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Abstract
This  corpus  study  discusses  the  subjunctive  construction  in  mandative  sentences  in  East 

African and Indian English. Data taken from the East African ICE-EA corpus and the Indian 

Kolhapur  corpus  are  compared  to  previous  studies  about  American  English  and  British 

English, mainly by Hundt (1998) and Johansson & Norheim (1988). Subjunctive, indicative 

and modal periphrastic constructions are identified and examined.

The conclusion of this study is that the subjunctive construction in mandative sentences is 

more common in Indian and East African English than in British English.

Keywords:  Corpus  Study,  Mandative  Subjunctive,  Indian  English,  East  African  English, 

Kenyan and Tanzanian English.
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1. Introduction
When English is taught in primary schools in Sweden it is often the case that teachers tend to 

avoid explaining that English grammar is not completely bound to simple rules. It is often 

stated that there are some “correct” ways of expressing oneself, and no variation from these 

ways of expression is possible or allowed. Dogmatic statements like “you always say ‘I was’ 

and ‘he  opens’ are common. Expressions like ‘long live’ or ‘God save’  are also not to be 

questioned, only learnt by heart. However, when a child is confronted with English in use 

there are often expressions that contradict  these “rules”.  In upper secondary school many 

students begin to understand that English in use is not fixed in the way that they were told 

earlier; they discover that in some cases other forms of expression can be used; they have 

found subjunctives. This essay discusses one type of subjunctive, the mandative subjunctive.

In sentences that express volition, futurity or possibility, so-called mandative sentences, 

as we can observe in (1), the mandative subjunctive is used. This construction, alongside other 

subjunctives, has been on a path of declining usage in English for hundreds of years, but 

tendencies are appearing that show its revival, as we will see below.

(1) Sardiel! the head jailor’s unquestionable  authority demanded that  he carry the trunk.  

(Kolhapur, my italics)

Studies  of  corpora  that  have  examined the  frequency of  the subjunctive  construction 

compared to a construction with the periphrastic modal should, other modals or the indicative 

construction, by for example Johansson & Norheim (1988) or Hundt (1998), have suggested 

that the subjunctive is not dying, quite the opposite. This is a particularly distinct feature in 

American  English,  where  the  subjunctive  construction  in  mandative  sentences  has  been 

shown to be the most common one. American English is followed by Australian and New 

Zealand English, where the subjunctive construction is also common but “still in the process 

revving up” (Hundt, 1998:171) .

In contrast to the varieties of English mentioned, the use of the subjunctive in British 

English has been shown to be less frequent. Thus, this difference in usage of the subjunctive 

in different varieties of English makes it a promising field of study. Even though a number of 

studies  about  the  subjunctive  have  been  done  about  the  varieties  of  English  mentioned, 

information  about  the  mandative  subjunctive  in  many  other  varieties  of  English  is  not 
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available. Hence, this essay will examine the frequency of the mandative subjunctive in East 

African  and  Indian  English  and  compare  the  results  to  previous  studies  of  British  and 

American English.

2. The problem
2.1 Aim

The aim of this essay is to determine how frequent the use of the subjunctive is in mandative 

sentences in Indian, Kenyan and Tanzanian English, based on data from two corpora: the 

Kolhapur  corpus of Indian English and the International  Corpus of English,  East  African 

Corpus (ICE-EA). The two varieties are also compared with results from previous studies 

about American English and British English and with each other. The conclusions drawn from 

the data from these corpora will be compared to those drawn in other corpus-based studies. It 

is possible that the results will be similar to those from studies of either American or British 

corpora,  or that they place East African and Indian English somewhere in between those 

varieties on a scale. 

Australian and New Zealand English have been examined in previous studies, but since 

this study will focus on the position of East African and Indian English compared to British 

English  and  American  English,  Australian  and  New  Zealand  English  are  not  used  for 

comparison.  It  would,  however,  be  an  interesting  future  research  topic  to  compare  those 

varieties to the varieties studied in this essay.  There is no examination of spoken English in 

this essay because a spoken sub-corpus only exists in the East African corpus.

2.2 Hypothesis

This essay examines if the subjunctive construction in mandative sentences is more common 

in East African and Indian English than in British English. The first assumption that comes to 

mind is that the patterns examined should follow the patterns of British English since the 

countries, Kenya, Tanzania and India, where the varieties examined are spoken and written 

have been colonies of Great Britain. However, when looking at Australian English and New 

Zealand English  like Hundt  (1998)  did,  we see  that  the  subjunctive manifests  itself  in  a 

pattern  more  similar  to  that  of  American  English,  where  it  occurs  often.  Therefore,  the 

hypothesis is that the subjunctive construction in mandative sentences in East African and 

Indian English follows other world Englishes and is more common there than it is in British 
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English.

3. Theoretical background
Various terms need to be defined in order  to  isolate and describe subjunctives  and other 

moods. There is also a need to define  mandativity and choose a theoretical framework that 

distinguishes the indicative mood from the subjunctive mood. Furthermore, it is important to 

distinguish between the subjunctive mood and the subjunctive as a specific grammatical form.

3.1 Other subjunctives

3.1.1 The were-subjunctive

The were-subjunctive is an alternative to was if there is an indication of mandativity, which is 

explained  in  more  detail  in  3.2.  Its  use  is  governed by  the  same rules  as  the  mandative 

subjunctive, indicating hypothetical situations and unreal or wished situations (Johansson & 

Norheim, 1998:32). An example of this often quoted is “If I were a rich man”, expressing the 

hypothetical and/or wished situation.

3.1.2 The formulaic subjunctive

The formulaic subjunctive is very restricted and limited to some fixed expressions like God 

save the Queen, so be it or long live. As Johansson & Norheim (1988:31) point out its “use is 

expressed by the the base form of the verb.” These expressions are remnants from a wider use 

of the subjunctive in the past, but are rarely reflected upon today, even though they occur 

frequently in modern English.

3.2 The mandative sentence

What is  a  mandative sentence? The  Oxford English Dictionary (OED) describes the term 

mandative simply as “Commanding or authoritative” and more specifically about grammar: 

“Conveying a command; spec. designating a subjunctive used in a subordinate clause (usually 

introduced  by  that)  following  an  expression  of  command,  suggestion,  or  possibility.” 

Övergaard  (1995:92)  uses  the  term  mandative about  “verbs  and nouns which express,  or 

signify,  volition,  e.g.  DEMAND,  REQUEST,  DESIRE,  WILL”.  A  mandative  sentence  is  a 

prerequisite for the subjunctive mood.
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3.3 The subjunctive mood

Greenbaum & Nelson (2002:62) define the subjunctive as a  mood beside the indicative and 

the  imperative mood.  Thus,  according  to  them  “finite  verb  phrases  have  three  moods”. 

Övergaard (1995:93) also explains the subjunctive and indicative moods, which are relevant 

in this essay: 

the  indicative  is  employed  when  “the  speaker  intends  the  words  to  match  the 
world” [...] i.e. it is used to express the prevailing situation, whereas the subjunctive 
and the imperative are used to state a wish to make the world match somebody 
else’s wish.

Övergaard (1995:93)

Harsch (1968:13) gives further descriptions of moods in general and the subjunctive mood in 

particular; he concludes that: 

The subjunctive mood [...]  is [a] formal opposition shown by verb inflection  or 
syntactic contrast indicating (1) the relationship(s) between one verb in the sentence 
and another verb structure expressing wish, command, desire etc., and (2) that the 
speaker or writer is thinking in terms of non-fact or modification of fact as distinct 
from fact (indicative mood) or command (imperative mood). 

Harsch (1968:13)

The  distinctions  made  by  Harsch  (1968:13)  are  useful  because  they  are  precise  in 

describing moods in few words but still  in detail.  From Harsch’s description we can also 

clearly see that the subjunctive mood is very close to the term mandative semantically since 

the elements of volition and futurity are included in both terms.

If we adopt the view of the imperative simply as commanding it can be disregarded since 

it  does  not  clash  with  the  indicative  and  subjunctive  in  definitions.  However,  Jacobsson 

(1975) discusses the suggestion that a definition of the mandative subjunctive could be a type 

of imperative: “‘Indirect-discourse imperative’ as a designation for what I propose to call the 

mandative  subjunctive  seems  at  first  sight  to  have  much  to  recommend  it”  (Jacobsson, 

1975:220). He points out that semantically, subjunctives and imperatives are very much alike 

and mentions the example “One of you go and tell him” (Jacobsson, 1975:220). This example 

is an imperative, but at the same time has features of mandativity. However, he concludes that 

this similarity does not apply as much to syntax because the moods differ for instance when it 

comes to negation patterns. This suggests that the imperative and the subjunctive are not alike 

as assumed and thus the imperative will not be put in focus in this essay.
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Semantically,  the  viewpoint  that  is  adopted  here  about  non-distinct  forms  is  that  the 

mandative subjunctive can be defined from mandative trigger verbs and their cognates. This 

definition  can  be  made  in  the  cases  when  non-distinct  forms,  where  the  subjunctive  or 

indicative constructions are indistinguishable, as seen in (2), appear. 

(2) After lunch I suggested that we continue with our work, and our Soviet hosts were very 

surprised. (Kolhapur)

If we restructure (2) so that it becomes a distinct form, by using a third person singular 

pronoun instead of a first person plural pronoun, the difference between non-distinct forms 

and distinct forms becomes more obvious since  continues is the “normal” indicative third 

person singular form: “After lunch I suggested that [he] continue with [his] work” (my italics 

and changes).

However,  since  the  previous  studies  that  are  used  here  for  comparison  exclude  non-

distinct forms or place them in a separate category, there is no need to classify each individual 

non-distinct form in this study as a subjunctive or an indicative and, admittedly, such an effort 

would be too time-consuming. Thus, they are placed in a separate category when they appear. 

Non-distinct forms are discussed further in section 3.4.3.

3.4 Realizations

The  subjunctive  mood  in  mandative  sentences  can  be  realized  in  several  ways.  These 

realizations, including non-distinct forms, are explained and discussed here.

3.4.1 The subjunctive form

It is important to keep the subjunctive mood and its morphological form separated. When the 

subjunctive mood is discussed it will therefore be referred to as the subjunctive mood and the 

grammatically distinct form seen in (3) will be referred to as the subjunctive construction.

(3) I suggest (that) he open the window.
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3.4.2 Periphrastic constructions

Periphrastic  constructions  are  often  mentioned  when  the  subjunctive  mood  is  discussed 

because studies have shown that constructions with auxiliaries that replace the subjunctive 

construction are common. The Oxford English Dictionary (online) describes periphrastic as: 

“conjugation formed by the combination of a simple verb and an auxiliary, rather than by an 

inflection of the simple verb”. 

Cruse (2004:298) describes modal expressions as “those which signal a particular attitude 

on the part of the speaker to the proposition expressed or the situation described.” Using this 

definition,  we can  see  how modality  can  be  connected  to  mandativity,  since  it  is  also  a 

definition of attitude, even though a more specific one.  In this essay, the modal verbs that 

occur in mandative sentences are in focus. It is important to point out that modality must not 

be confused with mood. 

3.4.2.1 Should and other modals

Other  studies  have  shown  should as  the  most  common modal  used  in  constructions  that 

replace  the  subjunctive  construction.  In  (4)  the should-construction  appears  as  such  a 

replacement.

(4) WHO advises that an open and infected wound should be washed regularly with clean 

water mixed with a birch [sic] of salt. (ICE-EA)

Other modals can also appear in constructions that replace the subjunctive construction. Two 

of these modals are must (5) and will (6).

(5) In the recent past, the divisional environmental management committee has insisted that 

such facilities must be installed. (ICE-EA)

(6) It’s my wish that I will attend your graduation ceremony later in this year, if God wills. 

(ICE-EA)
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3.4.3 Non-distinct forms

The subjunctive construction is only distinct, i.e. differs morphologically, from the indicative 

construction in the 3rd person singular as in (7) and for the verb  be as in (8), distinguished 

from the indicative  are in (9). The subjunctive is non-distinct when it is indistinguishable 

from the indicative construction morphologically, as we can see in (10). If we want to classify 

a non-distinct form as an indicative or subjunctive, a semantic approach, where the forms are 

examined based on their mandativity, is needed.

(7) He opens the window.

(8) My suggestion is that they be given this assignment.

(9) They are given this assignment.

(10) I suggest that they open the window.

3.5 Conclusion - mood, inflection and modality 

This  theoretical  discussion  concludes  that  the  subjunctive  must  be  seen  from  different 

viewpoints depending on which aspect of it is examined. Here the different ways it manifests 

itself on a syntactic level are discussed: as an inflectionally distinct form, as a periphrastic 

construction or with the inflectional form of the indicative. Discussion about the semantics of 

the subjunctive have however been necessary in order to show that the non-distinct forms 

could be defined as subjunctives or indicatives according to a semantic interpretation based on 

theories about mandativity and mood.

4. Material and method
For this study to be successful, procedures must be created and followed when the material is 

examined and data is sorted and collected. This section deals with that problem. 

4.1 Material and data

This essay discusses and examines material collected from the Kolhapur Corpus of Indian 

English (Sjivaji University, India), and the written part of the International Corpus of English 

(ICE), corpus of East African English (Tanzania and Kenya), ICE-EA (Chemnitz University, 

Germany).  These  corpora  have  the  disadvantage  of  being  small,  both  contain  about  one 

million words, but data collected from small spoken corpora in previous studies suggest that it 
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is possible to identify enough examples of mandative sentences to draw conclusions based on 

that data. Övergaard (1995) uses small amounts of corpus data for each section in her study 

and is  still  able  to  produce clear results,  which further  strengthens the argument  that  the 

amount of data for this study is not too small.

It is important to point out that the Kolhapur corpus is older than the ICE-EA corpus. The 

Kolhapur Corpus is based on texts from 1978, while the ICE-EA was completed in 1998. 

Thus, these corpora are hard to compare directly to each other, but there is sufficient data to 

compare them to results from British and American English separately and assumptions on 

the development of East African and Indian English can also be made based on the corpora. In 

fact,  the Kolhapur corpus is constructed to be comparable to the Brown (1961) and LOB 

(1961) corpora according to the manual by Shastri (1986). There is also sufficient recent data 

to compare the ICE-EA corpus with, like the Frown (1992) corpus or FLOB (1991).

Previous research into this topic is used. In order to define terminology this essay relies 

on various articles and books about the topic.

4.2 Classifying the data

The tokens found in the corpora were divided into four main groups based on their form: 

subjunctive  constructions  (11),  indicative  constructions  (12),  constructions  with  the 

periphrastic alternate should (13) and other periphrastic constructions (14).

(11) I suggest that he open the window.
(12) I suggest that he opens the window.
(13) I suggest that he should open the window.
(14) I suggest that he may open the window.

Furthermore, the non-distinct forms, where the subjunctive and indicative moods have the 

same form as in (15) were included, like in Johansson & Norheim (1988).  Example (15) is 

impossible to classify as a subjunctive or indicative morphologically, thus the sentence is non-

distinct regarding form.

(15) He suggested that I open the window.

These non-distinct forms are shown in a separate category so that results can be compared to 

studies that have excluded them. 
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The periphrastic constructions were divided into two categories,  should  as in (13), and 

other modals as in (14), to simplify comparison with results from previous studies, especially 

since some studies only compare the subjunctive with an alternative construction with should. 

Both negative and passive sentences were included but not sorted separately or discussed. 

Seventeen trigger verbs for mandativity, selected from the study by Johansson & Norheim 

(1988) and used by Hundt (1998) were used as the base triggers for the search in the corpora. 

These  triggers are:  advise, ask, beg, demand, desire, direct, insist,  move, order, propose,  

recommend, request, require, stipulate, suggest, urge and  wish  and their cognates in other 

word-classes. 

5. Results
This  section  discusses  and  compares  data  obtained  from the  quantitative  analysis  of  the 

Kolhapur and ICE-EA corpora. These results are compared to results from other studies in 

section 6.

5.1 East African English

Firstly, we will look at the ICE-EA corpus, which contains data from Tanzanian and Kenyan 

English. Some interesting features of the distribution in this variety were found.

Table 1. Distribution of forms used in East African English, ICE-EA (1998).

Form N Per cent
Subjunctive 71 34%
Indicative 13 6%
Non-distinct forms 24 12%
Should-construction 79 38%
Other modals 21 10%
Total 208 100%

Table 1 shows the distribution of different forms used in mandative sentences in the East 

African corpus after the 17 governing verbs and their cognates. The most common form was 

the should-construction (79 tokens) followed by the subjunctive construction (71 tokens).

5.1.1 Subjunctives

71 tokens containing a subjunctive construction in the mandative sentences examined in the 
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ICE-EA corpus were found. The most common trigger verbs for subjunctive constructions 

were require and suggest. 

Omission  of  that in  sentences  was  also  observed  in  some of  the  tokens.  (16)  is  an 

example of that-omission in a sentence with a subjunctive construction; this could be due to 

the judicial nature of the specific sentence exemplified, but it was found in some of the tokens 

from this corpus. 

(16) The law requires it be discarded with as soon as possible. (ICE-EA)

A general observation about the data from the corpora examined is that be often appears in 

mandative sentences as a subjunctive construction, as we can see in (17). 

One could argue that  be only appears as a  subjunctive in  judicial  language,  but  (17) 

shows us that this is not always the case; it is composed of non-judicial language, but still be 

appears.

(17) She promised to consider the Minister's request that the proposed Molo-Olenguruone 

and Bomet-Lintein roads  be extended by eight kilometres to cover a section of his  

constituency. (ICE-EA)

5.1.2 Indicatives

The occurrence of the indicative construction, as observed in (18) and (19), in East African 

English was slightly higher than expected, given that the hypothesis suggests that it should 

distance itself from British English. 13 tokens is not a high number, but it is evidence that the 

indicative construction actually occurs in East African English. The indicative construction 

appeared mainly with the trigger suggest, but was also observed with insist, recommend, urge 

and wish. (19) is mandative to a high degree (clear suggestions/wishes are presented), still it 

appears in the indicative form.

(18)He  insisted  that  Mr.  Seushi’s  company  explains in  detail  the  reason  behind  its  
statement (ICE-EA)

(19) They blamed gas leaks on the worn out materials and suggested that the management 

takes immediate remedial steps by overhauling the plant and replacing all worn out  
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parts to prevent leaks.

5.1.3 Non-distinct forms

The first observation that should be made is that the non-distinct forms (where the subjunctive 

and indicative constructions are indistinguishable as seen in (20)) only account for a small 

percentage of the total number of tokens. Thus, they do not change the distribution radically, 

as  Hundt  (1998)  concludes  about  Johansson  & Norheim’s  (1998)  study,  where  the  non-

distinct forms accounted for 18.2% of the tokens from the Brown corpus and 9% of the tokens 

from the LOB corpus (Hundt, 1998).

(20)  Unicef  suggests that developed countries  come to the aid of developing countries by  

writing off most of the remaining debts (ICE-EA)

     

When two figures illustrating this are compared it is easier to see the unimportance of the 

non-distinct forms for the general tendency of distribution. Figures 1 and 2 show that there is 

only a slight shift in the distribution if the non-distinct forms are removed and the tendency 

that the should-construction is most common, followed by the subjunctive construction is not 

disturbed.

Figure 1.  Distribution of forms in East African English, ICE-EA (1998), with non-distinct 

forms included.

However, the non-distinct forms do have an impact if the should-construction is regarded as 

any  other  periphrastic  modal,  since  then  modals  are  more  common than  the  inflectional 

constructions, if the non-distinct inflectional constructions are removed.
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Figure 2. Distribution of forms in East African English, ICE-EA (1998), non-distinct forms 

excluded.

5.1.4 Should and other modals

The construction with should  was, as predicted from looking at  the results  from previous 

studies,  the most common modal  construction to replace the subjunctive construction and 

accounted for 79 tokens. However, there were 21 tokens in the ICE-EA of constructions with 

other modals than should. The ones that manifested themselves in the corpus were shall, may,  

must, will, could, would and might.

In total, the periphrastic constructions in mandative sentences found in the ICE-EA were 

100 out  of  208 tokens.  This  is  close  to  half  of  the  total  number  of  tokens.  This  neither 

confirms  nor  contradicts  the  hypothesis.  Periphrastic  constructions  with  modals  are  used 

somewhat less than half of the time in the written East African English examined here. In 

Table 2 we can see the distribution of the other modals in the ICE-EA corpus.

Table 2. Distribution of other modals in East African English, ICE-EA (1998).

Modal N
May 6
Could 5
Must 3
Shall 3
Will 2
Might 1
Would 1
Total 21

Examples (21) and (22) show the use of other modals that appeared when the corpus was 

examined. Since (21) can be considered a wish or desired condition rather than a statement of 

fact it was classified as a mandative sentence and subjunctive mood.
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(21)  A member from Tanzania's National Planning Commission suggested that in order to  

come up with proper solutions, problems must be analysed [sic] at both macro and micro 

levels. (ICE-EA)

(22) In the recent past, the divisional environmental management committee has insisted 

that such facilities must be installed. (ICE-EA)

Shall still appears in this corpus even though it is not common. It should be noted that, as 

seen in (23), it is more common in bureaucratic, formal and judicial language. This argument 

is also strengthened by the fact that it only appears in connection with the trigger verbs advise 

and order in this corpus.

(23) We order that each of the appellants shall be set free and be released forthwith unless 

otherwise lawfully held. (ICE-EA)

5.1.5 Lexical factors in the ICE-EA corpus

Lexical factors in the data from the East African corpus that should be mentioned are the fact 

that  the  verb  suggest,  and  to  some  extent  its  cognates,  yielded  the  highest  number  of 

mandative sentences, 71 tokens.  Recommend and require follow this with 24 and 17 tokens 

respectively. No mandative sentences at all were found with triggers move and beg.

5.2 Indian English

The Kolhapur corpus yielded fewer mandative sentences when the same number of trigger 

verbs and their cognates were used for the search. Table 3 describes the distribution of the 

different forms in Indian English.

Table 3. Distribution of forms used in Indian English, Kolhapur (1978).

Form N Per cent
Subjunctive 20 18%
Indicative 3 3%
Non-distinct forms 12 11%
Should-construction 52 46%
Other modals 26 23%
Total 113 101%
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The first observation is that there are fewer tokens of mandative sentences than in the 

East African corpus, only 113 tokens compared to the 204 found in ICE-EA. However, a 

possible explanation of this is that a high number of non-mandative constructions with to, as 

in  (24)  in  contrast  to  an  equivalent  option  with  a  mandative  sentence  with  or  without  a 

subjunctive construction as in (25), were observed in Kolhapur.

(24) They recommended him to buy the car.

(25) They recommended that he buy the car.

Figure  3  displays  the  distribution  of  forms  in  Indian  English.  The  first  major  difference 

between these results and those of the ICE-EA corpus is the higher proportion of other modal 

constructions (23% in Kolhapur compared to 10% in ICE-EA). The second difference is that 

there are fewer subjunctives, only 18% compared to 34% in the ICE-EA corpus. Otherwise, 

the distribution of different forms is not significantly different. A slightly higher occurrence 

of the construction with the modal should can be noted and there are fewer occurrences of the 

indicative construction.

Figure 3. Distribution of forms in Indian English, Kolhapur (1978), with non-distinct forms 

included.

5.2.1 Subjunctives

There were 20 tokens of the subjunctive construction, exemplified in (26), in this corpus, 

fewer both in absolute numbers and percentage compared to the ICE-EA corpus. 

(26) But Naresh insisted that she sit beside him. (Kolhapur)

In Kolhapur the subjunctive construction was predominant in the tokens with  suggest; 
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there were 8 tokens out of 20 connected to suggest and its cognates.

5.2.2 Indicatives

Only 3 tokens of the indicative construction were found in the Kolhapur corpus.  In (27) the 

indicative construction with is is preferred instead of the subjunctive construction with be or a 

periphrastic construction with should.

(27) Several wage boards have looked into the working conditions and pay scales of different 

industries and it is desirable that such an enquiry [sic]  is made in regard to tamasha  

arttistes also. (Kolhapur)

5.2.3 Non-distinct forms

Non-distinct constructions in mandative sentences appeared in 12 tokens out of the 113 tokens 

of mandative sentences found in the Kolhapur corpus. Suggest was the trigger yielding most 

of the non-distinct forms (8 tokens) and as we see in Table 1, the distribution of non-distinct 

forms does not differ significantly between Indian and East African English. Figure 4, where 

the non-distinct forms are excluded illustrates the difference from Figure 3, where they are 

included.

Figure  4.  Distribution  of  forms  in  Indian  English,  Kolhapur  (1978),  non-distinct  forms 

excluded.
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5.2.4 Should and other modals

As we can see if we compare Figure 4 with Figure 2, should and other modal constructions 

are  more  predominant  in  the  Indian  corpus  than in  the East  African Corpus.  Numbering 

almost ¾ of the tokens from the Kolhapur corpus, if we exclude the non-distinct forms, there 

is a significant difference from East African English, where only slightly more than half of the 

tokens  are  constructions  with  modals.  A possible  explanation  of  these  results  is  that  the 

Kolhapur corpus is much older than the ICE-EA corpus. This explanation is based on the 

assumption that there is an increase in the use of the subjunctive construction in different 

Englishes worldwide, even though it could be the case that it is decreasing in some varieties. 

However, based on the same assumption, it is reasonable to assume that older corpora contain 

more  modal  constructions.  Example  (28)  shows  the  use  of  should instead  of  the  pure 

subjunctive or indicative constructions in the Kolhapur corpus.

(28) The Government should  insist that sites for the wells  should be taken up for digging  

during future droughts. (Kolhapur)

5.2.5 Lexical factors in the Kolhapur corpus

The most  common trigger  verb (or  cognate thereof)  was  suggest  (54 tokens),  which was 

followed by require (8 tokens) and insist (7 tokens). 

5.3 Summary and discussion about Indian and East African English

Indian  and  East  African  English  were  discussed  in  this  section  and  the  following  main 

observations can be made about them. Firstly, the most common trigger verb or cognate in 

each corpus was suggest. 

Secondly, a difference between the results from the corpora was found. In Indian English, 

modal  (periphrastic)  constructions were more common than inflectional  constructions (i.e. 

subjunctives,  indicatives  or  non-distinct  constructions),  making  up  almost  ¾  of  the  total 

number  of  tokens  if  non-distinct  forms  were  excluded.  East  African  English,  however, 

preferred inflectional constructions to a higher extent; somewhat less than half of the tokens 

were subjunctives or indicatives, when non-distinct forms were excluded. If we assume that 

minor varieties of English in the world follow the same pattern of development, then this 

difference signifies an increase in the use of inflectional constructions and a decrease in the 
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use of periphrastic constructions, based on the fact that the Indian Kolhapur corpus is older 

than the ICE-EA corpus. 

Finally, it can be observed that the indicative construction was more common in East 

African English. If working from the same hypothesis as in the previous paragraph, this could 

signify that there is an increase in the use of the indicative as well. This matches the idea that 

inflectional constructions are increasing.

6. Analysis
This section compares the findings presented in this essay with findings from other studies, 

and compares East African and Indian English mainly with British and American English. 

Indian English is discussed first since the Kolhapur corpus is older than the East African ICE-

EA corpus.

6.1 Indian English

Johansson & Norheim (1988) compare the subjunctive construction with the use of  should. 

Their results are based on examinations of the LOB and Brown corpora. These are older 

corpora and therefore more comparable with my results from the Kolhapur corpus than with 

the results from the ICE-EA, which is newer. 

They conclude that in American English the subjunctive construction is preferred before 

constructions with  should.  In the British material,  however, there is a clear dominance of 

should before  the  subjunctive  construction.  Since  they  also  included  anxious,  essential,  

important,  necessary  and  sufficient as  triggers there  is  need to  resummarize their  results, 

excluding these triggers which were not examined in this essay. Furthermore, they exclude 

observations of the indicative and only include the non-distinct forms in their study. Hence, 

we will look at the same aspects here.

6.1.1 British English

The results from the Kolhapur corpus about Indian English are compared to the results from 

the LOB corpus about British English. Table 4 compares the results from the examination of 

the Kolhapur  corpus  with  the  examination  of  the  LOB corpus  by  Johansson & Norheim 

(1988). When put in this perspective, we can see that should is the dominant construction in 

the Kolhapur corpus, with the subjunctive as a second choice and thirdly, the non-distinct 
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forms appear. The same order appeared in the examination of the LOB corpus, even though 

there were fewer non-distinct forms there.

Table 4. Indian English (InE), Kolhapur (1978) compared to British English (BrE), LOB 

(1961) from Johansson & Norheim (1988).

InE (1978) BrE (1961)
Trigger Should Subj Non-dist Should Subj Non-dist
Advise 2 - 1 3 - -
Ask - - - 2 1 -
Beg - - - - - -
Demand 2 1 - 3 2 1
Desire 2 1 - 1 - -
Direct - - - 1 - 1
Insist 2 2 2 8 - 1
Move - - - - 1 -
Order - 2 - - 1 -
Propose 4 1 - 5 - 1
Recommend 7 - - 13 1 -
Request 1 1 - - 2 -
Require 3 2 1 6 1 1
Stipulate 2 - - 1 - -
Suggest 26 8 8 34 2 6
Urge 1 1 - 2 - -
Wish - 1 - 2 1 -
Total 52 20 12 81 12 11
     

Figures 5 and 6 describe the distribution of forms in Indian English and British English.

Figure 5. Distribution of forms in Indian English, Kolhapur (1978).
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Figure 5 and Figure 6 clearly show the dominance of the  should-construction with the 

perspective that Johansson & Norheim (1998) used. However, there are tendencies that could 

suggest  that  Indian  English  is  distancing  itself  from  British  English.  There  is  a  higher 

percentage with the subjunctive than in LOB. 

Figure 6. Distribution of forms in British English, LOB (1961).

There is a larger proportion of non-distinct forms in percentage in the Kolhapur corpus. If 

these  are  considered  using  Övergaard’s  (1995)  suggestion  that  non-distinct  forms  are 

subjunctives, it is made even clearer that the Kolhapur corpus yielded a significantly higher 

number of subjunctives than the results that Johansson & Norheim (1988) obtained from the 

LOB corpus. What these results clearly show is that the use of inflectional constructions (non-

distinct forms and subjunctives, indicatives excluded here) are more common in the Indian 

Kolhapur corpus than in the British LOB corpus.

     

6.1.2 American English

The results from the Kolhapur corpus were also compared to the data found in the Brown 

corpus by Johansson & Norheim (1988) about American English.

The results that Johansson & Norheim (1988) found about American English show an 

even  more  significant  dominance  contrary  to  that  of  British  English.  The  subjunctive 

construction with the 17 trigger verbs and cognates examined in this essay was absolutely 

dominant  in  the results  from American English.  104 tokens  out  of  140 were subjunctive 

constructions. If we once again use Övergaard’s (1995) approach and treat the 22 tokens of 

non-distinct  forms  as  subjunctives  we  arrive  at  126  inflectional  constructions  against  14 

should-constructions. 
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Table  5. Indian  English  (InE),  Kolhapur  (1978)  compared  to  American  English  (AmE), 

Brown (1961) from Johansson & Norheim (1988).

InE (1978) AmE (1961)
Trigger Should Subj Non-dist Should Subj Non-dist
Advise 2 - 1 1 2 -
Ask - - - - 5 -
Beg - - - - 1 -
Demand 2 1 - - 19 1
Desire 2 1 - 1 1 -
Direct - - - - 2 -
Insist 2 2 2 2 9 4
Move - - - - 1 -
Order - 2 - 1 2 -
Propose 4 1 - 1 9 3
Recommend 7 - - 1 10 3
Request 1 1 - - 6 1
Require 3 2 1 - 14 2
Stipulate 2 - - - 2 -
Suggest 26 8 8 7 12 7
Urge 1 1 - - 6 1
Wish - 1 - - 3 -
Total 52 20 12 14 104 22
     

Figure 7 describes the distribution of forms in the American Brown corpus and when 

Figure 7 is compared to figures 5 and 6, we can clearly see that the subjunctive construction is 

the most common one in American English, followed by Indian English and it is less common 

in  British  English.  In  the  results  from  American  English,  the  subjunctive  construction 

dominates the diagram and accounts for 74% of the number of tokens in the American corpus.

Figure 7. Distribution of forms in American English, Brown (1961).
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6.2 East African English

Since  the  ICE-EA corpus,  which  was  used  in  the  study of  the  mandative  subjunctive  in 

Kenyan and Tanzanian English, is newer than the Kolhapur corpus the results from Johansson 

& Norheim (1988) are not completely comparable with the results from ICE-EA. 

Hundt (1998) also discusses the subjunctive in American and British English. The results 

that she presents, which are useful for this examination, are from two newer corpora, the 

FLOB (1991) corpus for British English and the Frown (1992) corpus for American English. 

Since non-distinct forms are not presented for the Frown corpus we will only compare the 

subjunctive versus should when the results from ICE-EA are compared to FLOB and Frown.

Table 6 describes the distribution of the should-construction compared to the subjunctive 

construction in East African, American and British English.

Table 6. East African English (EAE), ICE-EA (1998) compared to American English (AmE), 

Frown (1992) and British English (BrE), FLOB (1991).

EAE  (1998) AmE (1992) BrE (1991)
Trigger Should Subj Should Subj Should Subj
Advise 5 1 - - 3 -
Ask - 5 - 5 3 1
Beg - - - 1 - -
Demand 4 7 - 10 6 8
Desire - - - 1 - -
Direct 4 2 - - 1 -
Insist 5 6 2 10 3 3
Move - - - - - -
Order 3 7 - 5 3 4
Propose 6 7 1 3 7 1
Recommend 12 9 3 6 20 6
Request 2 3 - 7 1 6
Require 5 11 - 19 5 8
Stipulate - - - - 1 1
Suggest 32 10 5 23 13 4
Urge - 2 - 3 1 2
Wish 1 1 - 1 - -
Total 79 71 11 94 67 44
     

In Table 6 we can see that American English is leading in high usage of the subjunctive 
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construction; the subjunctive construction dominates the tokens from the Frown corpus with 

94 out of 105 tokens (90%). Secondly, we find the results from ICE-EA where the  should-

construction is dominant with 79 of 150 tokens (53%), but there is still a high number of 

subjunctive constructions (71 tokens). Finally, we have British English (FLOB) where the 

subjunctive construction only appears in 44 out of 111 tokens (40%). 

Figure 8 shows us the distribution in East African English (ICE-EA), American English 

(Frown) and British English (FLOB). We can see more clearly that somewhat less than half of 

the  tokens  contained  subjunctive  constructions  in  East  African  English,  there  is  a  clear 

dominance of the subjunctive construction in American English and in British English the 

should-construction is dominant.

Figure 8. Distribution of forms in East African English, ICE-EA (1998); American English, 
Frown (1992) and British English, FLOB (1991).

Comparing these figures with figures from table 4 we can conclude that the usage of the 

subjunctive construction in British English (FLOB) is higher than in the results from the LOB 

corpus, but it is still leading in the use of the should-construction. Furthermore, East African 

English is placed between American English and British English in the use of the subjunctive 

construction. Since the increase of tokens of subjunctives in FLOB compared to LOB (Table 

4) is clear, the conclusion that East African English is influenced by American English can be 

drawn. This is supported by the results from the Kolhapur corpus. There is a higher number of 

should-constructions there, higher than in the ICE-EA at the same time as there are more 

should-constructions in percentage in British English.
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6.3 Summary and conclusion

This section compared the ICE-EA corpus with FLOB and Frown; and the Kolhapur Corpus 

with LOB and Brown. The conclusion that can be drawn from this examination is that Indian 

and East African Englishes have a higher number of subjunctives than British English, but 

they are not near American English in the occurrence of the subjunctive construction.

The fact  that  more  subjunctive  inflectional  constructions  were  found  in  the  ICE-EA 

corpus, which is newer, than in the Kolhapur corpus, which is older, can be seen as supporting 

the suggestion by Hundt (1998) that American English is leading an increase in the use of the 

subjunctive construction

6.3.1 Other relevant studies

Thyberg (1996) looked at the mandative subjunctive in British and American English, 

using the CobuildDirect corpora, and concluded that American English is leading in the use of 

the subjunctive and influencing an increase in subjunctive constructions in British English. It 

is reasonable to assume that this increase should affect other varieties of English as well; thus, 

the findings in this essay have also supported that statement.

Peters  (1998)  discusses  the  mandative  subjunctive  in  Australian  English  using  the 

Australian Corpus of English.  She concludes that  “Overall  the subjunctive count is  much 

larger than that for the paraphrases” (Peters, 1998:89). This indicates that Australian English 

seems to follow the pattern of American English, but is placed in between American English 

and British English. Thus, her study supports the same conclusions that are drawn in this 

essay.

7. Conclusion
This essay examined the subjunctive construction in mandative sentences in East African and 

Indian  English.  The  first  major  observation  is  that  the  subjunctive  is  anything  but  dead. 

People who claim that the subjunctive is “dying or obsolete” are in fact deeming half of the 

mandative  sentences  found  as  insignificant.  One  possible  explanation  of  the  various 

statements  about  the  “death  of  the  subjunctive”  can  be  found  in  the  focus  on  English 

historically  as  many  inflectional  forms  became obsolete  during  the  development  towards 

modern English, but today it would be a false statement to consider the subjunctive “dead”. 

Another possible explanation would be that they based their examinations only on British 
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English, where, admittedly, the subjunctive construction is less frequent. In either case, this 

essay has strengthened the argument that the subjunctive is alive and well.

East  African  English and Indian  English are  varieties  that  appear  in  between British 

English and American English in the use of the subjunctive construction versus the should-

construction. Since the studies that the results from Kolhapur and ICE-EA were compared to 

did not examine other modals it was only possible to show the distribution of other modals in 

periphrastic constructions in East African and Indian English.

There were fewer subjunctive constructions in the Kolhapur corpus than in the ICE-EA 

corpus, and it is possible that these results have appeared because the Kolhapur corpus may 

not be as influenced by American English as the ICE-EA, since the latter corpus is newer.

Indicative constructions in the mandative sentences examined were few in both the ICE-

EA and Kolhapur  corpora,  but  they existed.  However,  they did not  influence  the  overall 

results significantly.

There has been no examination of spoken corpora in this essay because of the lack of data 

about spoken Indian English. However,  this would be an interesting topic to study in the 

future if a spoken corpus for Indian English is created.

The hypothesis that subjunctive constructions in mandative sentences are more common 

in Indian and East African English than in British English has been supported through this 

corpus study, and it  is reasonable to assume that this is a fact.  However,  it  has not been 

possible to make a diachronic study of each variety because there is no older East African or 

newer  Indian  material.  Thus,  it  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to  determine  if  the  use  of 

subjunctive  constructions  in  Indian  and  East  African  English  is  increasing;  we  can  only 

speculate about that and assume that that is the case. It would, however, be an interesting 

topic for future studies, given that new corpora, a newer corpus for Indian English and an 

older corpus for East African English, are created. 

Time will tell whether it is the wish of speakers of English that the subjunctive stay or 

die.
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Appendix A. Extended summary of results from East African English, ICE-EA (1998).

Trigger Subjunctive Should Indicative Other modals Non-distinct
Advise 1 5 - 1 -
Ask 5 - - - -
Beg - - - - -
Demand 7 4 - - 5
Desire - - - 1 -
Direct 2 4 - - 1
Insist 6 5 2 1 2
Move - - - - -
Order 7 3 - 3 -
Propose 7 6 - - 1
Recommend 9 12 1 - 2
Request 3 2 - - 2
Require 11 5 - - 1
Stipulate - - - 1 -
Suggest 10 32 8 11 10
Urge 2 - 1 - -
Wish 1 1 1 3 -
Total 71 79 13 21 24

     

Appendix B. Extended summary of results from Indian English, Kolhapur (1978).

Trigger Subjunctive Should Indicative Other modals Non-distinct
Advise - 2 - - 1
Ask - - - - -
Beg - - - - -
Demand 1 2 - 1 -
Desire 1 2 1 - -
Direct - - - - -
Insist 2 2 - 1 2
Move - - - - -
Order 2 - - 4 -
Propose 1 4 - - -
Recommend - 7 - - -
Request 1 1 - 1 -
Require 2 3 - 2 1
Stipulate - 2 - 3 -
Suggest 8 26 1 11 8
Urge 1 1 1 1 -
Wish 1 - - 2 -
Total 20 52 3 26 12
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