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Abstract

The given article dwells on the methods and features of translating non-equivalent grammatical units in English and Tajik.
The analysis focuses on four key English modal verbs — can, must, should, and may/might — examining their semantic-
functional scope and the range of Tajik equivalents employed in translation, including independent modal verbs (TaBoHucTaH,
60s11), modal words (1mosis, MymkuH), lexical-grammatical constructions (MMkoH édraH, MyMKuH act + infinitive), and verbal
moods. The findings reveal that while isomorphism exists at the conceptual level — both languages possessing means to express
core modal meanings of possibility, necessity, probability, and permission — significant allomorphism is observed in the
grammatical forms, morphological composition, and functional distribution of these means. The research concludes that the
systematic study of non-equivalent modal units is of considerable theoretical and practical significance, contributing not only
to translation theory but also to comparative linguistics and the methodology of foreign language instruction.
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AHHOTanMs

B /aHHOM cTaTbe pacCMaTpUBAKOTCS METOJbl U OCOOEHHOCTU TEPeBO/la HeIKBUBAJIEHTHBIX FPaMMAaTUUeCKUX eJUHUL] B
AQHIVIMACKOM U Ta[PKUKCKOM si3bIKaX. AHa/IM3 COCPEJOTOUEH HAa UEThIPEX K/THOUEBBIX aHITIMHACKUX MOJAJBbHBIX [71arojax — can,
must, should 1 may/might — ¢ u3yueHueM Mx CeMaHTUKO-(QYHKIMOHAIBLHON 06/1aCTH MPUMEHEHUsT U hara30Ha TaPKUKCKUX
SKBHBAJIEHTOB, MCIIO/Ib3yeMbIX B TEpeBojie, BK/IOUas HE3aBMCHMble MOZA/bHbIE IIarojibl (TaBOHWUCTAH, 00s7), MOJa/IbHbIE
cnoBa (1057, MYMKHH), JIEKCUKO-IpaMMaTH4eCKHe KOHCTPYKLMM (MMKOH &(hTaH, MyMKUH acT + WH(QUHUTHUB) U I71arojibHbIe
HaKJIOHeHUs1. Pe3y/bTaThl UCC/Ie[J0BaHHUS TIOKa3bIBalOT, UTO, XOTSI M30MOPGU3M CYIIIeCTBYeT Ha KOHLIENTYaJlbHOM YPOBHE — 00a
sI3bIKa 00/1a/Iat0T CPeACTBAMU /ISl BEIDAXKEHUs] OCHOBHBIX MO/IAa/IbHBIX 3HAUEHUH BO3MOXKHOCTU, He0OXOJUMOCTH, BEPOSITHOCTH
Y pa3pellieHust — B rpaMMaTuueckux (opmax, MOpQosoruueckoM coctaBe U (DYHKIIMOHATLHOM PACTpe/ie/ieHUH 3TUX CPeJiCTB
HaO/MIo/jaeTcs  3HAUUTE/bHBIA a/ioMopdusM. MccneoBaHWe TPUXOJUT K BbIBOJY, UTO CHUCTEMAaTHUECKOE H3ydyeHHue
HEIKBUBA/IEHTHBIX MO/IAJIbHBIX €JUHUI] UMEET 3HAuUTe/bHOe TeOPeTUUYEeCKOe U TPAKTUUECKOe 3HAueHWe, BHOCS BKJIA[, He
TOJILKO B TEOPHIO TIEPEBO/IA, HO Y B CPABHUTE/IbHYIO JIMHIBUCTUKY W METO/IOJIOTMI0 00yUeHHsI MHOCTPAHHBIM SI3bIKaM.

KiroueBble C/10Ba: 1epeBOJ, MOJAAIbHOCTb, MOJA/bHBIE [JIAaro/ibl, 9SKBHUBAJIEHTHOCTh, HEIKBUBAJEHTHOCTD,
rpaMMariuecKast TpaHcgopmaliusi, CpaBHUTe/IbHAs IMHTBUCTHUKA, H30MOP(U3M, aiioMophH3M.

Introduction

The issue of equivalence and non-equivalence of grammatical units in comparative linguistics and translation theory is
considered one of the most significant problems. Since each language possesses its own specific grammatical system, in the
translation process we frequently encounter units that lack a precise structural or formal counterpart in the other language. In
such cases, the translator is compelled to overcome translation challenges by employing descriptive means, substitution, or
structural transformation.

One of the clearest examples of grammatical non-equivalence is English modal verbs in relation to the Tajik language.
This special class of verbs, limited in number, performs a crucial semantic and functional role in English. They serve to express
the speaker's attitude towards an action, the degree of certainty, necessity, possibility, and so forth. In Tajik, despite the
existence of various means for expressing modality (verbal moods, modal words, adverbs, etc.), there is no system of auxiliary
modal verbs grammatically similar to the English modal verbs [16], [17].

The aim of this article is to determine the methods and features of translating English modal verbs into Tajik, to analyze
the degree of equivalence of existing modal units, and to propose effective translation strategies.
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In translation theory, the concept of equivalence is one of the central concepts [7]. A grammatical equivalent is the
relationship between grammatical units of two languages that perform the same communicative function in the translation
process [13]. However, in most cases, due to structural and inflectional differences between languages, a complete or formal
equivalent does not exist, and we are confronted with the phenomenon of non-equivalence. Y. Naida [9, P. 142] emphasizes
that in such cases, the translator must resort to structural transformation and functional substitution. With regard to modal
verbs, equivalence manifests primarily at the morphological level, since these verbs possess a special grammatical system in
English that has no parallel in Tajik. According to the research of D.Z. Istamkulov [6, P. 117], the modal verb "can" is directly
translated into Tajik via the verb «raBonncran» (to be able), but this equivalent is incomplete, as the modal verb «raBoHMCTaH»
is a full-meaning verb and differs morphologically from the modal verb "can". Similarly, J. Zokirzoda [15] demonstrates that
the modal verbs "must" and «6osi» (must/should) exhibit both isomorphism (similarity) and allomorphism (difference)
between them. In cases of non-equivalence, the translator is often forced to express the modal meaning through descriptive
means, pragmatic changes, or structural transformation [15].

Research methods

This study employs a comprehensive methodological framework that integrates comparative, descriptive, and functional
approaches to investigate the translation of modal verbs between English and Tajik. The research is grounded in the theoretical
principles of contrastive linguistics and translation studies, with a particular focus on the concepts of grammatical equivalence,
non-equivalence, and functional substitution as elaborated by scholars such as Y. Naida [9], R. Quirk et al. [20], and F.R.
Palmer [10].

The empirical basis of this research is drawn from a dual corpus of linguistic data. The primary data consist of illustrative
examples extracted from a literary-historical text in Tajik and its authorized English translation (cited as [1] throughout the
study). These examples were purposefully selected based on their representative use of modal constructions, providing
authentic contextualized instances of how modality is rendered across the two languages. Secondary data include
metalinguistic descriptions and classifications of modal verbs and modal words from authoritative grammatical descriptions,
reference grammars, and specialized monographs on modality in both English [19], [20], [21] and Tajik [2], [4], [11], [12].

The analytical procedure was carried out in several sequential stages. First, English modal verbs (can, could, may, might,
must, should) were identified in the source text segments alongside their corresponding Tajik renderings in the target text.
Second, the identified Tajik equivalents were classified into distinct structural types:

(a) independent lexical verbs with modal semantics (e.g., TaBoHUCTaH, 60s11);

(b) modal words and particles (e.g., 110511, MyMKHH);

(c) lexical-grammatical constructions (e.g., UMKoH édpTaH, MyMKUH act + infinitive);

(d) verbal moods (e.g., imperative, conditional).

Third, for each pair of corresponding units, the degree of equivalence was assessed by comparing their grammatical
properties (person, number, tense, morphological composition) and semantic-functional scope. Fourth, the specific translation
strategies employed — lexical substitution, structural transformation (transposition), descriptive rendering, and emphatic
addition — were identified and categorized based on the nature of the transformation observed.

A qualitative analytical method is predominantly applied throughout this study. Given the grammatical and functional
nature of modality and the limited, closed-class status of English modal auxiliaries, the emphasis is placed on contextual,
semantic, and functional equivalence rather than on quantitative frequency counts. The analysis adopts a case-study approach,
examining each example in depth to illustrate the interplay between isomorphism (formal and functional similarity) and
allomorphism (structural and functional divergence) between the two linguistic systems. This method allows for a nuanced
exploration of how translation choices are influenced by syntactic constraints, pragmatic context, and stylistic considerations.

The theoretical underpinnings integrate Western and Tajik/Russian linguistic traditions to ensure a balanced comparative
perspective. The classifications of modal meanings (epistemic, deontic, dynamic) proposed by Palmer [10] and Coates [18],
alongside the structural descriptions of Tajik modality provided by Uspenskaya [12], Niyozi [8], and Abdurahmonov [2], serve
as the primary analytical lenses. By triangulating data from authentic translated texts with theoretical models from both
language traditions, this research aims to provide a systematic and empirically grounded account of the methods and features
of translating non-equivalent modal grammatical units.

Main results and discussion

Modality, viewed as a conceptual category, encodes the speaker-determined relationship between an utterance’s
propositional content and objective reality. Both languages employ a range of modal exponents — moods, modal verbs, modal
words, adverbs, intonation, and others — yet these devices differ in their nature and functions.

English modal verbs (can, could, may, might, must, shall, should, will, would) comprise a distinct class of auxiliaries with
specific grammatical properties. They generally lack person and number marking (except have to and need to), have restricted
tense forms, and combine directly with the bare infinitive to form a compound modal predicate. Crucially, they are devoid of
independent lexical meaning and serve to introduce modal shading into the semantics of the main verb.

In Tajik, modality is manifested through several mechanisms. The principal one is verbal mood, which is more
differentiated than in English and includes the indicative, conditional, imperative, and conjectural moods [15]. Another
mechanism involves modal words, which are highly significant in Tajik. For instance, the particle mosz (“perhaps”) is
multifunctional and can convey diverse modal meanings, whereas English typically resorts to a range of grammatical devices.
A third mechanism consists of independent lexical verbs with modal semantics, such as TaBonucran (“to be able”), 6os
(“must/should”), no3um act (“it is necessary”), 3apyp act (“it is essential”), MymkuH act (“it is possible”), among others.
Unlike English modal verbs, these Tajik items are independent verbs possessing the full set of verbal grammatical categories
(person, number, tense, mood). For example, TaBonuctaH inflects for person and number and has tense forms.
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The present study analyses four central English modal verbs (can, must, should, may/might) and assesses their degree of
equivalence with Tajik from the standpoint of various translation strategies.

The modal verb can and its formal Tajik counterpart TaBonucras. In English, can primarily denotes physical or mental
ability, permission, and possibility. Research indicates that although TaBonwmcran is accepted in Tajik as the formal equivalent
of can, substantial grammatical divergences obtain. Tajik TaBonucran is a full lexical verb marked for person, number, and
tense, whereas English can has only two forms (can for present and could for past).

In the authoritative grammar by R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, and J. Svartvik, A Comprehensive Grammar of the
English Language, can and could are examined within the treatment of modal meanings. The authors distinguish three
principal meanings: possibility, ability, and permission [20, P. 223].

The Russian scholar E. I. Belyaeva, investigating the category of modality and its expression, analyses modal verbs
semantically. In particular, with can, the meaning of physical ability is realised in combination with verbs denoting concrete
action, movement, and influence upon an object. It is this position that the Tajik researcher D. Istamkulov invokes in his
analysis of can — TaBonwmcraH [3, P. 202].

Within Russian grammatical theory, N. Yu. Shvedova treats modality as a means of expressing the speaker’s attitude
toward the content of a statement, emphasising that the speaker may adopt varied attitudes toward the veracity of the reported
event [14, P. 237].

From this perspective, English can, depending on context, may express ability, possibility, and permission; in Tajik it can
be rendered not only by TaBonucran but also by other modal means, including mymkun act (“it is possible”), umkon mopan
(“there is a possibility™), and uyo3ar act (“it is permitted™).

Example: Kummaru Monxou apabxo 6a gact gapoBapzapo 6a XxaMuH GaxMUJaH MyMKWH acT, KM UyHOHUH jap 00/10 Kaug
Kapza 1y, My3au 6a rannmar adrozgan OyXopXyZ0T3aHpo ycaZ Xxa30p (TaHra) Hapx KapZaHz.

Translation: The value of the goods that Arabs acquired can be understood from the example (mentioned earlier), that the
trophy boots of Bukhor Khudat sold for two thousand dirham (tanga) [1, P. 85].

In this example, the Tajik modal construction "daxmuman mymkuH act” is rendered in English by means of "can be
understood": "Kummatu monxou apabxo 6a gact gapoBapgapo 6a xamuH gaxmuiadH MyMKuH act..." — "The value of the goods
that Arabs acquired can be understood..." [1, P. 85]. In Tajik, the meaning of possibility is expressed by the construction
"MyMmKHH acT + infinitive", while in English the same meaning is conveyed by the modal verb "can". Therefore, in the
translation process, "MyMKHH acT — can" constitutes a grammatical transformation. In this case, the modal verb "can" expresses
the possibility of understanding the value of the goods and functionally corresponds to "mymkus act". This example can be
interpreted as a grammatical transformation — the substitution of the means of expressing modality. This is because the English
modal verb "can" in the translation is rendered not by the verb "taBonucran", but by the modal construction "MymkuH act".
Thus, when transferring a Tajik modal unit into English, the translator changed the grammatical form while preserving the
modal meaning of possibility. This case is a clear example of grammatical transformation in the translation of modal verbs
from Tajik into English.

Another example: Tap oH BakTx0 fnap Kyda A6ycanamabunnu CynaiiMaH HOM sIK Kacu coxubHydy3 Oy, K4 Bail gap
XyCyCH WH KM arap MMKOH €6aHj, AyaBuéHpo 6a pyu kop opaHf, 60 Abymycium xamdukp Oya (anbarra, Abycanama a3
MakKCa iy OXUpUHU AGYMyC/IuM xabap HaOIIT).

Translation: In Kufa, at that time an influential called Abu Salama ibn Suleiman, who shared Abu Muslim’s goal to bring
Alids to the throne, if he could find an opportunity (of course Abu Salama did not know about Abu Muslim’s ultimate
objective) [1, P. 85].

In the sentence "...ku Baii jap XyCyCH UH KU arap UMKOH €6aH/i, AjlaBuéHpo 6a pyu Kop opani, 60 A6ymycium xamdukp
Oyz" the modal meaning of possibility is expressed by the construction "umkoHn édran" (to find an opportunity). In the English
translation, this construction is rendered as "if he could find an opportunity" [1, P. 85]. In Tajik, "umkon édran" means to get a
chance for favorable conditions to appear for performing an action. In English, this same meaning is conveyed using the modal
verb could and the main verb find. Consequently, in the translation process, the Tajik modal construction "umkoH édTan" is
transformed into "could find an opportunity”, where the means of expressing modality shifts from a lexical-grammatical
compound to the modal verb "could". The modal verb "could" in this case carries the meaning of conditional possibility and is
linked to the conjunction "if". Thus, the translator preserved not the surface form of the Tajik structure, but the modal meaning
of possibility, rendering it through a grammatical means specific to English. This example demonstrates that when translating
modal units between Tajik and English, grammatical and lexical-grammatical transformations can occur simultaneously.

Another example: Anbarra AGYyMyC/IUM jap UH MaBpU[, pyUpoCT Tapadgopuy AbycanamMapo Kap/a Ba Ypo XUMosi Hamy/ia
HaMeTaBOHHUCT.

Translation: Of course, in this case Abu Muslim could not openly take Abu Salama’s side and could not protect him [1, P.
101].

In the sentence “Anbarra AGyMyC/MM ap MH MaBpUZ, pyupocT Tapadzopun AbycanaMapo Kapza Ba ypo XUMosi HaMyza
HameTaBoHUCT”, the modal meaning of impossibility is actualised through the verbal form nameraBonuct (“could not”). In the
English translation, this modal value is rendered by the analytical construction could not + infinitive: “Of course, in this case
Abu Muslim could not openly take Abu Salama’s side and could not protect him” [1, P. 101]. In Tajik, HameTaBoHuCT is the
negative form of TaBonncran and expresses the impossibility of performing an action in the past. In English, the corresponding
meaning is conveyed by the negative form of the modal verb could. Accordingly, HameTaBorucT — could not exemplifies a
grammatical transformation from a Tajik verbal structure to an English analytical modal structure. Simultaneously, in the
English text, could not is repeated in relation to two successive actions — taking Abu Salama’s side and protecting him —
whereas in the Tajik text HameTaBoHucT occurs only once. This structural modification is a translation-specific device intended
to preserve the clarity and semantic autonomy of both actions carrying modal shading. Semantically, could not in this context
expresses past impossibility and is functionally equivalent to HaMeTaBOHHCT.
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The English modal verb should serve to express advice, recommendation, and mild obligation. In Tajik, it may be
translated by several means: 6osiz (in the sense of advice), 6exTap act (“it is better”), casoBop act (“it is worthy”), me6osi (“it
is necessary”), or the imperative mood.

The modal verb should occupy a significant position in the research of several English grammarians. M. Swan analyses
should as a means of expressing obligation, recommendation, and probability, noting that in the expression of obligation it is
relatively weaker than must [21, P. 520]. J. Eastwood examines the grammatical features of should as a modal verb and
demonstrates its use in expressing advice and necessity [19, P. 115]. R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, and J. Svartvik
consider modal verbs from the perspective of both grammatical characteristics and modal meanings [20, P. 223]. F. R. Palmer
regards the distinction between deontic and epistemic modality as important for the analysis of should [10, P. 99].

In Tajik linguistics, the means of expressing necessity and obligation have been studied primarily within the framework of
analysing the verbal and modal structures of the Tajik language. The Grammar of the Modern Tajik Literary Language
discusses the grammatical structure of the verb and the means of expressing grammatical meanings [4, P. 44]. In J. Z.
Istamkulov’s comparative research, the relationship between the English modal verb should and the Tajik modal means
6osin/6oucTaH is analysed directly, with should presented as one of the means of expressing necessity [6, P. 113].

Example: 3ungonnu y Hu3 Habosiz O6aby a3 conu 149, BakTe KM COXTMOH Oa aHYyoM pacuza Oyz, Goma,.

Translation: His imprisonment should not be also after 149, when the construction was completed [1, P. 118].

In the sentence “3uHzoHMN § HU3 Habos 6abA a3 conu 149, BakTe KM COXTMOH 0a aHYyoM pacuza Oy, 6oman”, the modal
unit “Habosz” (should not) conveys the meaning of rejecting a supposition or inference derived from available evidence. In the
English translation, this modal meaning is rendered by the construction “should not be”: “His imprisonment should not be also
after 149, when the construction was completed” [1, P. 118]. In Tajik, “Habosig” constitutes the negative form of the modal unit
“6osin” and, in combination with the verb “6omazg” (to be), forms a modal predicate structure. English expresses an analogous
modal relationship through the combination of the auxiliary modal verb “should” and the negative particle “not.” Thus, the
correspondence between Tajik “Ha6osi ... 6oman” and English “should not be” represents a grammatical transformation
through which the synthetic and lexical-syntactic organization of the Tajik modal construction is adapted to the analytical
grammatical structure of English without loss of its basic modal semantics.

From a semantic perspective, “should not” in this context does not primarily express deontic prohibition or obligation.
Rather, it functions as an epistemic marker indicating a logical inference and the rejection of a particular probability. On the
basis of the temporal evidence provided in the sentence, the author infers that the person's imprisonment most probably did not
take place after the year 149. Consequently, the English modal construction preserves the inferential and probabilistic character
of the original Tajik utterance.

The English modal verbs “may” and “might” are generally associated with the semantic domain of possibility, while
“may” may also perform a deontic function and express permission. In contexts involving epistemic possibility, “might”
normally indicates a lower degree of probability or a more tentative assumption than “may.” In Tajik, the principal lexical
means used to express possibility, supposition, and probability is the modal word «mosia» (perhaps, possibly). Linguistic
evidence demonstrates that «mosiz» is functionally multifunctional and is capable of expressing a broad spectrum of modal
meanings depending on its syntactic environment, verbal form, and contextual interpretation.

R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, and J. Svartvik, in A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language, distinguish
the semantic properties of “may” and “might.” According to their analysis, “may” indicates a possibility that is perceived as
relatively close to reality, whereas “might” does not function merely as the past-tense counterpart of “may.” It can also signal a
reduced degree of probability, uncertainty, tentativeness, or hypothetical possibility, thereby indicating a lower degree of the
speaker's confidence in the realization of the event [20, P. 223].

F. R. Palmer, in Modality and the English Language, likewise differentiates the functional and semantic domains of the
two modal forms. At the epistemic level, “may” expresses the proposition that something is possible, whereas at the deontic
level it denotes permission. “Might,” by contrast, is predominantly associated with epistemic modality and serves to express a
tentative or less certain possibility. Its use consequently places greater emphasis on the limited degree of the speaker's
commitment to the truth or realization of the proposition [10, P. 96].

J. Coates, in The Semantics of the Modal Auxiliaries, also examines the semantic relationship between “may” and
“might.” Her analysis demonstrates that “might” frequently functions as a hedging device in both spoken and edited discourse,
reducing the categorical force of a probabilistic statement. The principal distinction between the two modal forms is therefore
manifested in the degree of certainty or commitment attributed to the proposition by the speaker [18, P. 143].

Within Tajik linguistics, the modal word «mosiz» is regarded as one of the principal lexical-syntactic means of expressing
possibility, supposition, and hypothesis. Its structural and functional characteristics have been examined in a number of
linguistic studies. Sh. Z. Niyozi, in the dissertation Noun and Some Modal Words in the Modern Tajik Literary Language,
emphasizes the semantic autonomy of «mosia» and identifies it as one of the principal linguistic devices for expressing the
speaker's attitude toward reality. According to the scholar, its semantic interpretation is not restricted to a single modal value:
depending on intonation, contextual conditions, and the grammatical form of the accompanying verb, «iosin» can denote a
relatively strong probability, a weak supposition, a hypothesis, doubt, or hesitation. Its historical derivation from the verb
“moucran” (to be worthy) also indicates a semantic development from the notions of permission and possibility toward the
specialized expression of probability and supposition [8, P. 45].

L. V. Uspenskaya, in her monograph The Category of Modality in the Tajik Language, analyzes the interaction between
«mosim» and different verbal forms. She considers this modal word to be a functional counterpart of many modal verbs and
modal expressions found in European languages, including “may” and “might.” Its functional versatility becomes particularly
apparent in its interaction with different tense and mood forms. In combination with present-future forms, including the aorist,
«uosi» can express a real or relatively immediate possibility, whereas its combination with past-tense forms or conditional-
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conjectural constructions conveys hypothetical, uncertain, or weak possibility, corresponding in certain contexts to the English
construction “might have been” [12, P. 89].

The Grammar of the Modern Tajik Literary Language also emphasizes the syntactic significance of “mosia.” It is
characterized as a central lexical-syntactic device through which the speaker's attitude toward the factual status of the
information is expressed. Within the sentence, the modal word establishes different degrees of possibility and hypothesis and
thereby contributes to the organization of the modal meaning of the entire utterance [11, P. 118].

A. Abdurahmonoyv, in his study The Category of Modality in the Modern Tajik Literary Language, further points out that
«uosi» has numerous syntactic and functional counterparts. Through its interaction with different verbal forms and changes in
the structure of the predicate, it is capable of expressing a broad continuum of modal meanings, ranging from a relatively weak
possibility to a probability approaching certainty or factual reality [2, P. 71].

The comparison of English “may/might” and Tajik «mosin» therefore demonstrates both functional correspondence and
structural divergence between the two languages. In English, epistemic possibility is primarily grammaticalized through modal
auxiliaries whose semantic interpretation is closely connected with the degree of the speaker's commitment to the proposition.
Tajik, by contrast, frequently employs a lexical-syntactic modal word whose interpretation is determined to a considerable
extent by the verbal form with which it combines and by the broader syntactic and contextual environment. Consequently, the
translation of «mosiz» into English cannot always be reduced to a mechanical correspondence with “may” or “might.” The
translator must take into account the specific degree of probability, hypothesis, uncertainty, or tentativeness conveyed in the
original Tajik construction. This demonstrates that the translation of modal units between Tajik and English involves not only
formal grammatical substitution but also the preservation of semantic and pragmatic distinctions within the category of
modality.

Example: IITymo MeTaBoHe OHX0PO caf é Gerrrap Xucob KyHe.

Translation: You may count them one hundred or more [1, P. 139].

In the sentence under analysis, the Tajik modal form meTaBones (‘you can/may’) conveys the meanings of possibility or
permission to perform an action. In the English translation, this modal unit is rendered by the modal verb may: “You may count
them one hundred or more.” In Tajik, meTaBoHez constitutes a finite personal form of the verb TaBonucran and, together with
the lexical verb xuco6 kapgaH (‘to count’), forms a modal construction. In English, the same modal value is realised
analytically through may plus the bare infinitive count. Accordingly, the transformation of mMeraBones xucob KyHer into may
count exemplifies a grammatical transformation whereby a Tajik verbal modal structure is adapted to an English modal
structure. In this instance, the choice of may is motivated by the semantic context and expresses possibility or permission to
perform the action. Thus, the translator alters the grammatical form of the modal exponent while preserving the original modal
meaning.

Another example: Anbarta, UH po3u XyZp0 NMMHXOH AowTaHu AOyciuM 6a napyau Mabiaym Oy Ba a3 kacoHe Oyn, kv Oa
KOpH ¥ 9XTUMOJI XaJlajl PACOHJaH JOPaH/ Ba & UH KU pPo3H Ypo (oIl MeKyHaH/I.

Translation: Of course, to what degree Abu Muslim kept his secrets became known, but he was among the people whose
cause might be disturbed if his secrets were revealed [1, P. 102].

In the sentence under consideration, the meaning of possibility is realised through the Tajik construction 3xTrmMonu xaman
pacoHaH gopanz (‘are likely to cause disruption’). In the English translation, this modal value is conveyed by the modal verb
might within the passive construction might be disturbed. In Tajik, sxTmon (‘possibility/likelihood’) functions as a lexical
exponent of the probability of an event, whereas in English the same meaning is encoded grammatically by the modal verb
might. The transformation of sxtumon into might therefore constitutes a lexical-grammatical transformation, since a Tajik
lexical unit is rendered by an English grammatical unit — the modal verb. Concurrently, the construction xanan pacoHzgaH
nopasz (‘have the potential to cause disruption’) is transformed into the passive structure be disturbed. In this sentence, might
expresses the epistemic modality of possibility, presenting the disruption of his affairs as a hypothetical possibility only. Thus,
by modifying the grammatical means and verbal structure, the translator preserves the modal meaning of the source
construction in the target language.

Based on the above analysis, we can identify the main methods for translating English modal verbs into Tajik:

1. Use of lexical equivalents: this method involves selecting an appropriate Tajik word or phrase for each modal verb. For
example, the modal verbs can — TaBonucran, must — 6osi1. However, it should be borne in mind that these equivalents are often
incomplete and may not cover all the meanings of the modal verb.

2. Structural transformation (transposition): this method involves changing the grammatical structure of the sentence. For
example, an English sentence with a modal verb may be transformed into a Tajik sentence with an imperative mood: You
should go — bupas! (Go!). This method is often used to translate meanings of advice and obligation.

3. Use of descriptive means: in cases where a precise equivalent does not exist, the translator can express the modal
meaning through descriptive phrases. For example, "might" in the sense of very low probability can be translated as
"sxTHUMOnu xese Kam fopaf” (has very little probability).

4. Addition of emphatic words: to strengthen the meaning of modal verbs, emphatic words are often added in Tajik: xaTman
(certainly), anbarra (of course), BokeaH (indeed), and others.

The translation of English modal verbs into Tajik is one of the significant challenges of comparative grammar and
translation theory. This challenge originates from the fact that the Tajik language lacks a system of auxiliary modal verbs
similar to those in English. Instead, the Tajik language employs modal words (6osia, 1iosig), independent verbs (TaBoHHMCTaH,
xocTaH), verbal moods, and syntactic means to express modality.

Conclusion
The comparative analysis has demonstrated that English modal verbs and their Tajik equivalents exhibit both isomorphism
(similarity) and allomorphism (difference). Isomorphism resides in the fact that both languages possess dedicated means for
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expressing core modal meanings — possibility, necessity, probability, and permission. Allomorphism manifests itself in the
grammatical forms, structural composition, and functional distribution of these means. The principal translation procedures for
modal verbs include the use of lexical equivalents, structural transformation, the use of descriptive/periphrastic means, and the
addition of emphatic elements. The selection of a particular strategy is conditioned by context, communicative purpose, and
stylistic parameters.

Consequently, the investigation of the methods and specificities of translating non-equivalent grammatical units,
particularly modal verbs, is of considerable significance not only for translation theory but also for comparative linguistics and
language teaching methodology.
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