactly the same absolute frequency in IndE, 

PhilE and SingE, but HKE favors them considerably more with a total 36 instances (23.1%). The 

syntactic variants and their distribution across different varieties and triggers are discussed in more 

detail in Section 5.3. 

Table 3: Absolute and relative frequencies of the mandative subjunctive and its syntactic 

variants across four ICE sub-corpora 

ICE-HK ICE-IND ICE-PHI ICE-SIN TOTAL

subjunctive 29 24 71 56 180

18.6% 22.4% 55.9% 50.5% 35,9 %

should 42 37 13 14 106

26.9% 34.6% 10.2% 12.6% 21,2 %

non-distinct 36 17 25 25 103

23.1% 15.9% 19.7% 22.5% 20,6 %

indicative 22 6 7 6 41

14.1% 5.6% 5.5% 5.4% 8,2 %

other modals 27 23 11 10 71

17.3% 21.5% 8.7% 9 % 14,2 %

TOTAL 156 107 127 111 501

31,1 % 21,4 % 25,3 % 22,2 % 100 %
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As has been already established, there is great differences between the different varieties in how 

frequently they use the mandative subjunctive. Further evidence of this is displayed in Table 4. The 

mandative subjunctives tend to pattern similarly across different triggers across all varieties, although 

some exceptions can be observed. Expectedly, those triggers that appear most often in mandative 

clauses also display the greatest frequencies of mandative subjunctives. In HKE, IndE and SingE, the 

mandative subjunctive cooccurs most often with the trigger suggest. However, the relative frequency 

of the cooccurrence of the subjunctive and suggest varies greatly across the three varieties. In HKE, 

the mandative subjunctives comprise only 12 percent of all mandative clauses occurring with that 

trigger. However, the low relative frequency could be explained by the high absolute frequency of all 

mandative variants occurring with the trigger suggest, altogether 57 instances. Although the overall 

frequency of mandative subjunctives is quite similar in HKE and IndE, the subjunctive distributes 

more evenly across the different triggers in HKE. In the case of suggest, the relative frequency is 

Table 4: Absolute and relative frequencies of the mandative subjunctive by trigger  

 

Trigger Subj.
All mand. 

clauses
% Subj Subj.

All mand. 

clauses
% Subj Subj.

All mand. 

clauses
% Subj Subj.

All mand. 

clauses
% Subj

advise 0 3 0 % 0 2 0 % 0 1 0 % 0 3 0 %

ask 2 3 67 % 0 3 0 % 11 11 100 % 1 4 25 %

beg 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 % 2 2 100 %

demand 5 13 38 % 4 10 40 % 8 12 67 % 7 9 78 %

desire 0 0 0 % 0 1 0 % 1 1 100 % 0 0 0 %

direct 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 %

insist 0 4 0 % 4 15 27 % 2 7 29 % 3 9 33 %

move 1 2 50 % 1 1 100 % 0 3 0 % 5 5 100 %

order 0 0 0 % 0 1 0 % 4 5 80 % 2 2 100 %

propose 1 11 9 % 1 4 25 % 6 8 75 % 6 10 60 %

recommend 3 14 21 % 1 8 13 % 4 10 40 % 7 12 58 %

request 0 0 0 % 2 9 22 % 17 19 89 % 3 4 75 %

require 4 9 44 % 3 8 38 % 5 9 55 % 2 4 50 %

stipulate 0 3 0 % 0 2 0 % 0 2 0 % 0 1 0 %

suggest 7 57 12 % 6 21 29 % 10 26 38 % 15 27 56 %

urge 0 0 0 % 2 4 50 % 0 0 0 % 0 1 0 %

wish 0 3 0 % 0 5 0 % 0 1 0 % 0 3 0 %

anxious 0 0 0 % 0 3 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 %

essential 1 5 20 % 0 1 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 %

important 5 28 18 % 0 2 0 % 3 11 27 % 3 14 21 %

necessary 0 1 0 % 0 7 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 1 0 %

sufficient 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 % 0 1 0 % 0 0 0 %

TOTAL 29 156 18 % 24 107 22 % 71 127 56 % 56 111 50 %

ICE-HK ICE-IND ICE-PHI ICE-SIN
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considerably higher in IndE compared to HKE: In IndE, mandative subjunctives amount to 29 percent 

of all mandative clauses with the trigger suggest. The difference is even more drastic compared to 

SingE. As mentioned, suggest is also the most frequent trigger of mandative subjunctives in SingE; 

however, the absolute and relative frequencies of the subjunctives are significantly higher compared 

to HKE and IndE. In SingE, suggest governs fifteen instances of mandative subjunctives, which 

equals an impressive 56 percent of all mandative clauses with that trigger. In the case of PhilE, suggest 

governs the most mandative clauses but, noteworthily, not the most subjunctives, but it is still more 

frequently used with the subjunctive than in HKE and IndE. The trigger takes altogether 10 instances 

of the mandative subjunctive, which amounts to 38 percent of all mandative variants cooccurring with 

that trigger. 

An even more interesting finding is the distribution of the mandative subjunctive with the 

trigger request (Table 4). HKE exhibits no mandative clauses governed by request, and they are few 

in IndE and SingE, too. In IndE, request appears nine times in mandative sentences, of which two are 

mandative subjunctives. SingE also patterns similarly: With only four instances of request with all 

mandative clauses (N=56), of which three are subjunctives, the preference for request is very low. As 

HKE, IndE and SingE exhibit very similar trends in the use of request in mandative sentences, it is 

quite surprising that request is the trigger appearing most often with the mandative subjunctive in 

PhilE. The trigger governs 17 instances of the mandative subjunctive, which is an extraordinary 89 

percent of all mandative clauses appearing with that trigger in PhilE (N=19). The varieties do exhibit 

higher relative frequencies of subjunctives with other triggers, but like in the case of ask in PhilE, the 

absolute frequency of the trigger is only 11 in all mandative clauses, which makes the significant 

preference of mandative subjunctives with request noteworthy, as the overall frequency of request is 

almost double compared to that of ask. This is also the case across other varieties. The triggers that 

come closer to the 100 percent threshold do not appear over 10 times in all mandative clauses in each 

variety. 
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Interestingly, as is also evident from Table 4, mandative subjunctives tend to disfavor adjective 

triggers strongly, and there is also great dispersion across varieties in how frequently the adjectives 

take mandative subordinate clauses as complements. In HKE, important is the second most popular 

trigger of mandative clauses, the trigger takes 28 instances of mandative clauses as complement, of 

which only 5 are subjunctives (18%). In the case of adjectival triggers, the only other mandative 

subjunctive occurs with the trigger essential. However, the trigger appears only five times in 

mandative sentences. Necessary is only attested once with mandative clauses in the corpus. IndE 

disfavors the adjectival triggers to an even greater extent: no mandative subjunctives cooccur with 

adjectival triggers and they take other mandative variants as complement only rarely. PhilE and SingE 

pattern here, too, in a similar manner. In both varieties, mandative subjunctives only cooccur with 

important (three instances in both varieties), and the trigger governs closely the same number of 

mandative clauses.  

Triggers and their cooccurrence with the mandative subjunctive and other variants are discussed 

further in Section 5.3. 

5.2 The syntactic variants 

The preliminary findings of the distribution of different mandative variants across the different 

varieties were initially discussed in Section 5.1. However, a closer look at the distribution of the 

variants is still warranted. A visual presentation of the distribution of the variants further illustrates 

the differences between varieties (Figure 1). It is obvious that the distribution patterns of mandative 

variants in HKE are exceptional compared to the other varieties. In HKE, the mandative clauses 

distribute more evenly across different variants, whereas PhilE and SingE display very similar 

tendencies in using the mandative variants. IndE situates itself somewhere between the two extremes, 
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as the variety displays some similarities with both HKE and PhilE and SingE, although the 

distribution of variants coincides more closely with that of HKE.  

More detailed information about the distribution of mandative variants is presented in Table 5. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, HKE displays an interesting pattern since it has significantly more 

mandative clauses compared to other varieties, but its relative frequency of mandative subjunctives 

is very low (see Table 3). As discussed in previous sections, should is by far the most frequently used 

variant of the mandative subjunctive in HKE. However, the variants distribute themselves over just a 

few triggers disfavoring some triggers completely. In HKE, should cooccurs most often with suggest 

with a total of 21 instances, half of all the occurrences of should in mandative clauses in HKE (N=42). 

The other instances of should are scattered over the triggers advise, demand, insist, propose, 

recommend and important. A similar pattern is found with non-distinct forms. From the 36 instances 

of non-distinct forms, 13 appear with the trigger suggest. However, there is some dissimilarity in the 

other triggers that non-distinct forms take. Triggers ask and move are only used with the subjunctive 

and the non-distinct forms, and the trigger require accepts all other variants except should as 

complements.  

Figure 1: Mandative variants across four ICE subcorpora 
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The most crucial finding from HKE is the number of indicatives in mandative clauses (Table 

5). In the case of indicatives, HKE displays a completely unique frequency. Whereas the other 

varieties only use indicatives quite rarely (6–7 instances), indicatives appear 22 times in HKE. An 

even more interesting finding is that eight of those indicatives are governed by the trigger important. 

Taking into account the overall higher frequency of mandative clauses with important (see Section 

5.1), important functions quite distinctly as a trigger in HKE compared to the other varieties. 

Surprisingly, important governs more indicatives than suggest, although suggest is by far the most 

popular trigger in HKE and governs double the number of all mandative clauses compared to 

important (suggest N=57; important N=28). 

Less central is the distribution of other modals across different triggers in HKE (Table 5). As 

should is the most frequently used in HKE of all the varieties, it is no surprise that HKE also has the 

Table 5: Distribution of mandative variants by trigger 
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highest number of other modals in mandative clauses. Naturally, most of these instances, eleven to 

be exact, occur with the most frequent trigger suggest. The rest of the instances are quite evenly 

spread across the other triggers that also take other mandative variants as their complements. The 

only exception is the trigger will whose all complements are modals. 

Like in HKE, should is also the most popular variant to the mandative subjunctive in IndE 

(Table 5). However, the variants are distributed much more evenly across different triggers. Again, 

suggest governs the most mandative clauses with should-periphrasis with a total of eight instances, 

but the trigger insist displays almost the same frequency with seven instances of should. Thus, there 

is much greater dispersion between the triggers, unlike what was observed in HKE. Still, there are 

eight triggers which do not take should as a complement in any of the mandative clauses; however, 

this number is half of that in HKE, PhilE, and SingE.  

Similarly, non-distinct forms do not display concentration on any particular trigger in IndE 

(Table 5). Although some interesting aspects of the variant’s use can be observed. Particularly 

interesting is the trigger advise, which is only used with the non-distinct forms (N=2). Other intriguing 

features can be recognized with the triggers ask, wish, important and necessary. The trigger ask does 

not govern any mandative subjunctives, but there is one instance of should, non-distinct form and the 

indicative. Similarly to ask, the trigger wish does not instigate any mandative subjunctives but does 

govern should, non-distinct forms and other modals in mandative subordinate clauses. 

Correspondingly, neither important nor necessary take mandative subjunctives as complements, but 

they do demonstrate cooccurrence with non-distinct forms and the indicative, necessary also governs 

mandative clauses with should-periphrasis. 

As discussed previously, PhilE and SingE pattern very similarly in the overall distribution of 

mandative variants (see Figure 1): Although the total of mandative clauses is somewhat higher in 

PhilE on the account of the higher frequency in mandative subjunctives, the two varieties use almost 

the same number of each mandative variant in their mandative clauses. However, on closer inspection, 
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some differences can be established on the level of individual triggers (Table 5).  In the case of should, 

the variant disperses over the triggers almost identically in PhilE and SingE, with only a few minor 

exceptions. In PhilE, propose does not demonstrate any use of should as a variant, but the trigger is 

used twice with should-periphrasis in SingE. Conversely, in SingE, request and require lack should 

as a variant, but those triggers occur with should in PhilE. A similar pattern can also be seen in the 

distribution of non-distinct forms. The triggers that govern the most non-distinct forms, i.e. important 

and suggest, coincide in both varieties, with the exception of recommend, which governs five non-

distinct forms in PhilE and only two in SingE. Although there are some differences in the distribution 

of the non-distinct forms across the other triggers, the frequencies are very low, with a maximum of 

three instances.  

However, indicatives display greater dispersion across triggers in PhilE and SingE (Table 5). 

In both varieties, demand and important have indicative mandative clauses as complements, but the 

rest of the instances are distributed across different triggers in each variety. In PhilE, insist and suggest 

take indicatives as mandative variants, and in SingE, the other three indicatives are governed by 

recommend, request and require. Contrastingly, the greatest similarity can be observed in the 

distribution of modals across the triggers. Like with indicatives, the overall frequency of modals is 

low, and, excluding some minor exceptions, the instances are distributed across almost the same 

triggers. 

In summary, even on the level of distribution of variants across triggers, HKE demonstrates 

patterns that are not observed in the other varieties (Table 5). Most noteworthy is the strong preference 

for should-periphrasis with the trigger suggest, as none of the other varieties display such a 

concentration of instances on any trigger with should – or even with any other mandative variant. 

Similarly, the overall frequency and the cooccurrence of mandative variants with the trigger 

important is also exceptional compared to the other varieties. In HKE, important governs 28 instances 

of mandative clauses, which is considerably more compared to two instances in IndE, and noteworthy 
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even when compared to SingE, which has half the number of instances with the trigger. However, 

there are also commonalities across the four varieties. For instance, these can be observed in the case 

of triggers that altogether reject any mandative clauses as complements or only cooccur with them 

very rarely. Direct is the only trigger to completely reject any mandative variants across all varieties.  

Similarly, sufficient only cooccurs once with a non-distinct form in PhilE, no instances of mandative 

clauses were observed in other varieties. Furthermore, beg cooccurs only twice with a mandative 

subjunctive in SingE and not at all in the mandative sentences in other varieties. In a similar manner, 

desire occurs only once in IndE with should and once with a mandative subjunctive in PhilE. 

Moreover, without the exception of ask, request, suggest and important, the triggers that cooccur with 

mandative variants more frequently also have relatively similar frequencies and distribution of 

mandative variants across all varieties. 

5.3 Mandative triggers 

The theme of this section, i.e. triggers and their frequency with the mandative subjunctive and other 

mandative variants, closely overlaps with the two previous sections. However, as those sections 

focused on mapping patterns of similarity and dissimilarity across the varieties and mandative 

variants, the aim of this section is to discuss the observed frequencies from a different perspective, 

i.e. with an emphasis on the triggers. As mentioned in Section 2.2.2, previous research has already 

established that individual triggers vary in strength; both in their volitional strength and in their 

preference for taking mandative (subjunctive) complements (Övergaard 1995: 85; Crawford 2009: 

263). Thus, the purpose of this section is to uncover similar tendencies in the use of mandative triggers 

in the four varieties.15  

 
15 Here, it is crucial to remember that, like in most studies on the mandative subjunctive, non-distinct forms are considered 

a separate category of mandative variants. Some previous studies (e.g. Övergaard 1995; Deshors & Gries 2020) have 

approached the issues in a different manner by including (some) non-distinct forms in the counts of the mandative 

subjunctive. If this study would have adopted the same approach, the frequencies of mandative subjunctives cooccurring 
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As mentioned in Section 4.3, like in Johansson & Norheim (1988), the noun equivalents for the 

triggers were included in the queries for the triggers demand, desire, propose, recommend, require, 

suggest and wish. However, only few of these returned any mandative clauses from the corpora, 

which also further justified the choice of including the nouns in the counts of the verbal triggers. The 

distribution of noun triggers across the four corpora are given in Table 6.  

As is evident from Table 6, the noun triggers are a marginal group among the verbal and 

adjectival triggers. A total of 23 instances of noun triggers were found in the corpora based on those 

triggers that had noun equivalents originally included in Johansson & Norheim’s study. A noun 

trigger was not included for the trigger insist in Johansson & Norheim’s original trigger list; however, 

in ICE data, while retrieving data for the trigger insist with a wildcard suffix, two instances with a 

noun trigger insistence were discovered: 

(15)  He said Israel was ready to be flexible about its earlier insistence that further talks 

be held in the Middle East. (ICE-SIN:S2B-006) 

 

(16)  It might be noted that the US is fairly transparent about the reasons for its insistence 

that agricultural liberalization be central to the APEC agenda. (ICE-PHI:W2B-

018) 

It is noteworthy that both of these instances include a mandative subjunctive complement and they 

have been retrieved from those varieties that employ the most mandative subjunctives. Furthermore, 

 
with the triggers would have been considerably different. Naturally, the methodology adopted here does not affect the 

overall frequencies of the triggers with all mandative variants (cf. Table 8).  

Table 6: Noun triggers across four ICE corpora, figures in brackets give the totals of all mandative triggers in each 

category 

Trigger subj. other total subj. other total subj. other total subj. other total

demand 0 2 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 5 5

desire 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2

propose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

recommend 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 2

request 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

require 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 4

suggest 0 3 3 1 0 1 3 0 3 0 2 2 4 5 9

wish 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 1 (29) 7 (127) 8 (156) 1 (24) 3 (83) 4 (107) 5 (71) 2 (56) 7 (127) 0 (56) 5 (55) 5 (111) 6 (180) 17 (321) 23 (501)

total all
total 

subj.

total 

other

ICE-HK ICE-IND ICE-PHI ICE-SIN
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there was a further interesting finding with the trigger insist. In ICE-PHI, the query returned one 

instance of insistent as a mandative trigger: 

(17) No matter how much I protested that they were too much, he was insistent that I 

have them. (ICE-PHI:W2B-015) 

 

No other findings of these kinds were made with other triggers or in other corpora. 

Although the noun triggers are counted in with the frequencies of the verb triggers, based on 

the low frequencies of the noun triggers, this section will disregard the fact that some of the verb 

triggers’ frequencies actually consist of noun triggers. As the total frequencies of the noun triggers 

are very low when it comes to mandative subjunctive complements (noun triggers took a total of six 

subjunctive complements, see Table 6), the relative frequencies of the verb triggers would be almost 

unchanged by the exclusion of the nouns (see Table 7). 

As can be seen from Table 7, verb triggers are by far the most common in governing mandative 

subjunctive complements. The verb triggers that have the highest relative frequency (over 10 percent) 

are demand, request and suggest. Interestingly, demand and suggest are preferred with mandative 

subjunctive complements in all varieties. However, the high relative frequency of the trigger request 

can only be explained by the strong favoring of the trigger in PhilE. All instances of request in spoken 

PhilE data are from legal settings and all remaining instances of written language occurred in business 

letters, compare examples (18) and (19): 

(18)  So may we request that the witness be cautioned to use only the copy of our own 

Exhibit L L L. (ICE-PHI:S1B-06) 

 

(19) I would like to request that funds be made available for the production/printing of 

the FFS Official Journal. (ICE-PHI:W1B-020) 

 

A further example of this sort of pattern is the trigger ask, which does not reach among the most 

popular triggers overall but is still the second most preferred trigger in PhilE. Suggest is by far the 

most popular trigger of all with the relative frequency of 21.1 percent. Naturally, the trigger governs 
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the most mandative subjunctives in PhilE and SingE, which also favor the mandative subjunctive the 

most of the four varieties, but it is also the most popular option in HKE and IndE. 

As with the triggers ask and request, certain triggers that are strongly preferred in some varieties 

might be completely unproductive or very seldom used as mandative triggers with a mandative 

subjunctive complement in other varieties (Table 7). For example, such a pattern emerges with the 

trigger important that does not take any mandative subjunctive complements in IndE, but is still 

moderately used in the other three varieties. Another example is the trigger propose that occurs six 

times both in PhilE and SingE with a subjunctive complement, but only occurs once in HKE and 

IndE. Furthermore, there are triggers that reject mandative subjunctive complements completely. 

Such triggers are advise, direct, stipulate, wish, anxious, necessary and sufficient. However, it is 

difficult to find a common factor between these triggers to explain the lack of mandative subjunctive 

Table 7: Distribution of mandative subjunctives across mandative triggers 

ICE-HK ICE-IND ICE-PHI ICE-SIN

Trigger Subj. Subj. Subj. Subj.

advise 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

ask 2 0 11 1 14 7.8%

beg 0 0 0 2 2 1.1%

demand 5 4 8 7 24 13.3%

desire 0 0 1 0 1 0.6%

direct 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

insist 0 4 2 3 9 5.0%

move 1 1 0 5 7 3.9%

order 0 0 4 2 6 3.3%

propose 1 1 6 6 14 7.8%

recommend 3 1 4 7 15 8.3%

request 0 2 17 3 22 12.2%

require 4 3 5 2 14 7.8%

stipulate 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

suggest 7 6 10 15 38 21.1%

urge 0 2 0 0 2 1.1%

wish 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

anxious 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

essential 1 0 0 0 1 0.6%

important 5 0 3 3 11 6.1%

necessary 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

sufficient 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

TOTAL 29 24 71 56 180 100.0%

TOTAL
% ALL 

SUBJ.
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complements. One possible explanation might be the low volitional strength of advise, wish, anxious 

and sufficient, but the triggers direct, stipulate and necessary are among the strongest triggers in terms 

of volitional strength, thus defying any explanation based on volition. 

Further details can be observed when the analysis is expanded to include other mandative 

variants (Table 8).  Surprisingly, direct is the only trigger to completely reject any mandative variants 

as complement. The other triggers that do not take any mandative subjunctive complements – advise, 

stipulate, wish, anxious, necessary and sufficient – do still govern other mandative variants. This goes 

to show that the speculation of the effect of low volitional strength as the reason for lack of mandative 

Table 8: Triggers governing mandative complement clauses in all four 

ICE subcorpora 

advise 0 9 0 %

ask 14 21 67 %

beg 2 2 100 %

demand 24 44 54 %

desire 1 2 50 %

direct 0 0 0 %

insist 9 35 26 %

move 7 11 64 %

order 6 8 75 %

propose 14 33 42 %

recommend 15 44 34 %

request 22 32 69 %

require 14 30 47 %

stipulate 0 8 0 %

suggest 38 131 29 %

urge 2 5 40 %

wish 0 12 0 %

anxious 0 3 0 %

essential 1 6 17 %

important 11 55 20 %

necessary 0 9 0 %

sufficient 0 1 0 %

TOTAL 180 501 36 %

TOTAL SUBJ.
ALL MAND. 

CLAUSES
% SUBJ.TRIGGER



 

 

 

49 

subjunctive complements might be unwarranted, since these triggers do not dislike any other 

mandative variants. 

Triggers that govern mandative subjunctives in over half of their occurrences include ask, beg, 

demand, desire, move, order and request (Table 8), but there are great disparities in the overall 

frequencies of the triggers. Beg and desire only occur twice in all mandative clauses, thus their high 

relative frequencies with the mandative subjunctive skew the perception of their scarcity. In the case 

of the trigger move, five of all its instances that cooccurred with a mandative subjunctive are from 

almost identical utterances from ICE-SIN: 

(20)  Sir I beg to move that the sum to be allocated for Head N be reduced by ten dollars 

in respect of Code N fifteen hundred of the main estimates. (ICE-SIN:S1B-054) 

 

(21)  Sir I beg to move that the total sum to be allocated for H J of the main estimates be 

reduced by one hundred dollars. (ICE-SIN:S1B-056) 

 

(22)  Sir I beg to move that the sum to be allocated for Head S be reduced by ten dollars 

in respect of Code S G fifteen hundred of the main estimates. (ICE-SIN:S1B-058) 

 

(23)  Sir I beg to move that the sum to be allocated for Head P be reduced by ten dollars 

in respect of Code PE five one O O of the development estimates. (ICE-SIN:S1B-

059) 

 

(24)  I beg to move the sum to be allocated for Head I be reduced by ten dollars in respect 

of Code I A fifteen hundred of the main estimates. (ICE-SIN:S1B-060) 

 

All these examples are from parliamentary debates, which explains the identical formula in the 

examples. Thus, these procedural and identical sentences have considerably changed the absolute and 

relative frequency of the trigger move. A similar case has only been observed in the case of request 

in PhilE, which occurs thrice in the same legal cross-examination: 

(25)  Showing to you this tape which for purposes of identification may we request that 

this be marked as N N dash two. (ICE-PHI:S1B-067) 

 

(26) Showing to you this tape which for purposes of identification may we request that 

this be marked as Exhibit triple N dash three the November nine tape. (ICE-

PHI:S1B-067) 

 

(27)  Now showing to you this tape which for purposes of identification we request that 

this be marked as Exhibit triple N dash four. (ICE-PHI:S1B-067) 
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However, as the overall frequency of request is so high in PhilE, these instances do not have a 

considerable effect on the absolute or relative frequency of the trigger. 

Furthermore, the triggers that often occur with mandative subjunctives, also occur often with 

other mandative variants (Table 8). The trigger suggest, which is by far the most frequently used 

mandative trigger, is a great example of this: It has a relative frequency of just 29 percent with 

mandative subjunctive complements because of its very high total frequency in all mandative 

sentences, 131 instances. Although demand is far behind suggest in mandative subjunctive 

complements (compare suggest N=38, demand N=24), it is still the second most frequent mandative 

subjunctive trigger and thus its relative frequency is a lot higher than that of suggest, 54 percent, 

because of its overall infrequency with other mandative variants. However, suggest still governs 26 

percent of all mandative complement clauses in all ICE data (see Table 5). 

In summary, there are very few triggers that do not take any mandative subjunctive 

complements, and there was only one trigger that did not govern any of the mandative variants. 

Triggers that are often used with a mandative subjunctive in one variety tend to also occur in at least 

one other variety with a mandative subjunctive complement. Those triggers that are often used with 

a mandative subjunctive complement are also more predisposed to taking other mandative variants 

as complements. However, there are also contradicting examples. For example, triggers advise, 

stipulate, wish and necessary do not take any mandative subjunctives as their complements. Thus, it 

is difficult to propose any interdependency of the mandative subjunctive and the other variants, as 

there are triggers that only accept the subjunctive, others that only accept the other variants, and one 

that does not take any mandative complements. It is also challenging to make any unified 

generalizations based on the trigger’s word class: some verb triggers are used very often with 

mandative subjunctives and others do not accept them as complements at all or only do so very rarely. 
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Furthermore, adjective triggers are often found governing other mandative variants, but they seldom 

– except in the case of important – govern mandative subjunctives. 

5.4 Formality 

In this section, the formality of the mandative subjunctive in the four ICE subcorpora will be 

examined with focus on four different aspects: the cooccurrence with the passive voice, the frequency 

of the mandative subjunctive in written and spoken language, the distribution across different 

registers, and the cooccurrence with that-omission and negation. These features have also been used 

in previous studies to study the formality of the mandative subjunctive (e.g. Leech et al. 2009; Peters 

2009; Collins et al. 2014).  

5.4.1 Cooccurrence with the passive voice 

As the passive voice is a prototypical feature of formal language (Leech et al. 2009: 57), it is fitting 

that the formality of the mandative subjunctive is also tested by examining its cooccurrence with the 

passive. In all examined ICE data, the passive voice cooccurred in over half of the instances (59.4%) 

with the mandative subjunctive (Table 9). Surprisingly, in terms of relative frequency, the mandative 

subjunctive was used with the passive voice in speech more often than in writing, although the 

difference is very minor.  

There is, however, great variation between the different varieties (Table 9). In HKE, in terms 

of relative frequency, the mandative subjunctive occurs more often with the passive in writing, thus 

deviating from the pattern in all other varieties. In the other varieties, the relative frequency of the 

passive in mandative subjunctive clauses is higher in speech than in writing. This difference can be 
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clearly observed with IndE and PhilE: In IndE, the passive is used in 54.5 percent of the mandative 

subjunctive clauses in writing, while in speech, the relative frequency reaches an exceptional 76.9 

percent. In PhilE, the relative frequency of the passive in written mandative subjunctive clauses is 

42.4 percent, and in speech, the relative frequency is 60.5 percent. This correlation between the 

passive and speech is also present in SingE, although the difference in relative frequencies is 

extremely minor: in writing, the relative frequency is 73.1 percent, and in speech, 73.3 percent. 

Interestingly, SingE is also the variety to employ the passive voice most often in all mandative 

subjunctive clauses, both in absolute (N=41) and in relative (73.2%) frequency. The result is 

somewhat unexpected, as it could have been expected that PhilE would have been the variety to use 

the most passive mandative subjunctives of all the varieties, since it is the variety to use the most 

mandative subjunctives overall and since there is a clear tendency to prefer the passive over the active 

voice among almost all varieties, HKE being the only exception due to the low frequency of passive 

subjunctives in speech. 

As is evident, the mandative subjunctive prevalently occurs with the passive voice both in 

writing and in speech instead of the active voice. Furthermore, it is surprising that the passive voice 

Table 9: Absolute and relative frequencies of the mandative subjunctive used 

with the passive voice (figures in brackets give the total of all mandative 

subjunctives in each category) 

VARIETY writing speech total

freq. 8 (12) 5 (17) 13 (29)

% 66.7% 29.4% 44.8%

freq. 6 (11) 10 (13) 16 (24)

% 54.5% 76.9% 66.7%

freq. 14 (33) 23 (38) 37 (71)

% 42.4% 60.5% 52.1%

freq. 19 (26) 22 (30) 41 (56)

% 73.1% 73.3% 73.2%

freq. 47 (82) 60 (98) 107 (180)

% 57.3% 61.2% 59.4%

PASSIVE MANDATIVE SUBJUNCTIVES

TOTAL

ICE-HK

ICE-IND

ICE-PHI

ICE-SIN
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is relatively more frequent in spoken rather than in written language with the mandative subjunctive. 

This can be explained by the formality of the spoken contexts in which the mandative subjunctive is 

used, which will be discussed later in Section 5.4.3. Consequently, it is clear that the cooccurrence of 

the passive and the mandative subjunctive are proof of the construction’s formality, although HKE 

displays a considerable divergence from the trend compared to the other varieties. 

5.4.2 The mandative subjunctive and the syntactic variants in written and spoken language 

The formality of the mandative subjunctive can also be examined by looking at its distribution in 

writing and speech. This section will analyze the distribution of the mandative subjunctive and its 

syntactic variants across the four varieties. In the next section, the analysis will be expanded to include 

the different categories in ICE. This section utilizes both raw and normalized frequencies (per million 

words) on the account of the different sizes of the written and spoken parts of the corpora.  

The distribution of the mandative subjunctive and other mandative variants in written and 

spoken language is presented in Table 10. Although the raw frequencies of the mandative subjunctive 

are higher in speech in every variety, the normalized frequencies reveal that the mandative 

subjunctive is, in fact, more often used in writing than in speech. The difference is quite minimal in 

HKE and IndE, but a greater difference can be observed in PhilE and SingE. This finding also 

supports the consensus on the mandative subjunctive’s formality (see Section 2.2.3). The matter will 

Table 10: Raw and pmw frequencies of the mandative subjunctive and other mandative variants in written and spoken 

language 

VARIETY writing speech writing speech writing speech writing speech writing speech writing speech

raw 12 17 12 30 15 21 13 9 12 15 64 92

pmw 30 28.3 30 50 37.5 35 32.5 15 30 25 160 153.3

raw 11 13 12 25 5 12 2 4 12 11 42 65

pmw 27.5 21.7 30 41.7 12.5 20 5 6.7 30 18.3 105 108.3

raw 33 38 6 7 11 14 1 6 4 7 55 72

pmw 82.5 63.3 15 11.7 27.5 23.3 2.5 10 10 11.7 137.5 120

raw 26 30 6 8 13 12 4 2 5 5 54 57

pmw 65 50 15 13.3 32.5 20 10 3.3 12.5 8.3 135 95

TOTAL raw 82 98 36 70 44 59 20 21 33 38 215 286

ICE-IND

TOTAL

ICE-PHI

ICE-SIN

SUBJUNCTIVE SHOULD NON-DISTINCT INDICATIVE MODAL

ICE-HK
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be discussed further in the next section in light of the distribution across different registers. As the 

mandative subjunctive is preferred in written language in all varieties, it could have been anticipated 

that should, the variant that has the greatest range of application (cf. Övergaard 1995: 55–58), would 

have been clearly preferred across all varieties in speech. However, this is not the case. HKE and 

IndE do strongly prefer should in spoken contexts, but the use of should is still more frequent in 

writing in PhilE and SingE. The other modals do not exactly follow the same pattern as should. They 

are only preferred in speech in PhilE – although only with a minor difference – but in other varieties, 

the modals are most often found in written texts. 

The non-distinct forms display some disparity between the varieties (Table 10). Their use is 

more common in writing in all varieties except in IndE, where the normalized frequency of the variant 

is 12.5 in writing and 20 in speech. Furthermore, the use of the non-distinct forms is almost identical 

in HKE; however, the normalized frequency is a little higher in writing. The normalized frequencies 

are also very similar in PhilE. The greatest difference is found in SingE, where the non-distinct forms 

are clearly preferred in writing. As the non-distinct forms are ambiguous between the subjunctive and 

the indicative, and, with different methodology, could have been even counted in with the mandative 

subjunctive’s frequencies, it is no wonder that they are favored in PhilE and SingE in writing over 

speech, as those varieties also favor the mandative subjunctive in writing. In the same way as the 

cases are ambiguous here in terms of categorization, they are also ambiguous to the interlocutor 

between the subjunctive and the indicative.  

Indicatives are very scarce in ICE data, excluding HKE, and no clear pattern can be established 

across the varieties (Table 10). PhilE and SingE, which have tended to pattern similarly in terms of 

other features (triggers, frequencies of mandative subjunctives and other variants, distribution of 

passives), exhibit differing behavior with indicatives. In PhilE, indicatives are preferred in speech, 

but in SingE, the indicative is used more often in writing. However, it should be noted that the raw 

frequencies are very low, so no definite conclusions can be made of these frequencies. More 
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interestingly, the data from ICE-HK is completely exceptional compared to the other varieties. As the 

raw frequencies are much higher than in other varieties, more confident observations can be made. It 

is clear that HKE strongly prefers the indicative in writing, as the normalized frequency is 

considerably higher than in any other variety. A crucial finding is that the indicative has equal status 

compared to the mandative subjunctive, should and non-distinct forms in writing. The normalized 

frequency in speech is half of that in written language, although it is still higher than in any other 

variety. 

To conclude, this section has been able to establish that the mandative subjunctive is primarily 

used in writing, which supports the prevalent notion of the mandative subjunctive being a feature of 

formal and written language. Still, the other mandative variants display greater variation across the 

different varieties in their preference for spoken or written language. Notably, the indicative is most 

often used in written HKE – both in raw and normalized frequency – which strongly differentiates 

the variety from the other three. In the next section, the analysis is expanded to different registers of 

written and spoken language. 

5.4.3 The mandative subjunctive and the syntactic variants across registers 

The purpose of this section is to offer an additional level to the analysis of the mandative subjunctive 

and its syntactic variants in writing and speech. As the registers in ICE vary in formality (see 

Appendix for a full list of the categories and explanation of codes), it is necessary to analyze in which 

of the categories the mandative subjunctives and its variants are used most frequently. As the text 

categories vary in size, raw and normalized frequencies are used to make the data in each category 

comparable. 

Based on the data in Table 11, some definite differences and similarities in register preferences 

can be observed across the varieties. In the written data, categories W1A (Essays and Exams) and 

W2D (Administrative writing, and skills and hobbies) have the least occurrences of mandative 
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subjunctives, also based on normalized frequencies. The instances in both W1A and W2D have 

occurred in PhilE and SingE, with none in HKE and IndE. Although both categories are a type of 

formal writing, the infrequency of mandative subjunctives in these categories might be explained by 

the nature of the mandative subjunctive. As the mandative subjunctive is used to express volition on 

someone or something, there might not be appropriate contexts for its usage in these categories. The 

examples from text categories W1A and W2D also point to this, compare (28) and (29): 

(28) Then Dudley proposed that the boy, incapacitated by hunger and sickness, be killed 

the next morning if no rescue vessel appeared. (ICE-PHI:W1A-002) 

 

(29) It is suggested that 2 seeds be sowed at each end of the vegetable bed. (ICE-

SIN:W2D-013) 

 

 Example (28) is from a student essay on a famous court case and moral dilemma and example (29) 

is from an instructional text. In the case of (28), the mandative subjunctive is used when recounting 

the events of a story, thus the context for the mandative subjunctive is provided by the story, i.e. it is 

not the own volition of the essay’s writer. In (29), the mandative subjunctive is used with a trigger 

Table 11: The mandative subjunctive and its variants across different ICE categories (pmw frequencies counted by text 

category) 

 

a See Appendix for a full list of category descriptions 

Trigger SUBJ. OTHER
ALL 

MAND.
SUBJ. OTHER

ALL 

MAND.
SUBJ. OTHER

ALL 

MAND.
SUBJ. OTHER ALL

TOTAL 

SUBJ.

TOTAL 

OTHER

TOTAL 

ALL

raw 0 3 3 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 2 4 3 6 9

pmw 0 75 75 0 25 25 25 0 25 50 50 100 18.75 37.5 56.25

raw 0 12 12 3 8 11 12 9 21 2 5 7 17 34 51

pmw 0 200 200 50 133 183 200 150 350 33 83 116 70.8 142.7 213.5

raw 2 6 8 1 3 4 4 3 7 7 7 14 14 19 33

pmw 25 75 100 12.5 37.5 50 50 37.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 175 43.8 59.4 103.2

raw 3 9 12 4 7 11 4 5 9 2 5 7 13 26 39

pmw 37.5 112.5 150 50 87.5 137.5 50 62.5 112.5 25 62.5 87.5 41 81 122

raw 2 9 11 0 4 4 6 3 9 6 4 10 14 20 34

pmw 50 225 275 0 100 100 150 75 225 150 100 230 87.5 125 212.5

raw 0 6 6 0 3 3 1 1 2 2 2 4 3 12 15

pmw 0 150 150 0 75 75 25 25 50 50 50 100 18.75 75 93.75

raw 4 5 9 0 2 2 2 2 4 2 3 5 8 12 20

pmw 200 250 450 0 100 100 100 100 200 100 150 250 100 150 250

raw 1 1 2 3 3 6 2 0 2 3 0 3 9 4 13

pmw 25 25 50 75 75 150 50 0 50 75 0 75 56.25 25 81.25

raw 2 6 8 0 11 11 1 2 3 2 3 5 5 22 27

pmw 10 30 40 0 55 55 5 10 15 10 15 25 6.25 27.5 33.75

raw 9 27 36 5 21 26 18 19 37 12 11 23 44 78 122

pmw 56.25 168.75 225 31.25 131.25 162.5 112.5 118.75 231.25 75 68.75 143.75 69 122 191

raw 1 12 13 2 13 15 9 7 16 2 6 8 14 38 52

pmw 7.1 85.7 92.8 14.3 92.9 107.2 64 50 114 14.4 42.6 57 25 68 93

raw 5 31 36 6 7 13 11 5 16 14 7 21 36 50 86

pmw 50 310 360 60 70 130 110 50 160 140 70 210 90 125 215

TOTAL 29 127 156 24 83 107 71 56 127 56 55 111 180 321 501

S1A

S1B

S2A

S2B

W2A

W2B

W2C

W2D

W2E

W2F

ICE-HK ICE-IND ICE-PHI ICE-SIN

W1Aª

W1B



 

 

 

57 

that has low volitional strength which modulates the strength of the whole sentence and makes it more 

acceptable for instructional writing. The theory on lack of contexts is also supported by the 

infrequency of other mandative clauses in these categories.  

Conversely, the analysis of normalized frequencies in written categories reveals that the most 

preferred written category is W2E, “press editorials” (Table 11). Although the higher normalized 

frequency could be explained by the design of the corpus – W2E contains the lowest number of texts 

of all written text categories and consequently very few instances of mandative subjunctives – the 

frequency is still most likely explained by the nature of press editorials. In ICE, the editorials are 

labelled as a form of “persuasive” writing. Fittingly, the nature of the mandative subjunctive is suasive 

in itself, thus it is not surprising that it occurs so often in editorial writing. However, it should be 

noted that half of the instances occur in HKE, IndE attests no mandative subjunctives in that text 

category, and PhilE and SingE only attest two instances each. The frequency, both raw and 

normalized, is exceptional for HKE. 

The other preferred categories (also with a more extensive inclusion of texts) are W1B “letters”, 

W2C “press news reports”, and W2F “creative writing” (Table 11). However, mandative subjunctives 

most often occur in W1B in PhilE (N=12) and not at all in HKE. Further inspection of the mandative 

subjunctives in this category reveals that the instances in PhilE are all from business letters, as 

opposed to social letters, thus it is safe to say that the writing style is more formal in these letters, as 

in examples (30), (31) and (32): 

(30)  Further, I would like to request that a mechanism … be put in place to assess the 

oral communication skills (in English) of applicants for admission to the program 

to augment the usual screening processes that they will go through …. (ICE-

PHI:W1B-022) 

 

(31)  Thanks for your letter dated 12 January 2002 requesting that the 

proposed studies of REV. BYUNG-HOON LEE on the Bontoc language be 

credited towards a Ph.D. in Applied Linguistics. (ICE-PHI:W1B-022) 
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(32)  Our Board of Trustees had suggested during the last board meeting that we do zero 

base budgeting to improve our planning and budgetary process. (ICE-PHI:W1B-

028) 

 

In speech, the most infrequent category is S1A (private conversations and calls), which can be 

very well explained by the informality of the category (Table 11). As the other categories of spoken 

texts are more formal and have higher frequencies of mandative subjunctive, there is a clear 

correlation between the informal registers and lack of mandative subjunctives. The categories which 

include the most instances of the mandative subjunctive are S1B (public dialogue) and S2B (scripted 

monologues, e.g. news broadcasts). There are some minor differences across the varieties in the 

distribution of mandative subjunctives in the two categories, but the figures are very similar in both 

S1B and S2B within each variety. However, it should be noted that, within the category S1B, the 

different public dialogue types vary in their contextual formality (see Appendix). As one category, 

i.e. S1B, comprises “class lessons”, “broadcast discussions” and “interviews”, “parliamentary 

debates”, “legal cross-examinations”, and “business transactions”, it is evident that the subcategories 

vary in their formality. This is also attested in the ICE data. Most of the mandative subjunctives in 

the S1B category are from the subcategories parliamentary debates, legal cross-examinations and 

business transactions (cf. Table 11; HKE 6:9, IndE 4:5, PhilE 14:18, SingE 9:12). As only few of the 

mandative subjunctives in this category occur in the more informal types of dialogue, this can be 

considered further evidence of the formality of the mandative subjunctive.  

Overall, the categories that contain the most mandative subjunctives across all varieties are also 

the categories that have the highest overall frequency of mandative clauses. More specifically, the 

choice for mandative subjunctives is made available in registers that also allow for other mandative 

variants. Based on the analysis in this section, it is evident that the mandative subjunctive is especially 

favored in contexts that are explicitly formal.  
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5.4.4 That-omission and negation 

As that-omission is considered a feature of informal language, the prevalence or lack of that-omission 

can be used as evidence of the mandative subjunctive’s formality or informality. In this section, that-

omission will first be analyzed after which the cooccurrence of negation and the mandative 

subjunctive will be briefly discussed. 

Table 12 illustrates thee occurrence – or rather, scarcity – of that-omission in ICE data. Of all 

mandative subjunctives, only nine percent included that-omission. That-omission was the most 

frequent in HKE, and the most infrequent in SingE. In HKE the sentences that contain that-omission 

are scattered across different text categories so no conclusions can be made about that-omission 

regarding register. As that-omission is very infrequent in other varieties, a register-based analysis is 

redundant in that case, too. However, some further remarks can be made about that-omission with 

reference to the other mandative variants. Clearly, PhilE dislikes that-omission the most across all 

variants, and the omission is used most in HKE, both in absolute and relative frequency. Non-distinct 

forms have the highest relative frequencies of that-omission in all varieties except PhilE, where the 

highest relative frequency is found with indicatives. However, as there are only seven indicatives in 

all PhilE data, the relative frequency is very high compared to the rest because of the low absolute 

frequency of the instances. 

Table 12: Absolute and relative frequencies of that-omission in mandative clauses (figures in brackets give the total 

number of variants in each category) 

 

VARIETY Subj. % Subj should % should non-d. % non-d. indicative % ind. modal % modal TOTAL
% ALL 

VARIANTS

ICE-HK 7 (29) 24 % 5 (42) 12 % 13 (36) 36 % 3 (22) 14 % 4 (27) 15 % 32 (156) 21 %

ICE-IND 4 (24) 17 % 3 (37) 8 % 4 (17) 24 % 0 (6) 0 % 5 (23) 22 % 16 (107) 15 %

ICE-PHI 4 (71) 6 % 2 (13) 15 % 0 (25) 0 % 2 (7) 29 % 2 (11) 18 % 10 (127) 8 %

ICE-SIN 1 (56) 2 % 1 (14) 7 % 5 (25) 20 % 0 (6) 0 % 3 (10) 30 % 10 (111) 9 %

TOTAL 16 (180) 9 % 11 (106) 10 % 22 (103) 21 % 5 (41) 12 % 14 (71) 20 % 68 (501) 14 %

THAT-OMISSION
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Any conclusions about the use of that-omission are difficult to draw since all varieties display 

some differences (Table 12). That-omission is by far the most frequent in HKE, both in absolute and 

relative frequency, but the absolute frequency is still just seven, thus any conclusions about HKE’s 

comparably highlighted preferences for that-omission are only tentative. Much cannot be said about 

the other varieties, except that that-omission is very scarcely used in mandative subjunctive 

complements. Ultimately, as that-omission is so infrequently used in conjunction with the mandative 

subjunctive, it is, again, more evidence for the formality of the construction. 

Fittingly, the only instance of negated mandative subjunctive coincides with that-omission: 

(33)  Reacting sharply to reports that the US led multinational forces are about to launch 

a ground offensive <,> twenty-one opposition democratic party congressmen <,> 

have urged President <,> George Bush not escalate the military conflict. (ICE-

IND:S2B-007) 

 

Negated mandative subjunctives are thought to be very formal, but in this case, negation is paired 

with another feature that, in turn, is considered a marker of informal language. However, this instance 

is from spoken language, namely an Indian news broadcast. Although broadcasted news are a very 

formal register of speech, but speech nonetheless, it is less surprising that the two features have 

coincided. Although negated mandative subjunctives have been completely excluded from analysis 

in some studies on World Englishes because of their scarcity (e.g. Bautista 2010; Schneider 2011), it 

was still unexpected that only one instance of negation was found. On account of methodological 

restrictions (see Section 4.3), further retrieval of negated mandative subjunctives using more 

sophisticated corpus queries was not possible, although they could have expanded the analysis beyond 

the chosen triggers to give a more detailed representation of negated mandative subjunctives in ICE 

data.  
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6 DISCUSSION 

The first research objective of this study was to establish how frequent the use of the mandative 

subjunctive and its alternative syntactic variants is in Asian Englishes. A total of 501 mandative 

complement clauses were retrieved from ICE data of which 181 were clauses that contained a 

mandative subjunctive. The most crucial finding of the study is the exceptional distribution of 

mandative variants in HKE. As the mandative subjunctive in HKE has only been studied very recently 

in Hundt (2018) within the alternation of the mandative subjunctive and should, the results provide 

interesting – and occasionally very surprising – evidence of the use of the mandative variants. HKE 

showed the highest overall frequency of mandative clauses, although quite exceptionally, the 

instances were distributed almost identically across different variants (cf. Table 3 and Figure 1). As 

hypothesized, HKE conformed with the use of BrE by favoring should-periphrasis the most out of all 

variants – mandative subjunctives being only the third most frequent option in mandative clauses – 

although the differences in the distributions are more moderate than in ICE-GB (see Leech et al. 2009: 

28216). 

However, the most surprising finding from HKE was the frequency of indicatives in mandative 

complement clauses. No other variety exhibited as high absolute or relative frequencies of the 

indicative as HKE. Although the frequency is surprising compared to the other varieties, the 

indicative is still less frequent than in ICE-GB. Leech et al (2009: 56, 282) have found altogether 21 

instances of indicatives in mandative clauses in BrE, which equals 30 percent of all mandative 

clauses, thus being twice as frequent in terms of relative frequency in BrE compared to HKE17. As 

 
16 Leech et al. (2009) and Waller (2017) are cited for BrE and AmE data. Both studies used the same set of triggers and 

employed the same methodology as has been used in this study, i.e. their triggers were based on Johansson & Norheim 

(1988), they used all distinguishing features in identifying subjunctives, and that was not included as a context word. 

However, only Leech et al. used ICE data for some of their queries of BrE, and thus there are some restrictions to the 

comparisons, although it is possible to discern some general differences and similarities.  
17 In Waller’s (2017: 230) F-LOB data, indicatives amount to some 12 percent of all mandative clauses. However, as the 

design of F-LOB and ICE differ greatly, the comparison between two ICE subcorpora is naturally more valid. 
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all other varieties attested very few indicatives in their data, the high frequency in HKE (22 instances, 

14%) might be explained by the late British colonial occupation in Hong Kong and the strong 

presence of Cantonese in the region, as the exonormativity of HKE is still attested in the high number 

of indicatives and reflects the comparably late start to the nativization of the variety (Evans 2014; cf. 

Schneider 2007). The finding is especially interesting, as Chinese is not a morphologically rich 

language (Setter et al. 2010: 43). Mandative subjunctives (and by extension, non-distinct forms) could 

be expected to occur more often in the data as they feature the base form of the verb and would thus 

reflect the morphology of Chinese. However, as ICE features educated speakers, and most instances 

were found in overtly formal categories (see discussion below), the preference for Chinese 

morphology could be better examined in a more informal set of data that had a more inclusive 

demographic representation of speakers. 

As has been observed in previous research (Peters 2009; Bautista 2010; Hundt 2018), SingE 

and PhilE patterned very similarly across all variants. In both varieties, the mandative subjunctive 

was the variant that was used the most frequently. Although the relative frequencies of the mandative 

subjunctive in both varieties were quite similar, PhilE still attested a higher absolute frequency of the 

mandative subjunctives, which also accounted for the higher number of all mandative clauses. 

However, the use of all other variants was almost identical across the two varieties with slightly higher 

relative frequencies in SingE due to the lower overall frequency of mandative clauses. Should-

periphrasis is used only scarcely compared to HKE, and, similarly, the use of non-distinct forms, 

indicatives, and other modals was also considerably more conservative than in HKE. Thus, this study 

supports the conclusions of Peters (2009), Bautista (2010), Schneider (2011), and Collins et al. (2010) 

of PhilE and SingE conforming to the AmE distribution of mandative variants. Peters (2009: 135) 

proposes that the participation of the two countries in regional unions could account for the high 

number of mandative subjunctives used in SingE, as its parent variety BrE would predict moderate 

use of mandative subjunctives. However, in the context of as marginal a grammatical category as the 
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subjunctive, an explanation leaning on the influence of regional unions seems somewhat feeble. As 

the use of other mandative variants also closely resembles AmE (see Leech et al. 2009: 53; Waller 

2017: 230), the global influence of AmE is more likely to explain the deviation of SingE from BrE 

usage. 

The analysis of the frequencies of the mandative subjunctive and its variants also showed that 

IndE did not conform fully with either HKE or PhilE and SingE. The use of subjunctives closely 

resembles that of HKE and the use of should-periphrasis is the most frequently used mandative 

variant, like in HKE. Other modals are even more frequently used than in HKE. Conversely, the use 

of indicatives corresponds both in absolute and relative frequency with that of PhilE and SingE. The 

finding is unexpected because of the other similarities between HKE and IndE: it could have been 

hypothesized that similarities across some variants would also result in similarities across the rest, 

like in PhilE and SingE. As such, IndE conforms closely to BrE usage with the moderate number of 

mandative subjunctives and preference for should and other modals (Leech et al. 2019: 53, ; Waller 

2017: 230). However, the use of indicatives coincides more closely with AmE (Leech et al. 2009; 

Waller 2017). Thus, IndE seems to be rejecting some of the features of its colonial parent. A 

comparison of written ICE-IND with the Kolhapur corpus (1978) data from Schneider (2000, cited 

in Schneider 2011) shows diachronic evidence of IndE approximating AmE usage in written 

language: The distribution of variants shows that preference for should-periphrasis has decreased 

over time, and the use of mandative subjunctive, other modals, and non-distinct forms has become 

more frequent. However, differences in corpus design might skew the changes in distribution to some 

extent, so these results should be considered very tentative and require further rearranging of ICE 

data.  

The examination of the distribution of variants has provided new evidence of the use of 

mandative variants across different Outer Circle varieties. The first hypothesis presented in this thesis 

– indicatives being used in varieties that have BrE as their parent variety – is rejected by both IndE 
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and SingE data. As SingE has already been proven to conform with PhilE’s use of other variants, the 

result is not surprising. However, in the case of IndE, the result is unexpected since the variety still 

showed conformity with BrE across other variants. However, the hypothesis is not completely 

disproven, as the distribution of variants in HKE closely resembles that of BrE. Thus, the conflicting 

evidence from the three varieties seems to reflect their different developmental stages. 

The second question this study sought to answer was how the mandative subjunctive and its 

variants distribute across different triggers. The mandative subjunctives were found to cooccur most 

often with the triggers that governed the most mandative clauses overall. However, the highest 

relative frequencies of mandative subjunctives were most often observed in those triggers that only 

occurred under ten times in mandative clauses. The only exceptions were found in PhilE. The trigger 

ask occurred a total of 11 times in PhilE and all of those instances took mandative subjunctive 

complements. The other example was the trigger request, which occurred a total of 19 times in PhilE 

– an exceptional frequency compared to other varieties – of which 17 instances (89%) were mandative 

subjunctives. These results also confirmed Peters’s (2009: 132) and Schneider’s (2011: 165–166) 

findings. 

Interesting findings were also made regarding the distribution of other variants. Concentration 

of should-periphrasis on the trigger suggest was observed in all varieties, although the most 

considerable concentration could be found in HKE. The trigger suggest also displayed concentration 

among the other variants, excluding indicatives, which cooccurred most often with the trigger 

important. Other modals and non-distinct forms were distributed evenly across different triggers in 

IndE, PhilE, and SingE, with suggest showing only slight concentration in PhilE and SingE in the 

case of non-distinct forms. The preference for suggest in all varieties could be explained by its 

relatively low volitional strength (cf. Övergaard 1995: 85), hence the effect of scaling down the 

mandative force of the sentence might make it an option that is more widely available in 
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communicative contexts. This finding suggests that the volitional strength of the trigger itself has 

little effect on its preference as a mandative complement. 

However, the data also revealed that, although some variants disperse evenly across triggers, it 

does not mean that they disperse over the same triggers, i.e. a variant that prefers certain triggers in 

one variety, might not prefer the same trigger in another variety. As the distribution of variants across 

different triggers has not been examined in this extent across different Outer Circle varieties, the study 

was able to provide new evidence of the distribution patterns of World Englishes.  

The third objective of the study was to establish how mandative triggers behave in Asian 

Englishes. The triggers that had the highest relative frequency out of all mandative subjunctive 

triggers were demand (13.3%), request (12.2%) and suggest (21.1%). Some triggers, i.e. beg, desire, 

urge, and essential only cooccurred with mandative subjunctives in one of the varieties. Other 

triggers, i.e. advise, direct, stipulate, wish, anxious, necessary, and sufficient were found to be 

completely unproductive in terms of mandative subjunctives in all varieties. As the triggers vary in 

their volitional strength and word class and also accepted other mandative variants (excl. direct) as 

complements, no clear pattern for the lack of mandative subjunctives emerges from the data. As 

distribution across triggers has not been studied across multiple Outer Circle varieties in ICE to this 

extent, comparisons with previous research can only be done with BrE and AmE. In Waller’s (2017: 

251–252) data from F-LOB and Brown, in BrE demand (1.) and request (3.) were among the three 

most frequent triggers, and in AmE the triggers were suggest (1.) and demand (3.). However, on the 

level of individual varieties, few similarities can be found with the Inner Circle variety their use 

otherwise resembles. 

The fourth and final research question, the formality of mandative complement clauses, was 

approached from four different angles: the cooccurrence with the passive voice, distribution of 

mandative clauses in written and spoken language, distribution across different ICE categories, and 

their cooccurrence with that-omission and negation. All four examinations were able to provide more 
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evidence of the mandative subjunctive’s formality in Asian Englishes, thus confirming the hypothesis 

of Outer Circle varieties having retained the formality of mandative subjunctives. The analysis of the 

cooccurrence with the passive voice revealed that, surprisingly, in terms of relative frequency, passive 

mandative subjunctives were almost equally used in written and spoken language in all ICE data. 

However, there were some notable differences across the varieties. The relative frequency of passive 

subjunctives was almost equal in written and spoken SingE, but IndE and PhilE strongly favored the 

use of passive subjunctives in speech. Again, HKE displayed a unique pattern: passive mandative 

subjunctives were used in 66.7 percent of all mandative clauses in writing, and in only 29.4 percent 

in speech. This finding suggests that the construction is considered even more formal in HKE than in 

other Outer Circle varieties. 

The analysis of the normalized frequencies of the different variants in written and spoken texts 

in ICE data revealed that the mandative subjunctive is more often used in written language. 

Expectedly, should-periphrasis was used more frequently in speech only in HKE and IndE compared 

to the mandative subjunctive. PhilE and SingE strongly preferred the mandative subjunctive both in 

writing and speech, and non-distinct forms were found to be more frequent than should-periphrasis 

both in writing and speech. A crucial finding in HKE was that indicative variants were used more 

often in writing than subjunctives, should-periphrasis, and other modals, i.e. the only more frequent 

variant were non-distinct forms.  

More evidence of the formality of mandative subjunctives was found when the analysis was 

expanded to different text categories in ICE. Informal categories were found to dislike the use of 

mandative subjunctives and its variants in both writing and speech. Thus, the results Peters (2009) 

has obtained about the mandative subjunctive not having “vernacularized” in spoken SingE and IndE 

were confirmed with a wider set of triggers as well as less restrictive methodology and expanded to 

include other varieties. It was also theorized that the lack of appropriate contexts might explain the 

infrequency of mandative subjunctives in some (informal) written and spoken categories. This is also 
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supported by Peters’s (2009: 134) conclusions about the restrictions on the use of mandative triggers 

in speech as they presuppose an “unequal interpersonal relationship” and, because of this, are most 

often used in institutionalized contexts. Contrastingly, Schneider (2011) has noted that “there are 

occurrences in fairly informal phrases as well” referring to spoken ICE-PHI data without specifying 

the exact number of instances. Notably, only one occurrence of mandative subjunctives was found in 

PhilE conversational speech in this study. Schneider does not specify what counts as a “fairly informal 

phrase” in terms of speech category, thus it cannot be concluded that the evidence from this study 

contradicts his statement, as these “informal phrases” have most likely been attested across multiple 

categories.  

The distribution of mandative variants across different written categories has apparently only 

been examined in ICE-PHI in Collins et al. (2014); however, they only included published categories 

to fit the design of Phil-Brown. Although Collins et al. used the same triggers, their inclusion of that 

as a context word has had some effects on their results: For the categories W2B and W2D, one 

additional instance was attested in the data, and for the categories W2A and W2F, two additional 

instances were found. Although justified in the context of their study, their exclusion of unpublished 

categories also resulted in them overlooking the most prominent category of mandative subjunctives 

in terms of absolute frequencies, W1B “letters”, in PhilE (N=12). All other varieties attested much 

lower figures in that category. Although PhilE was found to have an exceptional frequency in W1B 

due to the strong preference for the mandative subjunctive in business letters, in other written 

categories PhilE patterned very similarly to the other varieties. Expectedly, the closest affinity could 

be found between PhilE and SingE, with the instances in HKE and IndE scattered across the different 

written categories with only the category W2B showing some clear resemblance in frequencies.  

HKE and IndE also demonstrated a complete lack of mandative subjunctives in several text 

categories: no mandative subjunctives were attested in W1A, W1B, and W2D in HKE, and W1A, 

W2C, W2D, and W2E in IndE. Thus, both HKE and IndE are more conservative in their use of 
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mandative subjunctives across different categories, although other variants were still attested in these 

categories, in some categories even very frequently. Additionally, the category W2E, “press 

editorials”, had an exceptional normalized frequency in HKE, 200 tokens per million words. 

Although the persuasive nature of the category matches with the suasiveness of the subjunctive, it 

should still be noted that the total raw frequency of the mandative subjunctives in all ICE data was 

only eight in this category. 

Lastly, the formality of the mandative subjunctive and other variants was examined from the 

perspective of that-omission and negation. Negation was only attested once in all ICE data in IndE, 

thus no conclusive evidence of its use was available from the subcorpora. In terms of that-omission, 

again, the same pattern emerged across the varieties as observed before: HKE (21%) and IndE (15%) 

displayed the greatest relative frequencies of that-omission in all mandative clauses, and PhilE (8%) 

and SingE (9%) attested frequencies that were considerably lower. Research has been able to establish 

nativized complementation patterns in IndE (Sailaja 2009: 43–47); however, more research is needed 

to establish whether that-omission is a feature of IndE across all complement clauses or only 

symptomatic of mandative complement clauses. In the case of HKE, the variety showed clear 

preference for using that-omission with the mandative subjunctive and non-distinct forms. The results 

are somewhat surprising, considering that HKE has showed signs of formality across the other 

variables that have been used to examine mandative clauses, and as most of the instances of that-

omission in mandative subjunctive complements occurred in writing (5:2). However, as the absolute 

frequencies are low, only tentative conclusions can be made about the subject.  

Overall, all varieties show clear signs of formal connotations, both in spoken and written 

language. However, an additional note has to be made about the formality of PhilE. Gonzalez (2004: 

12) notes that PhilE is “monolithic”, i.e. features of formal language are also used in informal 

contexts. This would lend support to a hypothesis that the mandative subjunctive would be used in a 

wider variety of contexts than in other varieties. Yet, an opposite finding has emerged from the data. 
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This also gives further support for the theory of the lack of contexts as an explanation for the 

marginality of mandative complement clauses as a grammatical category (see discussion above). 

Although PhilE intrinsically allows for formal expressions in a wider range of contexts, mandative 

subjunctives and other mandative variants are still found very infrequently outside overtly formal and 

procedural contexts. 

The results presented here also allow for more general conclusions. As is evident, a clear pattern 

has emerged from the analysis of ICE data. A finding that has not been attested in previous research 

is the tendency of HKE to pattern in a unique way across all categories; however, some resemblances 

can be observed between HKE and IndE, which tend to conform with BrE use. SingE and PhilE form 

their own pair and resemble AmE usage. As mentioned, a very limited diachronic assessment of 

Kolhapur and ICE-IND data gave tentative evidence of IndE approaching AmE usage. This has 

several implications. Firstly, it seems to suggest that the global influence of AmE is also attested in 

IndE. Although a number of grammatical features in IndE show clear signs of endonormativity 

(Sailaja 2009; Parviainen 2020), the use of mandative subjunctives and other variants could be 

showing signs of increasing restricted exonormativity. As the evidence presented here is inconclusive, 

this theory is entertained only with caution. 

Additionally, Parviainen’s (2020) research on the possible epicentric status of IndE in the 

Southeast Asian region also lends a new perspective on the results. As Parviainen only examined 

syntactic features that were clearly IndE innovations, the present topic of mandative clauses does not 

fully align with hers. Still, the epicentric status of IndE is challenged by the results as the variety 

almost fully conforms with the use of its parent variety and as the variety shows potential evidence 

of approaching AmE use. Possible epicentric status could be awarded to PhilE based on Peters’s 

(2009) suggestions of its influence on SingE due to common regional unions. As epicentric influence 

of IndE was observed on SingE in Parviainen (2020), there might be a possibility for reciprocal SingE 

influence on IndE. Unfortunately, approaching these issues with any kind of accuracy is far beyond 
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the scope of this study. However, the question arises whether epicentric influence could be observed 

within the Outer Circle also across grammatical or syntactic features that are not innovations of an 

indigenized variety but remnants of colonial occupation.  

The present study has been able to provide new and extensive evidence of the use of mandative 

complement clauses in multiple Outer Circle varieties. This evidence is crucial in understanding the 

relationships between the varieties of English within the Outer Circle and beyond it. As such, the 

current study should be of interest to scholars studying the alternation of the mandative subjunctive 

and its variants in any variety or number of Englishes. The improvements this study has applied onto 

the methodology of studying mandative clauses in Outer Circle varieties are paramount to the validity 

and comparability of results of mandative subjunctive research. Although the trigger-based 

methodology is accessible – if a little laborious – it still sets limitations on the accuracy of the 

retrieved data. As additional findings with the verb trigger insist proved, a set list of triggers does 

naturally restrict the representativeness of the retrieved data. Consequently, the choice of a trigger-

based approach should rely on a contemplation of the comparability that the study itself needs and 

wants to produce in relation to other studies. 

The practical methodology employed in this study allows for ease of replicability on any 

number of corpus software. Although the copy-paste method of combining AntConc with Excel lacks 

the finesse of more sophisticated corpus queries and is more prone to human errors than using a 

software like WordSmith, the method also makes the analysis of corpora more widely available than 

using software that is tied to a specific operating system or a paid license. However, the use of 

AntConc also set some limitations on the calculations used in this study. Normalized frequencies 

(both for the written and spoken part of the subcorpora and individual text categories) could not be 

counted using exact word counts, which might have had a slight effect on the accuracy of the provided 

frequencies. The choice of corpora also has implications on the generalizability of the results. As ICE 

features mostly speakers who have received an English-medium education (Greenbaum 1996: 6) and 
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the data is not demographically balanced, this inevitably affects the validity and generalizability of 

results. Although ICE offers a paramount opportunity of comparative analysis between multiple 

World Englishes, these shortcomings should still not be left undiscussed.  

Further limitations to the study also exist. As no diachronic data is readily available for 

comparative examination, the analysis of the data relies only on synchronic comparisons between 

different varieties. Consequently, all conclusions and inferred theories only rely on a snapshot of 

language use. Thus, diachronic research into the alternation of mandative subjunctive and other 

variants is much needed to uncover the developments that have unfolded – and are currently unfolding 

– in indigenized varieties.  
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7 CONCLUSION 

This corpus based descriptive study has established new evidence of the alternation of the mandative 

subjunctive and its syntactic variants in mandative complement clauses in four Asian Englishes. The 

analysis of four ICE subcorpora confirmed earlier results regarding the conformity between PhilE 

and SingE in the use of mandative variants. New evidence was provided on the distribution of variants 

in HKE and IndE. HKE exhibited completely unique distribution patterns that did not fully conform 

with any of the other varieties; however, likeness with BrE could be observed. The distribution in 

IndE conformed with HKE in the preference of should-periphrasis and moderate use of mandative 

subjunctives – also reflecting the use of BrE – although the use of indicatives complied with that of 

PhilE and SingE and hence the use in AmE. The hypothesis about the use of indicatives conforming 

to that of the parent variety was challenged by the observed frequencies in SingE and IndE, although 

the frequency in HKE was closer to BrE usage. 

Similar patterns of distribution of variants were observed across most triggers, especially in the 

case of the trigger suggest. This could be explained by the low volitional force of suggest, which 

could result in more contexts becoming available for the use of mandative subjunctives and other 

variants. Although similarities were observed, some contrary evidence was also found. Some triggers 

were found to prefer mandative subjunctives or other variants in some varieties but in other varieties 

the same triggers were more rejecting of mandative variants. Similarly, the study determined that, 

generally, the same triggers are preferred across different varieties, although some deviations from 

this trend, for example, in the case of ask in PhilE, could be observed. Some triggers were also found 

to reject mandative subjunctives across all varieties. As these triggers varied in their volitional 

strength and word class, and still took other mandative variants as their complement, no apparent 

reason could be determined for the lack of mandative subjunctive complements. 
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Finally, new evidence was established regarding the formality of mandative complement clauses 

in Outer Circle varieties, as the formality of mandative clauses in HKE and written IndE had not been 

examined before. The formality of mandative complement clauses was examined from four 

perspectives using cooccurrence with the passive voice, distribution across writing and speech, 

distribution across registers, and cooccurrence with that-omission and negation as indicators of 

formality and informality. The results confirmed previous notions of the mandative subjunctive 

having formal connotations in PhilE, which was also confirmed to be the case in the other varieties. 

Similarly, previous arguments of the mandative subjunctive not having been “vernacularized” in IndE 

and SingE speech were also found applicable to HKE and PhilE. It was also concluded that the 

restricted use of the mandative subjunctive stems from its unsuitability for most communicative 

contexts. 

The study found more evidence for the possible AmE influence among Outer Circle varieties as 

IndE showed tentative evidence of the use of mandative subjunctives approximating that of PhilE and 

SingE, which were found to strongly conform to AmE use. However, these findings also raised the 

question whether potential epicentric influences could be observed among the Outer Circle varieties 

in a grammatical feature that is not a postcolonial innovation. 

Further research into mandative complement clauses is still warranted in the Asian context. 

Studies with a more extensive trigger set could be undertaken to establish more extensive trends in 

the use of the mandative subjunctive and its variants in Outer Circle Englishes. The use of multi-

factorial statistical analysis would also lend more evidence of the interdependency of different 

features beyond descriptive statistics. Should diachronic corpora become available for Outer Circle 

Englishes, the developments that have unfolded over the course of decades in the use of mandative 

complement clauses could be examined in more detail. This would also lend evidence of the 

interdependency of Asian Englishes and possible epicentric influence within the Outer Circle. Thus, 

it is paramount that the mandative subjunctive be studied further.  
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APPENDIX  

Design of ICE subcorpora, cited from the ICE-SIN manual (Nelson 2002): 

 

 

  

SPOKEN

DIALOGUE

PRIVATE S1A

Direct conversations S1A-001 to S1A-090

Telephone calls S1A-091 to S1A-100

PUBLIC S1B

Class lessons S1B-001 to S1B-020

Broadcast discussions S1B-021 to S1B-040

Broadcast interviews S1B-041 to S1B-050

Parliamentary debates S1B-051 to S1B-060

Legal cross-examinations S1B-061 to S1B-070

Business transactions S1B-071 to S1B-080

MONOLOGUE

UNSCRIPTED S2A

Spontaneous commentaries S2A-001 to S2A-020

Unscripted speeches S2A-021 to S2A-050

Demonstrations S2A-051 to S2A-060

Legal presentations S2A-061 to S2A-070

SCRIPTED S2B

Broadcast news S2B-001 to S2B-020

Broadcast talks S2B-021 to S2B-040

Non-broadcast Talks S2B-041 to S2B-050
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WRITTEN

NON-PRINTED W1

NON-PROFESSIONAL WRITING W1A

Student essays W1A-001 to W1A-010

Examination scripts W1A-011 to W1A-020

CORRESPONDENCE W1B

Social letters W1B-001 to W1B-015

Business letters W1A-016 to W1B-030

PRINTED W2

ACADEMIC WRITING W2A

Humanities W2A-001 to W2A-010

Social sciences W2A-011 to W2A-020

Natural sciences W2A-021 to W2A-030

Technology W2A-031 to W2A-040

NON-ACADEMIC WRITING W2B

Humanities W2B-001 to W2B-010

Social sciences W2B-011 to W2B-020

Natural sciences W2B-021 to W2B-030

Technology W2B-031 to W2B-040

REPORTAGE W2C

Press news reports W2C-001 to W2C-020

INSTRUCTIONAL WRITING W2D

Administrative writing W2D-001 to W2D-010

Skills and hobbies W2D-011 to W2D-020

PERSUASIVE WRITING W2E

Press editorials W2E-001 to W2E-010

CREATIVE WRITING W2F

Novels and stories W2F-001 to W2F-020
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