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The present research is an attempt to emphasize the current necessity in
EFL teaching to reevaluate and reconsider the content of grammar on the
discourse level through the core elements of critical and creative thinking. We
do not seek to give a resourceful explanation to the concept and theory of
critical and  creative thinking; our foremost concern is to show how the
knowledge of these two types of thinking can be linked to and identified in
Grammar instruction.

Driven by the pursuit of the 21 century learning goals and requirements
and the urgent necessity of developing students’ higher order thinking skills,
we seek to explore the impact of these two types of thinking on the quality of
students’ academic performance in grammar classes through identifying the
reciprocal link between grammar and critical-creative thinking. We also seek
to evaluate students’ grammatical competence through determining the extent
to which they acquire and master the core elements of grammar through the
core elements of critical and creative thinking. We are free of the bias to
regard Grammar as a sentence-level phenomenon as this kind of view is
incompatible with the notion of competency-based instruction. Through
introducing an integrated approach, we propose teaching Grammar in a variety
of contexts with the intent of exposing not only morphological and syntactical
peculiarities of a certain grammatical phenomenon but also its sociopragmatic
aspects.

What we should call in mind from the outset is that creative thinking is
divergent and critical thinking is convergent. Divergent (creative thinking)
focuses on a multitude of choices and solutions since it opens up the mind
guiding it through different directions and possibilities; convergent (critical
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thinking) involves exact information and data, analysis and one possible solution
to the problem.

In our estimation, creative thinking is to some extent analogous to
proactive thinking because for both types of thinking the most important
ingredients are unsuppressed flexibility, mental elasticity, sheer originality and
multifaceted reasoning ability. Due to these qualities, creative and proactive
thinkers do not limit themselves to one-size-fits-all approach to problem-solving
tasks, nor do they follow well-trodden paths in research activities. They prefer
to get the answers to the most challenging and intricate questions by seeing
them from new angles and do not fear to come up with ideas that might seem
unusual or weird to others. Herein lies the power of being a creative and
proactive thinker.

According to Stephen Brookfield (Brookfield 1987) the core elements of critical
thinking are as follows: identifying and challenging assumptions, recognizing
the importance of context, imagining and exploring alternatives, and engaging
in reflective skepticism.
<https://docslide.net/download/link/developing-critical-thinkers-stephen-
brookfield-distinguished-university-professor>
According to Philip B.Bralich “Grammar is itself the result of critical thinking
and a presentation of critical thinking in a rather native form
(https://www.academia.edu/11732218/Critical_Thinking_and_Grammar).

We define critical thinking as a trigger of, or as a synergetic pathway to
the thought and action for formulating one’s own judgments and assumptions,
analyzing others’ judgments and opinions in order to understand, accept and
discriminate certain concepts and ideas.

According to Martin Luenendonk “The term ‘divergent thinking’ refers
to that strategy of solving problems characterized by the proposal of a
multiplicity of possible solutions in an attempt to determine the one that works.
It usually happens in a free-flowing, spontaneous manner, where multiple
creative ideas are engendered and evaluated. A manifold number of potential
solutions are studied in a brief span of time, and unconventional connections
may be drawn. Once the stage of divergent thinking is complete, information
and ideas are structured and organized using convergent thinking.
Brainstorming and free writing are two processes that involve divergent
thinking” (https://www.cleverism.com/idea-generation-divergent-vs-convergent-
thinking).

It is an irrefutable fact that any scientific domain, any discipline
possesses a number of aspects that seem particularly difficult for teachers to
explain efficiently enough to arouse students’ interest or to keep them
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motivated and inspired. In this respect, grammar, having an essential role in
language teaching and generally acknowledged as a controversial topic in terms
of its teaching methods, frequently poses challenges for teachers who are
neither ready nor willing to embrace them especially when they are tough or
unprecedented. Thus, students, too, encounter a number of hurdles and
obstacles that result in the incomprehension and confusion of the concept,
which is further compounded by disenchantment and the simultaneous
shortage of the learner attention, integration, and participation. Non-native
learners of English often experience problems with the regularities,
irregularities, and exceptions of the English Grammar as they seem perplexing
and interfering on the one hand (as they do not go hand in hand with the
regularities of the mother tongue) and weary and dull, on the other hand.
Therefore, it is important that we look for ways and approaches that could
make grammar classes more intelligible, digestible, and engaging. In order to
achieve this goal we should, first of all, try to give answers to a number of
questions that include, but are not limited to, “What grammar should we
teach?”, “How should we teach grammar?”, “What is the key to a good
grammar explanation?” Consequently, before teaching grammar we should
consider the nature of the grammar required, its role and importance in
language teaching, and the methods and approaches that will enable language
learners to use linguistic forms accurately, meaningfully, and appropriately.
Grammar is sometimes described as the "rules" of a language, which is not
more or less true. Nor is it right to consider grammar as a discrete set of static
structures. If we do strive to enhance our students’ grammatical accuracy and
proficiency, the mere transmission of grammatical knowledge is definitely not
enough to satisfy students’ learning needs and expectations.

In the present research, we pursue the following hypothesis:
incorporating and increasing the core elements of convergent and divergent
thinking in grammar classes may lead to the organization of a more
productive, meaningful and thought-provoking classes. And periodically
students should be provided with a realistic opportunity, real-life situations and
smooth transition from the sentence level to the discourse level to explore and
get the understanding of the grammatical concepts and grammatical categories
by themselves through analyzing, synthesizing, problem solving, identifying
links and similarities, comparing and contrasting. Thus, the subject matter of
this article is to highlight the importance of using convergent and divergent
thinking techniques to enhance students’ learning, to explore and share some
insights and ideas on integration of key critical thinking elements in teaching
Conditionals within English language teaching context. The article will also
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illustrate a number of authentic situations and texts aiming at contrasting and

comparing sentence-level description with discourse level description involving

some forms, meanings and structures of modal verbs used in Conditional
sentences.

Performing in compliance with the present research hypothesis we put
forward the following research questions:

1. Why is it essential to develop critical thinking in Grammar classes, and how
can we introduce the elements of critical and creative thinking while
teaching Grammar in ELT?

2. How can we relate and intertwine the core skills of Grammar to the core
skills of convergent and divergent thinking to fulfill the ultimate goal of
teaching Grammar?

3. Why doesn’t necessarily the explaining of a rule lead to a  full
understanding of the language point? Which grammar method should be
applied in grammar classes?

4. Why is it necessary to reevaluate the content of English grammar at the
discourse level.

5. Could there be any techniques that can lead to designing a more effective
and student-oriented classes while teaching Conditional sentences in
Grammar classes.

In correspondence with a number of studies conducted in this area and
on the basis of our experience and research, we assume that one of the
reasons of getting grammar gradually into the Cinderella area of linguistics is
that grammar rules are seldom contextualized; they do not provide many
instances that come from real-life situations; in one word, they do not account
for many cases or examples that learners come across in real life. Native
speakers are the ones who create and are responsible for the language, and
consequently, grammar rules mainly reflect and follow native speakers’
language and communication habits.

Many students learn grammar rules and exceptions as they are
presented in grammar textbooks but fail to apply them when it comes to
language reproduction in authentic communication. As a corollary, rather than
reflecting natural language use, students direct their focus towards
constructing grammatically accurate utterances without much concern about
their meaningfulness and appropriateness in discourse. To this end, before
assigning grammar exercises or grammatical models, we think it is important to
consider the purpose and the context in which the particular exercise will be
carried out. Producing grammatically accurate sentences is not enough to use
utterances appropriate in a given context. Different learners perceive the
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objective reality differently and it is their subjective cognition that colours that
reality, which is later regulated and expressed by cultural and social norms.
The latter plays a pivotal role in shaping situationally appropriate grammar
when it comes to teaching conditionals with their various syntactic forms,
numerous literal and figurative meanings, and even more diverse and puzzling
interpretations. In order to get possible answers to a great variety of questions
concerning different semantic representations and pragmatic interpretations of
the basic conditional patterns (Zero Conditional, Conditional 1, Conditional 2,
Conditional 3, and Mixed Conditionals), we need to make use of some tools or
strategies in order to have a better picture of these misleadingly simple
constructions. Since modality is closely related to tense, mood and aspect
features, in this paper we will use it as an effective tool to explore the
reciprocal relationship between conditionals and modality, thereby revealing
various subtle differences of conditional and modal meanings that
“if+will/would” patterns may inherently express or acquire in discourse. “Will”
and “would” are rather versatile in terms of their semantic and functional
properties and seem highly troublesome to Armenian learners especially when
used in if-clauses inasmuch as future in conditional clauses is mainly expressed
by present (Zero Conditional; Conditional 1) and past tenses (Conditional 2)
which are void of modal colouring. To better understand the futurity-modality
interface in “if+will/would” clauses we need to study the interpersonal
functions of “will” and “would” from both the speaker’s and the hearer’s
perspective which will serve a good base to identify their epistemic, deontic and
dynamic meanings and the circumstances under which these meanings may
overlap and give rise to various interpretations. Since futurity and modality
expressed by “will” and “would” in conditional clauses seem inextricably
intertwined and difficult to differentiate, the analysis of the attitudinal functions
of epistemic, deontic and dynamic modality (developed by Palmer) in if-clauses
will enable us to draw a demarcation line between objective and subjective
reality and to more easily distinguish the future and modal readings of these
patterns.

As far as nomenclature of conditional sentences is concerned, the
subordinate clause is called the antecedent, also called the protasis (p) and the
main clause is called the consequent or the apodosis (g). The conditional (if-
then) construction has the “If p, then g” formula, the symbolic representation
of which is p =>q in philosophical logic (Rescher 2007: 2).

According to T.V. Leeuwen “ Modality is the social semiotic approach to
the question of truth. It relates both to issues of representation and to the
questions of social interaction (Leeuwen 2006: 160). Modality is a semantic
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phenomenon since it is concerned with meaning first of all, and meaning can
be realised via a variety of parameters.

Consequently, on the one hand modality relates to the attitude of the
speaker/writer to the issue from the point of view of reality-unreality,
probability-improbability, obligatory-desirable, politeness-criticism regulator,
fact- hypothesis, real-desired or imaginary, and on the other hand “what is
regarded as true in one social context is not necessarily true in others.
Linguists therefore do not ask “ How true is this?” but “How true it is
represented?”(Leeuwen 2006: 160).

So, we, linguists, are not concerned with universal truth, but to what
degree the truth is seen and and represented by the speakers/writers and
perceived and agreed upon by the listeners/ readers How we see the issue is
the result of our personal experience, perception, and interpretation which
may not coincide with the listener/reader/s’ perspective. Modality exists on the
level of interpersonal meanings and reflects how the speaker /writer is sure
about the event: whether it is factual, likely, necessary, inevitable, possible,
desirable, or fictitious. However, one must be careful to distinguish between
“the speaker’s actual beliefs and his or her portrayal of these beliefs and
attitudes” (Sweetser 1996: 318). According to Fillmore’s epistemic stance
theory (1990: 137), the coded meaning of the verb forms in a conditional
necessarily reveals the speaker’s stance towards the proposition in the protasis.
Fillmore defines epistemic stance as “the epistemic relationship which the
speaker has to the world represented by the conditional sentence: the speaker
might regard it as the actual world, might regard it as distinct from the actual
world, or might not know whether the alternative world represented in the
conditional sentence is the actual world or not”(Fillmore 1990: 140-142). As
regards hypotheticality, it is a common feature of some types of conditionals,
notably of those considered outside of any discourse context; thus,
hypotheticality is not part of the semantic content encoded in the form of a
conditional marker like ‘if’ (Schwenter 1999: 45).

Thus, in this very research, combining the crossroads of convergent and
divergent thinking, we will try to especially focus on the interpersonal
dimension of the modality in conditional clauses which will enable us to regard
this or that issue not as a matter of “true” or “wrong”, but to what degree
something is true or wrong.

According to the Dictionary of Grammatical Terms in Linguistics,
“Epistemic modality is the area of mood concerned with knowledge and belief,
including at least the expression of possibility, probability and certainty as
perceived by the speaker. Deontic modality is the area of mood concerned with
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permission, obligation and prohibition. Dynamic modality is the area of mood
concerned with physical or mental ability.”(Trask 2003: 76). According to
Facchinetti (2003: 300-302), “Epistemic modality deals with opinions, with
reference to the speaker’s degree of knowledge of what is said. Deontic
modality deals with facts controlled by the willingness/intentionality of the
speaker; it is the modality of obligation, imposition, and permission. Dynamic
modality deals with the subject’s physical or mental powers, and with situations
which are determined by circumstances external to the subject.” Deontic and
Epistemic modals are also called intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic modality refers
to actions and events that humans (or other agents) directly control: meanings
relating to permission, obligation, or volition (or intention); extrinsic modality
refers to the logical status of events or states, usually relating to assessments of
likelihood: possibility, necessity, or prediction (Biber et al. 1999: 485).

Hence, of the three functional components of the semantic system of the
language (ideational, interpersonal, textual) it is the interpersonal component
that would allow us to categorize epistemic and non-epistemic interpretations of
‘will” and “would” in different situational contexts since “the interpersonal
component is concerned with the social, expressive and conative functions of
language, with expressing the speaker’s ‘angle’: his attitudes and judgments,
his encoding of the role relationships in the situation, and his motive in saying
anything at all” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 26-27). According to Butt et al. (2003:
5)“the interpersonal metafunction uses language to encode interaction, to show
how defensible we find our propositions, to encode ideas about obligation and
inclination and to express our attitudes.”

As regards the interpersonal functions of the modal auxiliaries “will” and
“would” in P-clauses, they can express a number of non-epistemic meanings
that include, but are not limited to, obstinate insistence; an inherent quality or
capacity of a thing; willingness, intention and refusal; a polite request or
invitation (Declerck & Reed 2001: 205-207). Dancygier (2006: 120-122)
distinguishes two types of ‘if +will’ constructions: the first type expressing
volition, as in “If you will look after our luggage, I'll go and get a taxi”, and the
second type expressing insistence, as in “If you will watch TV in the dark, what
can you expect?” Comrie (2009: 77-79) claims that non-volitional uses of ‘will’
in if-clauses my vary depending on the nature of sequentiality and causal
relations between the clauses. He notes that sentences in which ‘will’ appears in
‘contextually-given P-clauses’ are not sequential, as in “If he won’t arrive
before nine, there is no point in ordering for him”. The future protasis of
conditional constructions may give rise to a ‘bicausal’ interpretation as in “If it
will amuse you, I'll tell you a joke” due to the inverse causal relations between
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the P-clause and Q-clause (prospective amusement causes telling a joke; the
joke causes amusement). According to Michael Swan (1997: 259-260), “If +will
can be used in polite requests. In this case, will is not a future auxiliary; it
means are willing to. Would can be used to make a request even more polite.
Stressed will can also be used after if when it expresses the idea of insistence.
If + will may also mean if it is true that.” Dancygier and Sweetser in their book
“Mental Spaces in Grammar” (2009: 89) write “Future ‘will’ is acceptable in
epistemic or speech-act conditional protases, because the protasis in both is not
related to the apodosis on the level of content (so reference times are not
coordinated in the usual way), and secondarily also because most of these
conditionals are not construed as involving predictions by the speaker”.
Fillmore (1990: 137) has noted that the use of ‘non-future will’ may go beyond
a meaning of volitionality to cover cases expressing the speaker’s ‘positive
interest’, as in “If this rain will just hold off, | can get the lawn mowed”.

If we analyse the examples given below, we notice that the “if +
will/would” patterns are predominantly dealing with polite behaviour which is
characteristic of dynamic modality. However, if we consider the context, the
relations between the interlocutors, and the speaker’s intent, we realize that
the utterances in the if-clauses give rise to not only a dynamic or a deontic
interpretation, but sometimes two or even three readings (dynamic, deontic,
epistemic) at a time depending on whose perspective we analyse the utterances
from: the speaker’s or the hearer’s. Another no less important distinguishing
factor is whether the speech acts in those examples are expressed explicitly or
implicitly, the latter demanding a critical approach to the decoding process on
the whole.

(1) “Well, if you’ll excuse me, I’ll go.” (Th. Dreiser, 50)

As is seen, the P-clause is a hedge regarded as an etiquette regulating
politeness and, therefore, does not implicate dynamic, deontic or epistemic
meanings. We consider it hedging as in this context “will” is outside the
structural and semantic levels, and is within the communicative domain of the
utterance. If we consider the P-clause a formulaic phrase serving as a starting
point for the utterance of the Q-clause, the P-clause does not express a deontic
or dynamic meaning. But if we consider this hedge as a polite request asking
for permission, it definitely implicates a deontic meaning.

(2) You are the essence of everything beautiful to me. It is in your power
to strew flowers in my path if you will. (Th. Dreiser, 135)

We can’t but agree with one of Declerck’s interpretations of the verbal
gesture “if you will”, which is old-fashioned in the sense of “if you like”, but
still survives in current English, in approximately the sense of “if you will accept
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my expressing it in these terms” or “if you prefer to express it in these terms”
(Declerck & Reed 2001:208). Here, the speaker is tentatively negotiating with
the hearer trying to redress the face threatening act with positive politeness,
which attends the positive face, the need to be accepted and liked by the
hearer, treated as a member of the group. (Yule 2002:152). In this example,
deontic and dynamic meanings of the P-clause are conceived at the same time:
deontic modality (permission to be granted by the speaker) and dynamic
modality (the hearer’s willingness to grant the speaker that permission). This
utterance can be totally regarded as a piece of diplomatic persuasion using the
praise as a starting point.

(3) Mrs. Gerhardt listened with a strong hope for a betterment if their
miserable life creeping into her heart. If Bass would only do this. If he would
go and get work, and come to her rescue, as a strong bright young son
might, what a thing it would be! They were in the rapids of a life which was
moving toward a dreadful calamity. If only something would happen. (Th.
Dreiser, 93)

(4) Lester came to himself sufficiently after a time to add:

“Well. Just what did he tell you?” you would get nothing at all.

“He said that if you married me, you would only get ten thousand a
year. That if you didn’t and still lived with me. If you would leave me, or |
would leave you, you would get all of a million and a half. Don’t you think
you had better leave me now?” (Th. Dreiser, 290)

The “if + would” clauses in examples (3) and (4) stand in close
opposition due to their marked semantic and attitudinal connotations acquired
in the context. “If he would go and get work, and come to her rescue, as a
strong bright young son might” (example 3) undoubtedly implies an epistemic
meaning and can be looked upon as the speaker’s (Mrs Gerhardt) great wish
and desire towards the realization of something unreachable covered by the
“veil of uncertainty”. Here the slightly expressed willingness is not associated
with either a polite request or invitation unlike that of the P-clause (example
4), which is accompanied by the act of encouragement and incentive ensuring
the possible fulfillment of the desired event. According to the speaker’s
conviction, the deal offered would be beneficial for both entities equally. Thus,
we may deduce that both the examples have epistemic reading overlapping with
deontic reading in example 3 and with deontic and dynamic readings in
example 4.

(5) “All well and good,” said Robert, “but who’s going to convince him?
I’m sure | don’t want the job.”
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“I hope to,” said old Archibald, “eventually; but you’d better go up and
try, anyhow. It can’t do any harm. He might come to his senses.”

“I don’t believe it,” replied Robert. “He is a strong man. You see how
much good talk does down here. Still, I’ll go if it will relieve your feelings
any. Mother wants it.”

“Yes, yes,” said his father distractedly, “better go.” (Th. Dreiser, 197)

The P-clause in this example stands out from all the others analyzed in
this paper in that it is not concerned with the semantic content of the Q-clause.
Rather, it indirectly casts doubt on the pragmatic presupposition of the Q-
utterance. In essence, this P-clause expresses dynamic meaning through the
speaker’s unwillingness to accept the truthfulness of the proposition under
consideration. However, the P-clause may also tentatively express epistemic
meaning if considered from the speaker’s firm and inflexible standpoint:
Robert’s unwillingness to go and his misgivings about the successful outcome
of the operation emphasizes his obstinate reluctance to negotiate.

(6) Bass waited a little while before making up his mind but finally
announced his purpose.

“I believe I'll go up to Cleveland,” he said to his mother one evening as
she was getting supper.

“Why?’ she asked, looking up uncertainly. She was rather afraid that
Bass would desert her.

“I think | can get work there,” he returned. “We oughtn’t to stay in this
darned old town.”

“Don’t swear,” she returned reprovingly.

“Oh, | know,” he said, “but it’s enough to make any one swear. We've
never had anything but rotten luck here. I’'m going to go, and maybe if | get
anything we can all move. We'd better off if we’d get some place where
people don’t know us. We can’t be anything here.” (Th. Dreiser, 93)

In this passage the P-clause “if we’d get some place where people don’t
know us” directly and indirectly expresses three modal meanings at a time.
According to its epistemic reading, Bass hopefully expresses his wish to find
better living conditions for the family (this wish might or might not be realized
though); in the meantime, he respects his mother’s expectations and feelings
and politely gets her involved in something she would hardly be able to do.
Without direct imposition, Bass tactfully replaces “I” with “we” to showcase his
wish to negotiate and to consider his mother’s willingness to become part of the
drastic change they expect to make in their lives. This seemingly small pronoun
change has a great pragmatic value and is a means to implicitly express both
deontic and dynamic modality inasmuch as they are both based on Bass’s

109



mother’s attitude which stems either from Bass’s (the speaker) indirect
imposition or permission to act (external force related to deontic reading) or
from her own willingness (the hearer) to cooperate with her own son (internal
force related to dynamic reading). As is seen from this analysis, these three
different interpretations of the same P-clause may be possible when the
situational context is thoroughly analyzed from different perspectives and if the
author’s (Th. Dreiser) idiosyncrasy is conceived as an added semantic value.
The author’s preference of “would” to “will” can be seen as a modality-
intensifying device to increase the level of uncertainty and doubt in case of
epistemic modality (this is the first meaning the P-clause expresses explicitly)
and to highlight the degree of tentativeness and politeness when deontic and
dynamic meanings are concerned (these implicitly expressed modal meanings
are discovered through critical and judgemental thinking only).

The author’s individual style is also important to consider while trying to
explain the difference(s) between the two “if only” patterns in sentences (7)
and (8) given below.

(7) There’s only one answer to your problem, and it isn’t such a bad one,
if you’ll only believe me. (Th. Dreiser, 143)

(8) If only something would happen. (Th. Dreiser, 93)

Two questions are bound to arise here:

» Are the constructions “If only....” and “If....... only....... ” the same or

different as far as their meanings are concerned?

> Is the position of the focusing adverb “only” in “if only” constructions

merely attributed to the author’s idiosyncrasy and does not bring about
big semantic changes, if any?

The above cited exercises and examples illustrated the need and priority
of teaching grammar at the discourse level with the key elements of
convergent-divergent thinking.

Thus, we come to the conclusion that adhering to the educational and
instructional needs and requirements of the 21" century, grammar teaching
should meet the following standards:

v" It should be multidisciplinary: on the one hand it should integrate all the
aspects of the competency based teaching: linguistic and extra-linguistic
layers of the language (intradisciplinary); on the other hand, it should
synthesize language with convergent -divergent thinking (interdisciplinary).

v" It should go beyond the sentence level and organizational level, prioritizing
the links between grammatical (morphology + syntax) and rhetorical and
sociopragmatic aspects of the language to develop greater awareness and
sensitivity to the ways in which the language can be used.
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v It should be multifunctional directed not only to developing learners’
knowledge, skills, and abilities, but also to enhancing their personal and
professional fulfillment and growth.
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MAPWUHA XAPATAH, NIYCUK BAPOAHAH - YC/IOBHbIE NMPEAJIOMEHUA HA
NMEPEKPECTKE KOHBEPTEHTHOIO U AUBEPTEHTHOIO MbILLJIEHUA

KnroyeBble cnosa: kpumudyeckoe MbiwneHue, mMpexmepHbili Nodxoo,
noOxo0 opueHMUpoBaHHbIl Ha mo4Hocmb U beznocmb BocnpoussedeHus,
SKCNAUYUMHAA U UMNIUYUMHAA 2pAMMAMUKa, OUHAMUYecKan, 0eoHmMuUYecKas
U UMNAUYUMHAGA MOOGIbHOCMb, YCI08HbIe NPeOoXeHUA, B83aUMOCBA3b,
CuHepeus

B paHHOl cTaTbe AenaeTcA MoMbiTKa MHTErpauun KNOYEBbIX SNEMEHTOB
KPUTNYECKOrO (KOHBEPTEHTHOMO) Y TBOPYECKOrO (AUBEPrEHTHOIO) MbILLNEHUA B
npouecce obyyeHMA rpamMMaTUKE aHITIMICKOro A3blka B BbICLUEN A3bIKOBOI
wkone. Mbl bonee yem ybespeHbl, 4TO rpamMmaTka — 3TO He TOJbKO
3cppekTMBHbIN cnocob pa3BUTUA W YKpenneHWsa OBYX BULOB MbILLUNEHWUA, HO U
YTO camMa rpaMmMaTtiKa ABNAETCA MOLENbIO  KPUTUYECKOrO U TBOPYECKOro
MbILLINEHUA.

PykoBopcTByAch obpa3oBaTtenbHbIMM NpUHLMNamMK U TpeboBaHuamM 21-ro
BeKa M HeoDXOAMMOCTbIO PasBUTUA Y CTYLEHTOB HaBbIKOB MbllwieHWA bonee
BbICOKOrO YPOBHA, Mbl UCCNEOyeM BAWAHWE 3TUX LBYX TWUMOB MbILLNEHMA Ha
KayecTBO aKafJeMM4YecKoil ycrneBaemMoCTW CTYAEHTOB Ha ypoKax rpammaTtuku, a
TaKkiKe B3aMMHYIO CBA3b MEMAY TPaMMaTUKOW W KPUTUYECKUM W TBOPYECKUM
TUMaMK MbILLNEHUA.

B cTtaTbe aHanMsMpyroTcA, COMOCTABNAOTCA U CPaBHUBAIOTCA HEKOTOpble
3HaYeHMA W CTPYKTypbl MopanbHbix rnaronos “will” n “would” B ycnosHom
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HaKNOHEHWN Ha ypOBHE MpPEAJIOMEHMA W Ha YpoBHE AuCKypca. B pesynbrate
aHann3a pAfa yCnoBHbIX NPEANOKEHNiA, B3ATbIX U3 nponsseaeHnii Y. [lnkkenca,
Mbl CMOI/IN KnaccudpuLMpoBaTb YCNOBHble NpuaaToyHble npepnoxenua c “will”
n “would” no Tpém TuUNam MOAANBHOCTM (OMHAMWYecKas, [EeOHTUYecKaAa |
UMNAULKUTHAA). Mbl NpUWAKM K BbIBOAY, YTO OAHO U TO € BbICKasblBaHWe
MOMET WMMETb OJHO, a MHOrja fABa WM [ame TpW MOAATbHbIX 3Ha4yeHuA,
KOTOpble CUTYaLMOHHO 00yCnoBneHbl N 0POPMIIEHDI.
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