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The importance of the auxiliaries in English can be hardly exagger-
ated. There is no doubt about the fact that the auxiliaries enjoy the high-
est frequency in the language. It is mainly through them that it is
possible to express the most varied shades of the nature of the predica-
tion. It is quite obvious that an English-speaking person who has not
sufficient knowledge of the auxiliaries will never be able to express
himself freely and so will never feel 'natural’ in the language. In view
of all this, the auxiliaries (both primary and modal) should be introduced
into the learning programme in a relatively early stage.

The present paper is a modest contribution to the analysis of the
English modal auxiliaries and their equivalent constructions in Polish. 1t
falls into two major parts: Part A concentrates solely on the description
of must, and Part B deals with its Polish equivalents.

Part A: MUST

In opposition to most writers on English grammar, we assume that
must manifests only one meaning which may be paraphrased to read:
“the actualization of the predication is viewed as necessary by some
aspect(s) of the world”. The term ’aspect’ has been borrowed here from
Joos, and it may, among others, include: the will of a person other than
the subject, norms or rules functioning in various spheres of social life
(e.g¢., moral code, laws, rules of a game, ete.), the pressure of the relevant
circumstances, the state of our knowiedge, the will of the subject, etc.

Unlike the 'independent’ shall (attested in examples like Shall I open
the window? or 'He shall not go’) which explicitly indicates that the
initiation of the action is dependent upon the speaker, or the addressee,
must in this respect remains neutral. Thus in (1) 'You must do it at
once’ and in (2) '(Tell him) he must come earlier tomorrow’ it may or
may not be the speaker that requires the predication. In cases where the
speaker acbs as the subject it may be himself or somebody else comment-
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ing upon whom the action depends. Sentences containing first-person
singular subjects turn out to be ambiguous even if they are not extracted
from their proper context. (3) ’I must leave now’ may in fact be related
to either of the following sentences: (4) 'I must leave {my sense of duty,
or something of that sort) forces’ me to leave’ and () ’'I must leave (I
start work at seven)’.

(1) to (3), in one of their interpretations, carry an implication of obli-
gation. This is confirmed by the fact that each of them is paraphrasable
by the construction be obliged to. The following then are legitimate par-
aphrases of (1) to (3), respectively:

6. You are obliged to do it {at once)
7. He is obliged to come earlier tomorrow
8. T'm obliged to leave

Most grammarians treat the obligation implied in each of the above
examples as part of the semantics of the modal. However, an explanation
of this distinction in terms of the meaning of the modal (i.e., necessity)
and the character of the aspect of the world involved seems to be theo-
retically more plausible. Notice that if we assume that the speaker him-
self functions as the aspect, (6) to (8) cease to qualify as possible para-
phrases of (1) to (3). Under this interpretation the subject of (3), as it
were exercising his own will, chooses to follow the specified course of
action.

One of the differences between (1) and (3) lies in that whereas in (3)
the subject and the speaker are the same person, in {1) they are two
different persons. Examples like (1) are often construed as commands ({In

such examples we have to do with obligations imposed upon the subject
by the speaker). Consider:

9. You must do it (at once)
10. ?You have to do it
11. ?You are obliged to do it
12. T (hereby) tell/order vou to do it
13. ?You had to do it
14. I told/ordered you to do it

1f (9) is treated as a command, (10) and (11) are very unlikely as its par-
aphrases. (12) seems to be the only candidate here. Notice also that a
‘past time’ equivalent of (9) is not (13) but (14).

In sentences implying an ’external’ obligation (i.e., obligation imposed
upon the subject by some aspect of the world) mast may be replaced by
have to, although not in all possible situations. All of the following sen-
tences are synonymous:
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15. You must go
16. You are obliged to go
17. You have to go

Under the ’'non-obligative’ interpretation the substituf:inn of have to
for must in (3) and similar examples is rendered impossible, I-IED'CE' the
inadmissibility of (18) 'I have to leave’. Underlying the meaning ::ff (i?)
seems something like I strongly insist on my ﬂ-eaving’.iThere the su-.bjefzt 5
insistence appears to be so strong as to make him view the predication
necessary. ‘ o |

Th-erg-se of must in sentences implying a suggestion or advice makes
the suggestion more persistent, as in:

19. You must come and see us one of these days
20. You must introduce me to your new boyfriend

The circumstances accompanying the elicitation of sentences li]fe (19) jimci
(20) are such as to preclude an idea of obligation or mm&?uhsaﬂn as im-
posed upon the subject by the speaker or smnabudy!mmﬂhgg else. Quite
clearly, the idea of persistence conveyed in (19} and (20) 1'5 :l?ﬂt the de-
notation of must but at best is connotation. In these, and similar, exam-
ples the modal is hot replaceable by have to, which accounts for the
ungrammaticality of (21):

21. ?You have to introduce me to your new boyfriend

Earlier it has been pointed out that must fails to explicitly indicate
the character of the aspect requiring the predication. In Fontrast have to,
at least in present tense affirmative sentences, makes it clear th:at the
aspect involved in the matter is not either the speaker or the subject of

the sentence. Let us consider:

22. You must be back in camp
23. You have to be back in camp

(22) might be produced by an officer giving thafe orders,_ whereas (23)
might come from a soldier who has been told to inform bis comrades of
the orders. The same holds true in the case of (24) and (25). In ('24} the
subject is called upon to follow the action specified by t'he main verb
because the speaker ’likes it that way’. In (25) the regljllatmns, or some-
thing of that nature, may function as the aspect demanding the realization
of the action.

24. You must call me “Sir”
25. You have {o call me “Sir”
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To refer an obligation, command or suggestion to some future fimae,
we use will plus have to, as in;

26. You'll have to do it
27. You'll have to come and see us one of these days

iI'he use of will be obliged to in place of will have to, although possible
in the case of obligations, is regarded as a feature of formal written style.

Since must lacks the past tense form, past time reference is made by
means of the past tense form of have fo.

28. He had to go

Notice that when the past tense element is inserted into the VP. the
restriction we have noted to exist between must and have to (Exs. Zi and
23} becomes totally cobliterated. Had to is a 'past time’ equivalent of hoth
m;'ust and have to, regardless of the grammatical person of the subject
with which these happen to combine. (31) is a ’past time’ equivalent of
(28} and (30).

29. 1 must go
30. I have to go
31. I had to go

Negation with must in eventual, i.e., it invariably applies to the lexi-
cal verb. (32), for instance, is synonymous with (33), (34) and (35).

32. (My doctor says) I mustn’t eat meat

33. (My doctor says) I'm obliged not to eat meat
34. I'm not allowed to eat meat

35. It’s necessary that I shouldn’t eat meat

Mustn’t cannot, however, be replaced by don’t have to. (36) is not syno-
nymous with (37), the latter being equivalent to (38) and (39). Consider
the examples:

36. You mustn't go

37. You don’t have to go
38. You needn’t go

39. It isn’t necessary for you to go

Consider now the sentences:

40. TI'll be obliged not to eat meat
41. T won’t he allowed to eat meat
42. 7I'll have not to eat meat

(40) and (41) are 'future time’' equivalents of (32). Of course, (42) is im-
possible in English, |
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In order to negate the meaning of must, we use need plus not
(needn’t). The following are the negative counterparts of (43) and (44):

43. I must go

44, You must drink it
45. I needn’t go

46. You needn’t drink it

The absence of necessity in the past is signalled by needn’t plus have,
as in:

47, You needn’t have done it
48. She needn’t have read it for today

Needn't plus have implies that the action did actually teke place although
there was no necessity for it to occur. Didn’t have to indicates that the
action was not necessary so it did not (probably) happen.

In the examples that follow it is the state of our kmowledge (consist-
ing in statements accepted by us to be true) that acts as the aspect of
the world requiring the occurrence of the predication (E.g., if we assume
that the statements: 'X is Y’ and Y is Z’ are both true, then it necessa-
rily follows that the statement 'X is Z’ is also true):

49. It must be cold outside
50. I must be dreaming
51. He must be dying

(49) to (51) are simply logical conclusions and must here peints to the
necessary relation between the conclusions and the premises (i. e., state-
ments redognized by the speakter as being true) from which they logi-
cally follow. Notice also that what is implicit in each of the above exam-
ples is a strong conviction on the part of the speaker as regards the
truth or reality of what he is speaking about. Uttering (49), for instance,
what the speaker actually says is something like: 'I am certain/sure that
it is cold outside’.

To our knowledge none of the available handbooks of English men-
tions the possibility of substituting have to for must in sentences bearing
the character of inferences. However, sentences like the following do
occur in English:

52. You have to be crazy (te do that)

53. It has to be somewhere here
The following two examples are taken from Hammond Innes’ The
Strange Land, and here they are provided together with their'surrounding
contexts:
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54. There was something odd about the man, of course. There had
to e for him {o come a thousand miles to a remonte hiil village
for next to no money. *(p. 20).

35. 1 sat down, feeling dazed, thinking how senseless it was. There
were hundreds of square miles of mountains. Why did it have to
be here, in this exact spot?’ (p. 100).

Have to may be reganded as a stylistic varant of must appearing in
‘inferential’ statements containing verbs which do not admit of an "oblig-
ative’ interpretation. It is evident that none of the {52) - (65) Examples
allows for an ’obligative’ interpretation. (53) to (55) contain 'impersonal’
subjects. (52) contains a verh that is not subject to human control, and
here the speaker seems to imply that he cannot see any other interpreta-
tion on the subject’s behaviour. It seems that have to in this function is

more emphatic than must. This may be due to the fact that have to is
much rarer than must.

Let us now consider:
86. They must be married

In (56) the possibility of replacing must by have to is ruled out, since the
verb (and of course, the subject) here is subject to an 'obligative’ as well
as an 'inferential’ interpretation. Thus, (56) is ambiguous between the
following two interpretations: 'They have toc be married {(=They are
obliged to be married) and ’It is necessarily the case that they are mar-
ried’. (56) becomes disambiguated when the perfect aspect is added to the
VP, as in (57) 'They must have been married’ which may only mean
‘It is mecessarily the case that they have heen married’. As it stands,
(57) turns out to be also ambiguous between a 'past’ and a ’perfect’ inter-
pretation.

A negative inference is expressed by means of can plus not, Exam-
ples:

58. It can’t be cold outside
28. I can’t be dreaming
60. He can’t be dying

'Past time’ equivalents of (58) to {60})are:

61. It can’t have been cold outside
62. I can’t have been dreaming
63. He can’t have been dying

To conclude this part of our paper, it may be pointed out that the
use of the ’inferential’ must is by no means limited to its colligation with
be. In actual fact, the ’inferential’ must may freely combine with any
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lexical verh, provided the verb is explicitly marked as ’Plus hahituali
(Boyd and Thorpe: 21). To give an example, (64) may be interpreted as
an obligation as well as an inference:

64. He must come here regularly

Part B: POLISH EQUIVALENTS OF MUST

The Polish lexical equivalent of must is musiet. It is rtsed to d':ranslate
must in all the types of sentences we have distinguished in the flrst pat:t
of this paper. For instance, the following sentences are translation equi-

valents of (1), (2), (19), and (49), respectively:

65. Musisz to zrobi¢ (natychmiast) o
66. (Powiedz mu), ze julro musi przyjs¢ wezesniej
67. Musisz nas ktorego$ dnia odwiedzic

68. Musi byé¢ zimno (na dworze)

In Part A it has been said that in cases where the subject or the gpeak-
er acts the aspect must is, in principle, irreplaceable, ‘by have to (E?r.s;
4 and 9). Since Polish has no correspondent of have to, it employs 'rrf.umec
to translate both must and have to. Thus the following example is se-

mantically equivalent to both (22) and (23):
69. Musicie wraca¢ do obozu

In translation from Polish into English the learner will uft.en show a
tendency to employ must even in cases where the usage quite clearly
calls for the use of have to. )

Tt will be recalled that the meaning of must plus not is: “the nnr:—
-occurrence of the predication is viewed as necessary’. (70) "You mustn’t
do that’ implies “a positive obligation not to do th\:tut”. To BUD:VE}F' tl'le
meaning of must plus not, Polish may use either mnie wolno mi or nie
moge. Thus, (71 will be synonymous with (34).

(11) {Lekarz méwi), ze nie wolno mi/nie moge jeS¢ migsa

Due to the formal likeness of must plus not and nie musze, the Polish
learner will often make the mistake of translating the latter by the for-
mer (and vice versa, in translation from English into Polish). ;

The negative correlates of must, that is, needn’t and d:tmt have t:::n,
have the following equivalents in Polish: nie musz¢ and nie potrzebuje,
both followed by an infinitival from. Consider:

79. Nie musze robi¢ tego (w tej chwili)
(I needn’t do it now)
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73. Nie potrzebuje przychodzié tu tak wezednie
(I needn’t come here so early)

Needn’t plus have may by rendered in Polish either by nie musial (the
past tense form of musieé) or by the modal adverb niepotrzebnie followed
by the past tense of the main verb. 1t should be pointed out that nie mau-
siat is, as a rule, followed by an ‘imperfective’ verb (Ex. 74), whereas
niepotrzebnie takes a 'perfective’ verb (Ex. 75). Examples:

74. (Ostatecznie) nie musiatem tu przychodzié
(After all) I needn’t have come here

75. Niepotrzebnie to zrobil
He needn’t have done it

The past tense of musieé is used to cover the meanings of had to as
well as must plus have. Examples:

76. Musiat wroécié przed zapadnieciem zmroku
(He had to come back before nightfall)

77. Musialo by¢ bardzo pésno kiedy wyszlismy
(It must have been very late when we left)

Can’t plus have, i.e., the negative correlate of must plus have, is ex-
pressed in Polish by the modal adverb niemozliwe and the main verb in
the past tense. Consider:

78. (To) niemozliwe, ze Jan ozenil sie z Marig
(John can’t have married Maria)

Will have to, replacing must in 'future’ obligations and suggestions, is
expressed in Polish by the future tense of the auxiliary byé and the past
tense of musie¢. Thus (79) and (80) are the Polish translations of (1) and
(19), respectively:

79. Bedziesz musial to zrobié
80. DBedziesz musial ktdrego$ dnia nas odwiedzié¢

| The ’'future’ counterparts of must plus not correspond with the Polish
nie bedzie mi/tobie/mu etc. wolno and nie bede/bedziesz, otc. mogi, both
foliowed by an infinitival form. Examples:

81. Nie bedzie mi wolno palié
(I won’t he allowed to smoke)
82. Nie bedzie mogla przychodzié¢ tutaj
(She won’t be allowed to come here any more)
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There are some formal differences between must and musie¢ which
are likely to create some serious learning problems for the English stu-
dent of Polish.

One of the distinguishing features of the English modal auxiliaries is
that they cannot be preceded by a 'primary’ auxiliary (i.e., be, have, do).
This explains the ungrammaticality of (83) 'He is must going’. In Polish
however, the occurrence of the auxiliary before the modal is quite nor-
mal, as exemplified in: (84) 'Bedziesz musial przyj$¢ tutaj jutro przed
sz6sta’ (You'll have to come here before 6 o'clock tomorrow).

Furthermore, unlike its English counterpart, musieé is inflected for
tense (present and past) and person. Consider the following paradigms:

Present Tense

English Polish
I must go (Ja) musze is¢
You must go (Ty) musisz is¢
He/she/it must go (On/ona/onc) musi i8¢
We must go (My) musimy i&¢
You must go (Wy) musicie igé
They must go (Oni/one) muszg iS¢

In English the elements that can occur in the position between must
and the main verb are, in principle, restricted to adverbs of frequency
and time {e.g., "John must always get up at 7). But consider the Polish

sentences:

85. Nie musimy tam jutro jecha¢

(We needn’t go there tomorrow)
86. Minister musial to samo mieé na mysli

(The Minister must have had the same in mind)’
87. Musicie tam iS¢ natychmiast

(You must go there at once)

(85) to (87) show that musie¢ may be separated from the main verb by:
a. an adverb of time (Ex. 85 jutro); b. an adverb of place (Ex. 87 tam
jutro); c. both an adverb of time and an adverb of place (Ex. 85 tam
jutro); d. an objective NP (Ex. 86 to samo).

Finally, in Polish the negative particle nie (rnot) always precedes the
modal, as in: (88) 'Nie musisz przebiera¢ sie do obiadu’ (You needn’t

change for lunch).
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