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Abstract 


This thesis compares how native speakers of English and Norwegian learners of English use 
the modal auxiliary MUST and the quasi-modal HAVE TO in order to express different types 
of modality. The data needed was gathered from the Louvain Corpus of Native English 
Essays, which contains essays by English students; and the Norwegian International Corpus 
of Learner English, which holds essays by Norwegian learners of English. The data was 
divided into the categories of root and epistemic modality. Epistemic modality expresses the 
speaker’s judgment of the truth of an utterance or notion. Root modality is an umbrella-term 
which includes permission, obligation, volition, and ability. Root modality was further 
divided into the categories of deontic modality, which comprises necessity borne of 
imposition; and dynamic modality, in which the necessity is rooted in circumstances. My 
analysis suggests that Norwegian learners generally tend to use HAVE TO more than MUST, 
whereas native speakers appear to use them more evenly. In terms of epistemic modality, 
both groups seem to prefer MUST over HAVE TO. As far as root modality is concerned, 
both groups tend to use MUST more frequently as deontic modals, and HAVE TO as 
dynamic modals.  
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1.0 List of Tables 


Table 1: Total number of culled entries with MUST and HAVE TO ... 26 
Table 2: Frequency of epistemic modals in the LOCNESS and NICLE ... 26 
Table 3: Frequency of root modals in the LOCNESS and NICLE ... 30 
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2.0 Terms and Definitions 


Deontic modality: ‘Connotes the speaker’s degree of requirement of, desire for, or 
 commitment to the realisation of the proposition expressed by the utterance’ (SIL  
 2020) 


Deontic necessity: Marks strong imposition, such as obligation and prohibition. (Ole Beute) 


Dynamic modality: Dynamic modality concerns ‘the ability or volition of the subject of the 
 sentence, rather than the opinions (epistemic) or attitudes (deontic) of the speaker 
 (and addressee)’ (Palmer 1990, p. 36). 


Epistemic certainty: Necessity borne of the speaker’s confidence in the truth of a statement 
 (Ole Beute). 


Epistemic modality: ‘Epistemic modality is concerned with the speaker’s assumptions or 
 assessment of possibilities, and in most cases it indicates the speaker’s confidence or 
 lack of confidence in the truth of the proposition expressed’ (Bybee and Fleischman 
 1995, p. 55). 


Epistemic necessity: Epistemic necessity signifies the speaker’s assessment of the truth of a 
 statement or notion based on logical inference (Ole Beute). 


General importance (deontic): Deontic necessity expressed by the speaker (Ole Beute) 


Modality: ‘Modality is about a speaker’s or a writer’s attitude towards the world. A speaker 
 or writer can express certainty, possibility, willingness, obligation, necessity and 
 ability by using modal words and expressions’ (Cambridge 2020). 


Modals: Linguistic devices used to express modality, such as auxiliary verbs, adjectives, 
 adverbs etc. (Ole Beute).  


Root modality: Root modality encompasses meanings such as permission and obligation, 
 and also possibility and necessity (Bybee and Fleischman 1995, p. 55). 


Quasi-modal:‘The quasi-modals of English form a somewhat heterogenous set of 


periphrastic forms that are formally distinguishable from, but semantically similar to, 
 the modals’ (Collins, 2009, p. 281). 


Weak dynamic necessity: General importance borne of circumstances rather than inference 
(epistemic) or imposition (deontic) (Ole Beute).   
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 Strong dynamic necessity: Necessity borne of circumstances rather than inference 


(epistemic) or imposition (deontic) (Ole Beute). 
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3.0 Introduction 


When asked what is essential to teaching English, most people probably do not think of 
 modality in linguistics. Yet, I would argue that modality is a central part of English, and any 
 other language for that matter. Choosing the right words is important if one wishes not only 
 to speak English fluently, but to sound more like a native speaker. Recognising differences 
 and nuances between modal devices could help pupils articulate their views more accurately. 


In my personal experience as a substitute teacher of English, I have noticed that modality is 
 rarely a point of focus, and most pupils do not seem to know much about it. I chose to focus 
 on the modal devices MUST and HAVE TO, as they are semantically very similar. HAVE 
 TO is by some considered a marginal modal, and is often used interchangeably with MUST 
 by both native writers and learners of English. While there is plenty of research on the 
 nuances between these two modal devices in native communication, little research has been 
 focusing on how non-native speakers deal with modality when writing in English.     


MUST is a modal auxiliary verb which is ‘used to say that [something] is necessary or very 
 important (OALD 2015, p. 1021). HAVE TO has a similar definition, it is ‘used to show that 
 you must do [something]’ (Ibid, p. 1021). Based on these definitions, MUST and HAVE TO 
 may seem identical. However, there is one key difference: HAVE TO is not considered a true 
 modal auxiliary, but rather a quasi-modal construction. Collins defines quasi-modals as 


‘forms that are formally distinguishable from, but semantically similar to, the modals’ 


(Collins 2009, p. 281). Quasi-modals differ from modal auxiliaries in that they may be used 
 in conjunction with modal auxiliaries proper, e.g. WILL NEED TO, MAY HAVE TO, and so 
 on. Moreover, negated quasi-modals typically change the base meaning, whereas negated 
 modal auxiliaries do not.  


The aim of my research is to investigate how native speakers and Norwegian learners of 
 English use the modal auxiliary MUST and the quasi-modal construction HAVE TO in order 
 to express different kinds of modality. Modality tends to be split into the categories of root 
 and epistemic modality. Epistemic modality may be defined as ‘the speaker’s assumptions or 
 assessment of possibilities, and […] the speaker’s confidence or lack of confidence in the 
 truth of the proposition expressed’ (Bybee and Fleischman 1995, p. 55). In other words, 
 epistemic modality encompasses the realm of probability. Root modality is a commonly used 
 umbrella-term which denotes possibility and necessity determined by an agent or 


circumstance external to the speaker. While both root and epistemic modality operate in 
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 terms of possibility and necessity, root modality does not reside within the realm of 


probability. In epistemic terms, possibility and necessity refer to weak and strong probability, 
 respectively. In root terms, possibility refers to permission and ability; and necessity refers to 
 obligation and importance.  


Root modality may be split into sub-categories, based on the nature of the possibility or 
 necessity expressed. One of the more common sub-categories is deontic modality, which is 
 defined as ‘the speaker’s degree of requirement of, desire for, or commitment to the 


realisation of the proposition expressed by the utterance’ (SIL 2020). In other words, deontic 
 modality encompasses permission, obligation, and volition. Palmer and Collins operate with 
 yet another sub-category of root modality, which they refer to as dynamic modality, and 
 which is ‘subject-oriented in the sense that it is concerned with the ability or volition of the 
 subject of the sentence, rather than the opinions (epistemic) or attitudes (deontic) of the 
 speaker (and addressee)’ (Palmer 1990, p. 36).  


The research is corpus-based, as corpora allow for the quick culling of large quantities of 
 data. The data needed for this study was gathered from two corpora: the Louvain Corpus of 
 Native English Essays, a large corpus which contains essays written by English students, and 
 the Norwegian International Corpus of Learner English, a somewhat smaller corpus which 
 consists of essays by Norwegian learners of English.  


The corpora contained a total of 1140 entries with MUST and HAVE TO. The LOCNESS 
contained 321 entries with MUST and 275 entries with HAVE TO, and the NICLE contained 
157 entries with MUST and 387 entries with HAVE TO. Of these entries, one third were 
culled and categorised, and most of them expressed root modality. Despite the differences in 
frequency of MUST and HAVE TO, both corpora had more deontic entries with MUST and 
more dynamic entries with HAVE TO. An overwhelming majority of the epistemic entries 
contained MUST, as there were only three entries with epistemic HAVE TO.  
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4.0 THEORY 



4.1 Dictionary Definitions of MUST and HAVE TO  4.1.1 Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 


According to the ninth edition of the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (OALD), the 
 modal auxiliary MUST is ‘used to say that [something] is necessary or very important 
 (OALD 2015, p. 1021). In a section called ‘grammar point’, MUST is said to cover the 
 notions of necessity and obligation, as well as certainty. When negated (MUST NOT), MUST 
 expresses prohibition; i.e., someone is not allowed to do something (Ibid p. 1021). HAVE TO 
 is defined in a similar fashion as MUST: ‘used to show that you must do [something]’ (Ibid, 
 p. 1021).  


It is worth noting that HAVE TO and MUST are not synonymous in negated clauses: ‘MUST 
 not is used to tell somebody not to do something … Don’t HAVE TO is used when it is not 
 necessary to do something’ (Ibid, p. 1021). MUST NOT expresses strong obligation to refrain 
 from performing a particular action, whereas DO NOT HAVE TO merely expresses that the 
 action is optional, as in the following example sentences:  


1)  You MUST not smoke cigarettes here.  


2)  You do not HAVE TO smoke cigarettes here.  


Although the most common interpretation of example 1 is that smoking is prohibited, 
 example 2 merely states that smoking is not obligatory (but still allowed).  


The dictionary definitions of MUST and HAVE TO seem to suggest another, more subtle 
 difference between the two, namely that HAVE TO puts more emphasis on the obligation of 
 the speaker, whereas MUST revolves around the importance of the action itself (Ibid, p. 


1021): 


3)  You MUST take out the rubbish.  


4)  You HAVE TO take out the rubbish.  


Examples 3 and 4 both communicate the same message, but the former would likely be a 
response to a question along the lines of ‘What am I supposed to do?’, whereas the latter 
could be a response to something akin to ‘Do I have to take out the rubbish?’.  
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 Furthermore, the grammar point section of the dictionary states that in British English, 


MUST is used to express the desire of the one imposing the obligation, e.g. ‘You must do 
 your homework’ (Ibid, p. 1021). It is the speaker’s desire that the listener perform a certain 
 task, in this case ‘do their homework’. HAVE TO, on the other hand, is used to express what 
 is required of someone as determined by an external source, be it norms or rules, or the desire 
 of someone other than the speaker or listener (Ibid, p. 1021). In the sentence ‘We HAVE TO 
 be in bed by nine’, the speaker does not impose an obligation on the listener, but speaks as if 
 there is some sort of mutually recognised authority which compels both speaker and listener 
 to conform; i.e., the source of necessity is external to the discourse. 



4.1.2 A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language 


In A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language (CGEL), MUST is said to have two 
 core meanings: epistemic necessity, and root modality of obligation or compulsion (Quirk 
 et.al. 2012, pp. 224-225). Epistemic MUST ‘implies that the speaker judges the proposition 
 expressed by the clause to be necessarily true, or at least to have a high likelihood of being 
 true. Must in this sense implies that the speaker has drawn a conclusion from things already 
 known or observed’ (Ibid, pp. 224-225). This is shown in the following example sentence:  


5)  The ground is wet, so it MUST have been raining. 


Here, the speaker draws the conclusion ‘it MUST have been raining’ from observed fact: ‘the 
 ground is wet’.  


The other use of MUST, which is to mark obligation or compulsion, is explained as follows: 


‘there is the implication, to a greater or lesser extent, that the speaker is advocating a certain 
 form of behaviour. Thus must, unlike have (got) to, typically suggests that the speaker is 
 exercising his authority’ (Ibid, pp. 224-225). According to CGEL, there is seemingly an 
 exception to this, namely when the subject is in the first person. In the sentence ‘I must 
 remember to lock the door’, one could argue that the speaker is not exercising his or her 
 authority, but rather acting according to a perceived sense of necessity. CGEL states, 
 however, that this can very well be seen as some sort of self-imposed obligation (Ibid, p. 


225). 


The quasi-modal HAVE TO (referred to as have (got) to) is explained as being very similar to 
MUST, and may, in positive clauses, replace the modal with little to no change in meaning 
(Ibid, p. 226). When signalling logical necessity, the only noted difference between HAVE 
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 TO and MUST is that the former is seen as expressing stronger necessity and being more 
 objective than the latter. In terms of obligation or compulsion, the main difference is that 
 HAVE TO is more impersonal and tends to be used when there is an external source of 
 obligation (Ibid, p. 226). This can be illustrated with the following sentences: 


15) I MUST tend to the garden. 


16) I HAVE TO tend to the garden.  


In the first sentence, the speaker imposes an obligation on him- or herself. In the second 
 sentence, the speaker feels a sense of duty or necessity, but it is not self-imposed.  



4.1.3 Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English 


According to the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English [LDCE], MUST is a modal 
 auxiliary which is used to express a wide range of meanings, the first being necessity borne 
 of either obligation, ‘to have to do something because it is necessary or important, or because 
 of a law or order’ (LDCE 2015, p. 1204); or prohibition, ‘used in negative sentences to say 
 that something should not happen, determined by a rule or a law or by the situation (Ibid, p. 


1204). MUST may be used to express high likelihood as well: ‘used to say you think 
 something is very likely to be true or very likely to have happened’ (Ibid, p. 1204). MUST 
 may also express notions with varying degrees of necessity or importance, such as 


suggestions (‘we must do this again’), confessions (‘I MUST say, it gave me quite a shock’), 
 to express one’s annoyance at someone else (‘MUST you spoil everything’), to grant 


permission while expressing disapproval (‘if you MUST smoke, please go outside’), to stress 
 the importance of an experience (‘a MUST-read novel’), and finally to answer an impolite 
 question (‘well, if you MUST know, I’m thirty-six’) (Ibid, p. 1204). It should be noted that in 
 the cases where MUST is used as part of a noun phrase (must-read, must-watch etc), it no 
 longer functions as a modal auxiliary, as it has changed word-class through derivation.  


HAVE TO, much like MUST, may be used to express obligation: ‘if you HAVE TO do 
 something, you MUST do it because it is necessary or because someone makes you do it’ 


(Ibid, p. 846). It may also be used to express a neutral necessity or importance: ‘There will 
HAVE TO be a complete ceasefire before the Government will agree to talks’ (Ibid, p. 846), 
as well as giving instructions on how to do something: ‘First of all you HAVE TO mix the 
flour and the butter’ (Ibid, p. 846) HAVE TO may also be used to express the speaker’s 
certainty that something has happened, or that something is true: ‘House prices HAVE TO go 
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 up sooner or later’ (Ibid, p. 846). The degree of certainty expressed by HAVE TO is 


apparently weaker than that of MUST, though, as the former is used to ‘say that you are sure 
 that something will happen or something is true (Ibid, p. 846), whereas the latter is used to 


‘say that you think something is very likely to be true or very likely to have happened’ (Ibid, 
 p. 1204).  


In the same way as MUST, HAVE TO may be used to express annoyance at something 
 (‘Lieutenant, do you HAVE TO keep repeating everything I’ve just said’), and confessions 
 (‘I HAVE TO say I don’t know the first thing about computers’) (Ibid, p. 846). There may 
 potentially be slight differences if MUST is used in lieu of HAVE TO in these environments, 
 but such nuance seems too vague to be consistently measured. Finally, HAVE TO may be 
 used to express annoyance at negative events which seem to happen when one least needs 
 them to (‘Of course, it HAD TO happen today, when all the shops are shut’), and to say that 
 only a particular item or person meets a subjective standard (‘for Francesca it has to be the 
 Ritz – nowhere else will do’) (Ibid, p. 846) 


Finally, MUST seems to have a more specific source of necessity, whereas HAVE TO does 
 not seem to require a particular source of necessity. This is explained in the thesaurus section, 
 where MUST do something is said to be used ‘when saying that it is very important that 
 someone does something, because someone in authority or a rule says this, or because of the 
 situation’, whereas HAVE/HAS TO do something is defined as ‘to need to do something 
 because it is necessary or important’ (Ibid, pp. 1204-1205). 



4.2 Modality in Linguistics 


In order to compare how Norwegian students and native speakers use MUST and HAVE TO, 
 a brief look at the definition of modality itself is necessary. In the second edition of The 
 Oxford Dictionary of English Grammar, modality is defined as follows:   


The semantic concept of modality is concerned with the expression of notions such as 
possibility, probability, necessity, likelihood, obligation, permission, and intention, 
typically by modal auxiliary verbs, but also by other linguistic means (e.g. modal 
adjectives, adverbs, and nouns) (ODEG). 
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 The Cambridge Online Dictionary defines modality in a similar way:  


Modality is about a speaker’s or a writer’s attitude towards the world. A speaker or 
 writer can express certainty, possibility, willingness, obligation, necessity and ability 
 by using modal words and expressions. (Cambridge 2020)  


Based on these two definitions, modality may be summed up as the ways in which someone 
 can express their judgement of the likelihood of an event (possibility, probability, certainty 
 etc), and their attitude towards an event (permission, obligation, intention etc). This raises the 
 important question of whether modality is governed by the semantics of the modal devices 
 themselves, such as modal verbs and auxiliaries, adjectives, nouns, and so on, or whether it is 
 determined by the surrounding contextual factors. In On Modality in English: A Study of the 
 Semantics of the Modals, Lars Hermerén poses the following question: ‘Is meaning 


dependent on inherent value ascribed to a word, or [rather on] the surrounding context?’ 


(Hermerén 1978, p. 68). Context is key to understanding any given message and will 
 certainly have an impact on what the modals mean. The book provides the following 
 examples when explaining how the modal SHALL is perceived by some to carry different 
 values based on context:  


6)  If you pass your examinations, you shall have the bicycle you want. 


7)  You shall have such a whipping if you ever do this again’ (Hermerén 1978, p. 70).  


Some would argue that SHALL expresses different notions in these examples, specifically 
 that of a promise in the first example and a threat in the second. The author points out, 
 however, that both instances of SHALL, whether they signal the promise of a reward or a 
 threat of punishment, can in both cases be understood as ‘certainty of fulfilment’ (Ibid, p. 70). 


While SHALL may be used to convey many different meanings, such as intention, threat, 
 decision and so on, it will always retain the core meaning of ‘promise of an action or event’.  


Despite this, modality is not unaffected by context, and the linguistic environment in which 
 modal verbs are used will determine the type and degree of modality expressed. This is 
 shown in the two following example sentences: 


8)  You MUST be home by nine. 


9)  He MUST be home by now. 
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 While both instances of MUST semantically speaking express some type of necessity, the 
 messages they convey are different. In the first sentence, the necessity expressed by MUST is 
 in the form of an imposition, meaning that the ‘you’ is obligated to be home at a specific 
 time. In the second sentence, the necessity is not imposed onto a person or object, but rather 
 borne of a speaker’s logical evaluation of an event. The speaker, based on his or her 


knowledge of particular circumstances, has determined that the ‘he’ is very likely to have 
 made it home, probably because the amount of time required to make it home from a certain 
 distance has passed. The MUST in both examples has a core meaning of necessity, but the 
 context determines whether this underlying necessity expresses root modality of obligation or 
 epistemic modality of some kind of likelihood. In other words, the context determines the 
 type of modality expressed. 



4.3 Root and Epistemic Modality 


In Modality and the English Modals, Palmer has the following to say when comparing 
 modality to other grammatical phenomena: ‘The situation with modality is rather different, 
 because there is no simple, clearly definable, semantic category, such as time and 


enumeration’ (Palmer 1990, p. 2). Yet, most sources seem to agree that modality may be 
 divided into two different types, namely that of root and epistemic modality. 


In The Semantics of the Modal Auxiliaries, Jennifer Coates says that ‘Epistemic modality […] 


is concerned with the speaker’s assumptions or assessment of possibilities and, in most cases, 
 it indicates the speaker’s confidence (or lack of confidence) in the truth of the proposition 
 expressed’ (Coates 1983, p. 18). Coates does not consider root modality as clearly definable, 
 though, but she points out that the meanings of root modals of necessity may range from 
 general importance to direct imposition, and that they in all cases can be paraphrased as ‘it is 
 necessary that…’ (ibid, pp. 20-21). 


The following excerpt from Modality in Grammar and Discourse explains the distinction 
 between root and epistemic modality as follows: 


Epistemic modality is concerned with the speaker’s assumptions or assessment of 
possibilities, and in most cases it indicates the speaker’s confidence or lack of 
confidence in the truth of the proposition expressed. Root modality encompasses 
meanings such as permission and obligation, and also possibility and necessity (Bybee 
and Fleischman 1995, p. 55). 
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 In other words, both root and epistemic modality may be divided into the categories of 


possibility and necessity. Root possibility does not seem to encompass the probability of an 
 event, but rather whether someone has permission to do something. Likewise, root necessity 
 seems to entail that of obligation, prohibition, and other notions where the necessity stems 
 from imposition. Coates goes on to list CAN and MAY as examples of root permission and 
 possibility, as well as epistemic possibility. MUST and HAVE TO are used to show root 
 obligation and necessity, respectively, as well as epistemic necessity (Ibid, p. 55).  


She also provides examples of root obligation:  


10) You MUST finish this before dinner’  


and of epistemic necessity:  


11) ‘I MUST have a temperature’ (Bybee and Fleischman 1995, p. 57).  


In the root sense, the necessity is one of duty and obligation; something which has to be done 
 in order to achieve or avoid a certain outcome. Yet, using the label of ‘obligation’ would not 
 be sufficient here, as the notion of necessity may be expressed without obligation or duty. 


This can be illustrated with two examples from Frank Palmer’s Modality and the English 
 Verb (Palmer 1990, p. 2):  


12) You MUST keep everything to yourself, be discreet. 


13) The government MUST act. It MUST make up its mind about priorities.  


Palmer states that the first sentence expresses necessity through obligation; the speaker urges 
 the addressee to ‘be discreet’. In the second example, however, Palmer points out that the 
 speaker does not hold any authority over the government, nor are there any external factors 
 which force the government to act – it is simply an observation based on what the speaker 
 deems necessary. Therefore, the term obligation does not always cover root necessity, as 
 necessity may be expressed in other ways than through imposition. 


Epistemic necessity, on the other hand, has no need for a distinction between different types 
 of necessity, as the epistemic dimension merely deals with the likelihood of an event 


occurring or the probability that something is the case. Hence, the only meaningful aspect to 
account for would be the degree of subjectivity expressed by the epistemic modal. Even if all 
modals expressing epistemic necessity convey some sort of ‘guaranteed likelihood’, the level 
of certainty they express may still vary, as is shown with the following examples: 
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 14) ‘He MUST feel devastated after such a significant loss’. 


15) ‘It HAS TO rain at some point’. 


Although both examples express a strong degree of necessity determined by the logical 
 inference of the speaker, the former differs from the latter in that it is more subjective – it is 
 understood as the opinion of the speaker, and therefore contains a slight degree of 


uncertainty. The necessity is borne of what the speaker thinks to be the case. It may be 
 paraphrased as ‘while I do not know for certain, I am fairly sure’. The latter, on the other 
 hand, seems to be more objective. The necessity implied in this statement is not expressed as 
 the speaker’s opinion, but rather as the only logical conclusion in a given context. The 
 statement may be paraphrased as ‘this is the only possible outcome’. Thus, the distinction 
 between subjectivity and objectivity appears to denote the degree of epistemic necessity 
 expressed by a statement. One could argue that no statement will be purely objective, as all 
 conclusions reached through logical inference are based on the speaker’s ability to 


rationalise. Yet, the distinction between subjective and objective statements seem to be 
 sufficiently measurable. Therefore, the terms ‘epistemic certainty’ and ‘epistemic necessity’ 


will be used for subjective and objective epistemic modality, respectively.  


Root modality tends to be used as an umbrella term which covers modals of ability, volition, 
 permission, necessity, and obligation; however, some linguists divide this branch of modality 
 into more specific subtypes. One of the more common types is known as deontic modality, 
 which, according to the Glossary of Linguistic Terms [SIL], ‘connotes the speaker’s degree of 
 requirement of, desire for, or commitment to the realisation of the proposition expressed by 
 the utterance’ (SIL, 2020). In other words, it denotes the necessity for the speaker to perform 
 an action. Palmer offers a similar definition: ‘Deontic modality is essentially performative. 


By using a deontic modal, a speaker may actually give permission (MAY, CAN), lay an 
 obligation (MUST) or make a threat (SHALL)’ (Palmer 1990, p. 69).  


There seems to be a slight disagreement between SIL’s and Palmer’s definition on deontic 
 modality. While SIL states that deontic modality governs a speaker’s desire to fulfil a 


proposition, Palmer claims that the volition is governed by a third type of modality, which he 
 refers to as dynamic modality. Palmer defines dynamic modality as concerning ‘the ability or 
 volition of the subject, rather than opinions (epistemic) or attitudes (deontic) of the speaker’ 


(Palmer 1990, p. 36). It all depends on how one defines volition and desire. The MUST in the 
sentence ‘I must fight for the motherland’ could, if applying either SIL’s or Palmer’s 
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 definition, be categorised as a deontic modal of necessity. According to SIL, it would 


probably be counted as an example of a desire to fulfil a proposition; whereas Palmer would 
 not necessarily categorise MUST as expressing volition; yet, he would probably still call it a 
 deontic modal, as it appears to be a self-imposed type of obligation.  


The distinction between epistemic, deontic, and dynamic modality is illustrated in the 
 following examples:  


16) She left quite a while ago, so she MUST be home by now.  


17) You MUST submit your draft no later than midnight.  


18) He MUST be able to lift more than half a tonne if he wishes to stand a chance 
 against his competitors.  


The MUST in example 16 has epistemic modality and is speaker-oriented. It says something 
 about the speaker’s judgement of the validity of the statement ‘she is home’. The speaker is 
 not explicitly mentioned, but rather exists in-between the lines as ‘the one who regards this 
 sentiment to be true’. 


The MUST in example 17 is also speaker-oriented, as it says something about the speaker’s 
 attitude towards (imposition put on) the listener, rather than the judgement of the likelihood 
 of an event. In other words, it is a deontic modal.  


It should be noted that deontic modality is not simply speaker-oriented, but discourse-
 oriented, as can be seen in the following sentence: 


19) Do I HAVE TO do my homework now?  


In this example, the speaker is not imposing an obligation, but rather checking whether an 
 obligation has been imposed on him or her. In other words, the deontic source is in this case 
 not the speaker, but the listener, which is often the case for questions and requests. (Palmer 
 1990, p. 36). 


Example 18 however, has a different focus than the examples 16 and 17: The necessity of 
 being able to lift more than half a tonne is not based on likelihood, nor is it performative. 


Rather, it expresses a circumstantial necessity of sorts. So, while dynamic modality is often 
subject-oriented, it is not discourse-oriented; it is not the product of logical inference 
(epistemic modality), nor does it express necessity through imposition (deontic). As 
mentioned above, the Cambridge dictionary defines modality as ‘a speaker’s or a writer’s 
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 attitude towards the world.’ At first glance, one may think that dynamic modality is not 
 concerned with the speaker’s attitude towards the world, but rather with the surrounding 
 circumstances that compel the action of the speaker. Yet, a counter-argument would be that 
 dynamic modality, rather than being governed by circumstances outside of the speaker’s 
 control, is a product of the speaker’s assessment of the circumstances, meaning that it is 
 indeed the reflection of a speaker’s or writer’s world-view.   


According to Palmer, MUST may be either deontic or dynamic depending on the context, 
 whereas HAVE TO is never deontic (Ibid, p. 113). Thus, the sentence ‘He must cross the 
 river if he wants to get to the cabin’ would express dynamic modality regardless of whether 
 the modal auxiliary MUST or the quasi-modal HAVE TO is used, as both may revolve 
 around the abilities of the subject. However, in the sentence ‘You HAVE TO get up at eight’, 
 Palmer would argue that HAVE TO expresses dynamic modality, and that MUST, used in the 
 same sentence without further context, would express deontic modality. While the necessity 
 in both cases is realised as an imposition on the addressee, the difference is that HAVE TO 
 signals a source of necessity external to the discourse (e.g. ‘You HAVE TO get up at eight 
 because mother says so’). The use of MUST, on the other hand, implies that the source of the 
 necessity – in  this case the speaker – is a part of the discourse (‘You must get up at eight 
 because I say so). 


In a study on modals and so-called quasi-modal constructions in World Englishes, Peter 
 Collins finds that there has been an increase in the use of quasi-modals, and a decrease in the 
 use of modal auxiliaries proper (Collins 2009, 281). Collins defines quasi-modals as ‘a 
 somewhat heterogenous set of periphrastic forms that are formally distinguishable from, but 
 semantically similar to, the modals’ (Collins 2009, p. 281). Collins lists the following 
 conditions for determining what constitutes a modal auxiliary proper: 


Auxiliaries are inflectionally distinctive in having contracted negative forms (won’t, 
 can’t, mightn’t, etc.) and in their capacity to be used in the four so-called ‘NICE’ 


constructions: negation, inversion (of subject and auxiliary), code (post-verbal ellipsis 
 dependent for its interpretation upon previous context), and emphasis (emphatic 
 polarity involving the use of contrastive stress) (Ibid, p. 281). 


All of the NICE-constructions are applicable to MUST, hence making it a true modal 


auxiliary. HAVE TO, on the other hand, does not meet all of these requirements. HAVE TO 
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 cannot have subject-verb inversion on its own, and would in such cases need do-support 
 when negated or in questions:  


20)  MUST I work? 


21) *HAVE TO I work (Do I HAVE TO work) 


Furthermore, only MUST may be negated; HAVE TO requires do-support: 


22) You MUSTN’T sit here. 


23) *You HAVEN’T TO sit here (You don’t HAVE TO sit here) 


Also noteworthy is the fact that quasi-modals change meaning when negated, whereas real 
 modal auxiliaries do not. If the examples above were to be not negated, MUST would still 
 retain its core root meaning of obligation. The quasi-modal NEED TO, for instance, would 
 change from meaning ‘not necessary’ to ‘obligatory’ (‘it is not necessary’ versus ‘it is 
 necessary’). 


Most authors seem to accept the distinction between root and epistemic modality. Epistemic 
 modality is concerned with the speaker’s judgement of the validity of a statement or the 
 likelihood of an event, and root modality encompasses possibility or necessity borne of 
 impositions or circumstances. Palmer and Collins further divide root modality into deontic 
 and dynamic modality, in which the former governs impositions and the latter circumstances.  



4.4 Previous Research on MUST and HAVE TO 


Michael R. Perkins, in Modal Expressions in English, explains that MUST can express both 
 deontic and epistemic modality (Perkins 1983, p. 36). When looking at the differences in 
 application between MUST and HAVE TO, Perkins notes that other notable authors in the 
 field of modality, such as Leech and Palmer, claim that MUST is used when the speaker is 
 the source of authority, whereas HAVE TO denies the involvement of the speaker, making 
 the source of authority external to the discourse (Ibid, p. 60). He showcases this by pointing 
 to Leech’s comparison of ‘You must be in camp by ten’ and ‘You have to be in camp by ten’, 
 in which Leech argues that the former would probably be said to a soldier by someone of 
 superior rank, whereas the latter would have been part of spoken communication between 
 soldiers of equal rank (Ibid, p. 60). Perkins states, however, that such a distinction is 


‘problematical in that the “lack of speaker’s involvement” expressed by HAVE (GOT) TO 
may be overridden by the pragmatic component of an utterance’ (Ibid, p. 60). He goes on by 
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 claiming that HAVE (GOT) TO is more impersonal, and may be used in contexts in which 
 MUST could be seen as too forceful, while still making it clear that it is indeed the speaker 
 who is the source of authority (Ibid, p. 60).  


In terms of the epistemic sense of the modal HAVE TO, Perkins writes that ‘If MUST is 
 substituted for HAVE TO […] the forcefulness of the sentence appears to be reduced, which 
 can be accounted for on the grounds that HAVE (GOT) TO expresses objective epistemic 
 modality’ (Perkins 1983, p. 61). On the concept of negation, Perkins mentions that combining 
 MUST with a negator leads to the negation of the given proposition itself, while negating 
 HAVE TO almost always negates the modality (Ibid, p. 61).  


In The Semantics of the Modal Auxiliaries, Jennifer Coates states that MUST has two main 
 meanings; the root meaning of obligation and necessity, and the epistemic meaning of logical 
 necessity and confident inference (Coates 1983, p. 31). She provides the following examples 
 of root and epistemic modality: ‘ “You must play this ten times over,” Miss Jarova would 
 say, pointing with relentless fingers to a jumble of crotches and quavers’ (root modality) 
 (Ibid, p. 31) and ‘That place must make quite a profit for it was packed out and has been all 
 week’ (epistemic modality) (Ibid, p. 31). In the first sentence, MUST expresses obligation, 
 which is confirmed by the context that follows. In the second sentence, MUST may be 
 interpreted as a marker of logical necessity, since ‘that place must make quite a profit’ is 
 explained by the observation ‘it was packed out and has been all week’.  


In terms of root meaning, Coates states that MUST covers a spectrum of both weak and 
 strong obligation, ranging from ‘importance’ to ‘necessity’, respectively, but that it may 
 always carry the superordinate meaning of ‘it is necessary for...’ (Coates 1983, p. 32). In 
 terms of epistemic meaning, Coates claims that ‘In its most normal usage, Epistemic MUST 
 conveys the speaker’s confidence in the truth of what he is saying, based on a logical process 
 of deduction from facts known to him (which may or may not be specified)’ (Ibid, p. 41). 


Epistemic MUST has two meanings: that of logical inference, and that which accentuates the 
 extent to which the speaker expresses his confidence in the truth of this inference (Ibid, p. 


41). In other words, MUST covers ‘I confidently infer...’, ‘given what is known, it is 
 necessarily the case that…’, and everything in between (Ibid, p. 41). MUST is very rare in 
 informal language (Ibid, p. 42). 


Coates writes the following about HAVE TO regarding ROOT modality:  
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‘Earlier studies of the modals (in particular Leech 1971 and Palmer 1974) have 
 emphasised the contrast between root MUST and HAVE TO in terms of speaker’s 
 involvement. My analysis of the data confirms that the two words are distinct in terms 
 of subjectivity: with MUST, the speaker has authority, while with HAVE TO the 
 authority comes from no particular source’ (Coates 1983, p 55).  


She also takes a similar stance to other works referenced in this thesis regarding the 


difference in meaning between negated MUST and HAVE TO, namely that negated MUST 
 indicates that something is prohibited, whereas negated HAVE TO suggests that something is 
 not obligatory (ibid, p. 54). While Coates does not consider HAVE TO as a modal, she does 
 indirectly confirm that the expression does carry some degree of modality when she claims 
 that HAVE TO is not a ‘true’ modal (Ibid, p. 52). The ‘true’ would suggest that there is some 
 similarity between HAVE TO and modal auxiliaries such as MUST, whether in terms of 
 semantics or usage in text and speech. With regard to epistemic modality, Coates explains 
 that HAVE TO occurs very rarely, and she considers such usage to be that of an 


Americanism and associated with ‘teenage sub-culture’ (Coates 1983, p. 57).  


According to Palmer, MUST is used to express epistemic, deontic, and dynamic modality. In 
 the epistemic sense, MUST marks necessity, and may be paraphrased with ‘the only possible 
 conclusion is that…’, or ‘it is not possible that … not …’ (Palmer 1990, p. 53). An example 
 would be ‘he must be excited for the big day’, which could then be paraphrased into ‘the only 
 possible conclusion is that he is excited for the big day’, or ‘it is not possible that he is not 
 excited for the big day’.  


Deontic MUST marks necessity and obligation. While epistemic MUST signals what the 
 speaker deems true or false based on logical inference and prior knowledge, deontic MUST 
 conveys necessity imposed by the speaker. ‘[D]eontic necessity usually implies that the 
 speaker is in a position to lay the obligation, and is thus in a position of some authority’ 


(Palmer 1990, p. 73). An example of this would be a teacher telling his pupils that they ‘must 
 turn in their homework on Friday’, as the teacher is in a position to impose such an obligation 
 on his pupils. MUST is also sometimes used in conjunction with verbs related to 


conversation, e.g. ‘I must admit’. Palmer still views these instances of MUST as deontic, as 
 they are still somewhat discourse-oriented: ‘The speaker either imposes the obligation on 
 himself (I must admit = I do admit), or else asks his hearer to behave in a similar fashion’ 


(Palmer 1990, p. 74).  
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 Dynamic MUST is similar to epistemic MUST in that it too may be paraphrased as ‘it is 
 necessary that…’. The difference is that whereas epistemic MUST is concerned with the 
 speaker’s view of the probability of an event, dynamic MUST expresses a sort of neutral 
 cause-and-effect relation. This can be illustrated by using one of Palmer’s examples of 
 dynamic necessity: ‘Now I lunched the day before yesterday with one of the leaders of the 
 Labour Party whose name must obviously be kept quiet – I can’t repeat it’ (Palmer 1990, p. 


113). In this example, the identity of the leader in question must be kept secret, as it seems to 
 be confidential information, and mentioning his or her name will most likely lead to some 
 sort of consequence. Note that dynamic MUST is not discourse-oriented, as the source of the 
 necessity is not the speaker nor the listener, but rather some external notion or entity.  


While MUST can express all three types of modality, Palmer claims that HAVE TO can only 
 be used to express epistemic or dynamic modality. While HAVE TO may be used to signal 
 obligation, the source of the obligation would be external. This means that HAVE TO can 
 never be used deontically, as deontic modality is discourse-oriented, and would require the 
 source of the obligation to be either the speaker or the listener: ‘The difference between 
 deontic and dynamic modality is that the former is performative or ‘discourse-oriented’, the 
 latter is not’ (Palmer 1990, p. 69) ‘HAVE (GOT) TO specifically denies any involvement by 
 the speaker, and is, therefore, never performative’ (Ibid, pp. 69-70). Palmer writes very little 
 about epistemic HAVE TO, but mentions that it functions as a modal of necessity in the 
 epistemic sense (Ibid, p. 56). In the dynamic sense, Palmer states that HAVE TO often 


expresses that the ‘circumstances compel’, and signifies of the existence of an external source 
 of necessity (Ibid, p. 114). An example of this would be ‘I have to take my leave now, or I 
 risk being late to the party’. Here, the speaker is motivated by the necessity of ‘not being 
 late’. Unlike MUST, HAVE TO does not express self-imposed obligation. This is illustrated 
 in the following examples: 


24) I MUST pay him what I owe. 


25) I HAVE TO pay him what I owe. 


In example 24, the speaker is driven by self-imposed obligation; a sense of duty. Not paying 
 the debt would conflict with the speaker’s sense of what is morally right. In example 25, 
 however, the motivation seems to be external: ‘If I don’t pay him, there will be 


consequences.’ 



(24)20 
 In An Empirical Grammar of the English Language: Modal Verbs, a grammar based on 
 authentic data gathered from various corpora, Dieter Mindt observes that MUST is primarily 
 used to express obligation, inference and deduction, as well as necessity, but may also 
 express certainty and prediction (Mindt 1995, pp. 116-118). An overwhelming 95% of all 
 entries pertain to real events, and only 5% to hypothetical scenarios. The majority of the 
 entries on MUST also have an intentional subject, which is in agreement with the Oxford 
 Advanced Learner’s Dictionary’s view that MUST expresses the speaker’s or the listener’s 
 wants. Additionally, Dieter finds that negated MUST is most commonly used to express 
 prohibition (Ibid, p. 120). This once again is in line with the Oxford Advanced Learner’s 
 Dictionary, which states that negated MUST is used to express what someone is not allowed 
 to do (as opposed to HAVE TO, which merely suggests that doing something is not required). 


While Mindt’s work does not contain the quasi-modal HAVE TO, it does account for a 
 similar construction: HAVE GOT TO. Mindt finds that HAVE GOT TO is used to convey a 
 sense of necessity in 67% of cases, one example being: ‘we’ve got to get her away to some 
 other place as soon as we can’ (Mindt 1995, p. 155). HAVE GOT TO is also used to 


communicate obligation 19% of the time: ‘I’ve got to be back at the talkshop by ten’ (Ibid, p. 


155). It is also sometimes used to signify inference or deduction (7%), such as: ‘yonder has 
 got to be some deer’ (Ibid, p. 155). 


Peter Collins’ book, Modals and Quasi-Modals in English, reports the findings of a corpora-
 based study of the meanings of the modals and quasi-modals carried out through the use of 
 three parallel corpora of British English, American English, and Australian English. It is 
 worth noting that, for the modals of necessity and obligation, there was a higher frequency of 
 quasi-modals than modal auxiliaries proper. Also noteworthy is the fact that Collins’ findings 
 indicate the existence of deontic HAVE TO. This clashes with Palmer’s claim that only 
 MUST can be deontic, as HAVE TO is not a discourse-oriented modal. The difference lies in 
 what they consider to be deontic. Collins views deontic modality as follows:  


The most common and arguably important type of root modality is ‘deontic’, which 
occurs when the factors impinging on the actualization of the situation referred to in 
the utterance involve some type of authority – as when a person or a set of rules or a 
social convention is responsible for the imposition of an obligation or a granting of 
permission (as in ‘You must/may leave at 3pm’) (Collins 2009, p. 22). 
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 The key difference here is that Collins views modals as deontic even if they are not 


discourse-oriented, as opposed to Palmer, who claims that the source of the authority must be 
 a participant of the discourse in order to be deontic. The following example highlights their 
 differing views: ‘All military personnel have to be ready in two hours’. Based on Collins’ 


definition of deontic modality, HAVE TO could here be interpreted as a deontic modal of 
necessity, as the military personnel are required to do abide by the rules established by a 
governing body. Palmer would, however, view HAVE TO as a dynamic external modal of 
necessity, as he claims that the deontic source must be discourse-oriented, and that HAVE 
TO denies any involvement from the speaker: ‘HAVE (GOT) TO specifically denies any 
involvement by speaker, and is, therefore, never performative; MUST, on the other hand, 
may or may not suggest his involvement’ (Palmer 1990, pp. 69-70). Shortly put, they both 
agree that HAVE TO points to an external source of necessity, but Collins would regard 
HAVE TO as a deontic modal so long as it is performative, whereas Palmer would also 
require the source of necessity to be part of the discourse.  
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5.0 METHODOLOGY 



5.1 Method 


In order to compare how native speakers of English and Norwegian learners of English use 
 MUST and HAVE TO, a significant amount of data had to be gathered. The data were culled 
 from the Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays [LOCNESS] and the Norwegian 


International Corpus of Learner English [NICLE]. The advantage of using corpora in 


linguistic research is one of practicality. ‘Corpus methods can organize huge masses of data, 
 and make visible patterns which were only, if at all, dimly suspected’ (Stubbs 2002, p. 221). 


Corpora offers the ability to collect large amounts of data within a very short time frame, 
 making it ideal for quantitative research. The LOCNESS consists of 324 304 words, of which 
 60 209 come from British A-level essays, 95 695 words come from essays by British 


university students, and 168 400 words come from essays by American university students 
 (https://www.learnercorpusassociation.org/resources/tools/locness-corpus/). The corpus was 
 founded by Gaëtanelle Gilquin, Sylviane Granger, Fanny Meunir, and Magali Paquot, all 
 based at the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics [CECL] of the Université Catholique de 
 Louvain in Belgium (https://www.learnercorpusassociation.org/about/). 


The NICLE is the Norwegian sub-corpus of the International Corpus of Learner English 
 [ICLE] and is tied to the University of Oslo. The production of this sub-corpus was initiated 
 and overlooked by Stig Johansson and Lynell Chvala (https://uclouvain.be/en/research-
 institutes/ilc/cecl/icle-partners.html). The ICLE is a collaborative compilation of 


argumentative essays authored by upper-intermediate to advanced non-native learners of 
 English. The first edition was published in 2002 and consisted of 2.5 million words taken 
 from 11 different mother tongues. Today, the ICLE is made up of more than 5.5 million 
 words from 25 different mother tongues (https://uclouvain.be/en/research-


institutes/ilc/cecl/icle.html). 


The chosen samples do not consist of orally produced/recorded material, as this could 
introduce too many confounding variables, and written material is easier to separate into 
categories such as purpose behind the text, degree of formality etc. Every 3rd entry on MUST 
and HAVE TO were used from both corpora. This was to ensure that most of the entries will 
be produced by different authors, since multiple entries from the same author could skew the 
results.  
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 The data gathered from the corpora have been entered unedited. The reason for this choice is 
 that editing the data could alter the message the original author wishes to convey, potentially 
 skewing the results of the analysis. So, some entries will have typographical errors and 
 concord mistakes. Furthermore, only entries in which MUST and HAVE TO are 
 interchangeable have been used. The aim of this study is to see which modal device the 
 speakers use in a linguistic environment in which both MUST and HAVE TO are 


grammatically correct. Although HAVE TO can be combined with other modal auxiliaries, 
 such as WILL and SHALL, MUST cannot, meaning that entries with HAVE TO in 


conjunction with other modal auxiliaries have not been included. The exception to this is the 
 construction of HAVE TO plus the DO-auxiliary. This is because the DO-auxiliary does not 
 change the meaning at all and is merely a grammatical auxiliary used to support quasi-modals 
 in subject-verb-inverted constructions, such as questions. Cases with DO-auxiliary have only 
 been counted if they occur in the present tense, as MUST cannot express past of future tense.  


The extracted data were analysed based on the type of necessity expressed. Entries which 
 signalled/conveyed necessity through the speaker’s judgment of the probability of a notion or 
 an event were labelled as epistemic. Entries which expressed necessity in the form of an 
 imposition, or necessity borne of surrounding circumstances, were labelled as root. Entries on 
 root modality were further categorised as being either deontic - expressing necessity through 
 obligation, requirement, prohibition etc. – or dynamic, expressing necessity borne of 


circumstances surrounding the subject of a clause. 


The different definitions of epistemic modality do not vary much from one another, and they 
 may all be summarised as the writer’s judgment of the validity of a notion or event, 


concluded by their logical inference. The only point of contention is whether strong epistemic 
 modality should be seen as signifying the certainty of the speaker, or if it should be seen as 
 expressing the logical necessity of a statement. While both categories revolve around the 
 logical inference of the speaker, epistemic certainty may be defined as a speaker’s 


presumptions about a notion, based on their knowledge about the world or certain events, 
 whereas epistemic necessity may be defined as a speaker’s observation about the logical 
 conclusion of an event or notion. Thus, the main difference between these categories is that 
 epistemic necessity does not account for alternative possibilities; epistemic certainty does.  


The following entries from the LOCNESS illustrate this difference: 
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 1)  Optimism stated that, as the world was created by god, ,who is a perfect being, all 


that happens in it MUST be for the best (LOCNESS: MUST 76). 


2)  This is all very interesting you may say, but these geneticists MUST feel some 
 moral obligation (LOCNESS: MUST 199). 


The first entry is an example of epistemic necessity. The speaker’s assessment is based on a 
 logical observation, and regardless of whether the speaker is right, the notion is presented in 
 such a way that it does not account for alternative possibilities. The second entry is an 
 example of epistemic certainty. It is presented as a speaker’s assumption about a notion or 
 event. The conclusion is not drawn based on an objective observation, but rather the 


speaker’s own expectations. While one could argue that human assessment will always carry 
 an element of uncertainty, the categories of certainty and necessity are not based on whether 
 the speaker is right or wrong, but rather how they express their judgment of the probability of 
 an event. Therefore, both epistemic certainty and epistemic necessity are relevant categories 
 for the epistemic entries.  


Root modality is widely accepted as an umbrella term which covers necessity, imposition, 
 permission, volition etc. However, some authors divide this term into further sub-categories, 
 one of which tends to be that of deontic modality – a modality type which entails the 


performative aspect, which revolves around permission, obligation and prohibition.  


There appears to be an important difference in how Palmer and Collins define deontic 
 modality, though. Palmer claims that one of the defining traits of deontic modals is that they 
 are discourse-oriented – the deontic source must be part of the discourse. Collins, on the other 
 hand, argues that deontic modality covers all modal devices which express necessity in the 
 form of imposition regardless of whether they are internal or external to the discourse. Thus, 
 while they both agree that HAVE TO always points to either an external or a neutral source 
 of necessity – never internal to the discourse – Palmer would argue that HAVE TO may 
 never be deontic, whereas Collins would argue that it can be. For the purposes of this thesis, 
 Collins’ distinction is preferable, as it provides a clear and tidy separation between modal 
 devices based on the type of necessity they express in a given context. 


The third categorisation used is that of Palmer’s and Collins’ dynamic modality. Dynamic 
modality is different from deontic modality in that the necessity is not imposed by any 
particular source, but rather has its roots in the circumstances surrounding the subject. The 
following excerpts illustrate the difference between dynamic and deontic modality: 
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 3)  Food and shelter are fundamental needs a person MUST have in order to survive 


(LOCNESS: MUST 220).   


4)  To enforce these rules athletes MUST be drug tested (LOCNESS: MUST 103). 


In sentence 3, MUST is used to express a need borne within the subject of a clause. It is 
 necessary that a person finds food and shelter if he or she wishes to survive. The necessity is 
 not imposed by a particular source and may be seen as an objective fact. In sentence 4, 
 MUST expresses an obligation; athletes are required by some governing body to be drug 
 tested. This is not a need rooted in the athletes themselves; they do not depend on drug tests 
 to be capable athletes. Rather, the necessity is warranted by an external source.  



5.2 Research Question 


The purpose of this research is to identify any recurrent patterns in Norwegian learners’ use 
 and native speakers’ use of the modals studied/examined and compare these trends and check 
 for significant differences.  


The analysis is based on the following research question: ‘How do native speakers and 
 Norwegian learners of English use the modal auxiliary MUST and the quasi-modal HAVE 
 TO, and how do their usages compare to one another?’ 


The data was gathered with a view to perform a quantitative analysis. This thesis aims to 
 compare and identify differences or asymmetries in how Norwegian students of English use 
 MUST and HAVE TO compared with native speaker usage.  


This study is based on both an inductive and a deductive approach. The theoretical 


framework in Chapter 4 serves as a template for what to expect, and the aim of the study is 
not to test whether the choices made are in line with current recommended or ’correct’ usage, 
but rather to see if there are any conspicuous differences between native speakers’ and 
Norwegian learners’ use of the modals. Thus, this study will have a deductive base, but an 
inductive research approach.  
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6.0 Analysis 


In order to find all entries with MUST and HAVE TO, the search tags ‘must*’ and 


‘(have|has) to’ were employed. The asterisk following ‘must’ is a wildcard which is used to 
 include zero or more strings. This ensures that entries on MUST in compound constructions 
 such as ‘musn’t’, ‘must-have’ etc will be included in the search results. The vertical bar 
 which separates ‘have’ and ‘has’ is used to get all entries which contain either ‘have’ or ‘has’, 
 and ‘to’ is placed outside the parentheses to ensure that both ‘have’ and ‘has’ will be 


immediately followed by ‘to’. Entering these search tags into the LOCNESS and NICLE 
 corpora yielded 478 total entries with MUST and 662 total entries with HAVE TO. One third 
 of these samples were culled and categorised, which gave the following result: 


Table 1: Total number of culled entries with MUST and HAVE TO 


LOCNESS  NICLE 


MUST  107  53 


HAVE TO  92  129 



6.1 Epistemic Findings 


There were remarkably few entries on epistemic modality among the selected entries from 
 both corpora. The table below shows the distribution of the epistemic modals in the 
 LOCNESS and NICLE: 


Table 2: Frequency of epistemic modals in the LOCNESS and NICLE 
 Total MUST  Epistemic 


MUST 


Total HAVE 
 TO 


Epistemic 
 HAVE TO 


LOCNESS  107  7  92  1 


NICLE  53  16  129  2 


In the LOCNESS, which had the highest number of entries on MUST, a mere 7 out of 107 
selected entries expressed epistemic modality, giving it the fairly low relative frequency of 
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 6.5%. Five of these entries have been placed under the category of epistemic certainty, as 
 they appear to be based on the speaker’s presumptions about a notion or event. The two 
 following entries are part of the five entries on epistemic certainty: 


1)  Physicians, nurses, and others are often witnesses to death. People who go into 
 these fields MUST have had to deal with this issue in their training (LOCNESS: 


MUST 223). 


2)  There is now another body empowered to legislate for the UK and its legislation 
 has been held by our courts to be of a binding nature, and to prevail over national 
 law. This MUST surely be seen as a clear loss of sovereignty for Britain 


(LOCNESS: MUST 292). 


In the first entry, the speaker assumes that physicians, nurses, and other healthcare personnel 
 have been prepared to witness death through their training. While this is very likely to be 
 true, the conclusion is not drawn based on undeniable fact, but rather on realistic 


expectations. In the second entry, the speaker assumes that Britain has experienced a loss of 
 sovereignty now that an external body may overrule national law. While this entry may be 
 interpreted as expressing epistemic necessity, the addition of the adverb surely weakens the 
 modality, making it clear that the speaker is presenting an assessment of the situation as 
 likelihood rather than fact.  


The two remaining entries on epistemic MUST are as follows: 


3)  His belief is that everything is for the best, even the death of two hundred 


thousand in the earthquake at Lisbon is deemed as God's will and for the good of 
 mankind. For Pangloss every cause MUST have an effect, for example at the 
 beginning of the story, Cunégonde dropping her handkerchief, led to Candide 
 kissing her and therefore the beginning of his path of misery (LOCNESS: MUST 
 217).  


4)  Optimism stated that, as the world was created by god, ,who is a perfect being, all 
 that happens in it MUST be for the best (LOCNESS: MUST 76). 


In example 3, the speaker states that Pangloss believes every event causes an effect. The 
speaker presents it in a way that makes this notion seem inevitable in Pangloss’ eyes; a cause 
without an effect is a logical impossibility. Similarly, the necessity in example 4 is presented 
as a logical truth: ‘if A, then B’. If God created the world, then everything that happens in it 
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 must be for the best. This does not have to be true in reality, but it is nonetheless presented as 
 a logical truth, meaning that the MUST expresses epistemic necessity. 


In the NICLE, 16 out of the 53 selected entries of MUST express epistemic modality. This 
 gives epistemic MUST a relative frequency of 30%; a significant increase from the 6.5% in 
 the LOCNESS. Similarly to the LOCNESS findings, most of the entries have a primary 
 reading of epistemic certainty, one example being as follows: 


5)  One can argue that Linda MUST feel hopeless after having lost her husband 
 (NICLE: MUST 91). 


The speaker infers that ‘Linda’ is likely to feel hopeless after the loss of her husband. This is 
 a fair assumption, given that the loss of a loved one tends to cause sorrow. Even so, there is 
 no guarantee that this has to be the case, as the chance of Linda not feeling hopeless is still 
 present. Therefore, the necessity expressed by MUST seems to emphasise the certainty of the 
 speaker rather than the necessity of the outcome.  


While most of the NICLE entries on epistemic MUST express epistemic certainty, there is 
 one clause which expresses epistemic necessity: 


6)  Before a new invention can be seen in our physical world, it MUST have been in 
 someone's head as an idea (NICLE: MUST 100). 


The argument that all inventions come to life as thoughts in someone’s head is a notion based 
 purely on logic. While one could create a hypothetical scenario in which someone 


accidentally invents something, the speaker does not reach a conclusion based on 
 presumptions about the world, but rather based on logical inference. The statement in 


question is presented as the only possibility, meaning that MUST is used to express epistemic 
 necessity.  


A couple of the NICLE entries on epistemic MUST did have two possible interpretations, 
 which is illustrated with the following entry:  


7)  Indeed the popularity of the science fiction movies Star Wars, MUST also mean 
 that people have an interest in the unreal (NICLE: MUST 10). 


One possible interpretation is that the MUST expresses epistemic necessity. The speaker’s 
argument may be paraphrased as ‘if you like science fiction, you are interested in the 
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 imaginary’, or ‘if you are not interested in the imaginary, you do not like science fiction’. 


Another interpretation could be that the MUST expresses epistemic certainty, and the speaker 
 is simply speculating that people who enjoy the Star Wars movies probably take an interest in 
 fiction in general. Despite this ambiguity, the second interpretation seems likely to be the 
 correct one.  


There were extremely few entries on epistemic HAVE TO in both the NICLE and the 
 LOCNESS, with two entries from the former and one entry from the latter. The following 
 entry was taken from the LOCNESS: 


8)  The essence of a person is only the sum of his actions and as a person is free to 
 change the way he acts it HAS TO be the sum of his actions when he dies, as that 
 is where the choices end (LOCNESS: HAVE TO 214). 


The most likely interpretation is that of epistemic necessity, as the necessity expressed by 
 MUST is rooted in logical deduction rather than mere assumption. The NICLE has the two 
 following entries on epistemic HAVE TO: 


9)  The purpose, I repeat, is to compare students and test their knowledge on the 
 semester curiculum and lectures. Isn’t this preparing for the real world? The 
 answer HAVE TO be 'no', because real life is not theoretical (NICLE: HAVE TO 
 28). 


10) For thousands of years we've locked criminals up in prisons. There HAVE TO be 
 other solutions (NICLE: HAVE TO 34). 


Entry 9 expresses epistemic necessity. The speaker reaches the conclusion that testing 


students does not prepare them for the real world. The speaker presents this notion as the only 
 logical conclusion. Entry 10 seems to express epistemic necessity as well. The speaker is 
 convinced that there is more than one way to punish criminals. This entry may also be 


interpreted as signifying epistemic certainty, though, as it could be read as the speaker hoping 
 that there are other solutions. 


While this modality type contained few entries, there are a couple of interesting observations 
to explore; one of which is that there were very few entries on epistemic HAVE TO in either 
corpora. One possible explanation for this could be that HAVE TO is not yet as commonly 
used to express epistemic modality as it is deontic or dynamic modality. When carrying out 
his own corpora-based study of the modals, Peter Collins registered the following about 
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 epistemic HAVE TO: ‘The ascendancy of have to over must that is in evidence with root 
 meanings does not extend to epistemic necessity, with tokens of epistemic have to accounting 
 for less than 1% of all tokens’ (Collins 2009, p. 63). Collin’s findings, as well as the findings 
 of this thesis, would suggest that native speakers seldom use HAVE TO epistemically. 


Whether this is subject to change is difficult to say; however, Collins does point out that other 
 studies consider epistemic HAVE TO as an innovation (Collins 2009, p. 63). This is further 
 supported by Jennifer Coates, who considers epistemic HAVE TO as an Americanisation 
 used by younger speakers (Coates 1983, p 57). 



6.2 Root Findings 


Most of the samples gathered on both MUST and HAVE TO from both corpora express root 
 modality. The table below shows the distribution of root modals in the LOCNESS and 
 NICLE:  


Table 3: Frequency of root modals in the LOCNESS and NICLE 


Total MUST  Root MUST  Total HAVE TO  Root HAVE TO 


LOCNESS  107  98  92  58 


NICLE  53  36  129  97 


There are far more entries on root MUST in the LOCNESS than in the NICLE, with the 
 former containing roughly three times the entries of the latter. One could argue that this 
 significant difference in frequency may be due to the fact that the LOCNESS samples 
 contained 107 total entries on MUST, whereas the NICLE samples contained only 53 total 
 entries on MUST. This difference in total frequency of MUST does not fully explain the 
 discrepancy in the frequency of root MUST; however, as root MUST has a relative frequency 
 of approximately 92% in the LOCNESS and 67% in the NICLE. This further strengthens the 
 notion that there is a significant difference in the usage of deontic MUST in the LOCNESS 
 and the NICLE.  


The entries on root HAVE TO are in a similar position. While there are more total entries on 
root HAVE TO in the NICLE than in the LOCNESS, the relative frequencies must be taken 
into consideration. In the LOCNESS, 27 out of 92 total entries on HAVE TO signify root 
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