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DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE

OF PRIMARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

IN THE THREE-LEVEL HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM

Summary

The article describes the results of the analysis of primary school teachers’ professional competence development
in the framework of the three-level higher education. This scholarly work presents and analyses the formation of
communicative competence as part of professional competence of primary school teachers. It outlines strategies that
aim at improvement of communicative skills. The article defines the main stages of the communicative competence
development in the three-level hierarchy of higher education qualifications: professional graduate — bachelor — master
in primary education. Communication trainings as a means of improving communication skills of primary teacher
education program students have been theoretically explained and practically tested.
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SPECIFICITY OF MARKERS OF ARGUMENTATION IN SCIENTIFIC TEXT
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named after Hryhoriy Skovoroda

This article reveals the functioning of argumentation markers from the point of view of their function in the scientific text,
correlation with psychical side of the language functioning. Influence of using the markers of argumentation for persuad-
ing and thoughts of recipient. Markers of argumentation are an obligatory part of any kind of proof.

Keywords: structuring, argumentation, theory, argumentation discourse, language act.

tatement of the problem and relevance of the
study. Markers of argument do not perform any
functions at the level of stylistic suggestions and are, ac-
cording to their morpho-syntactic, semantic and prag-
matic properties that guide the interpretation of state-
ments. The speaker adds these markers, consciously or
unconsciously, to their language in order to improve the
effectiveness of the impact on the recipient of the state-
ments and add greater credibility to their arguments
in the dispute. Markers argument — this first unit and
which indicate the presence of arguments in text.
Relevance of the study determined that the is-
sue of tokens of argumentation in scientific discourse
is not fully covered in the scientific literature. This
issue is closely connected with the modern trends
of development of linguistics, in particular with the
pragmatics of the text and psycholinguistics. In ad-
dition, the communicative approach to the argument
is determined primarily by the fact that within its
framework examines non-dialogic voice messages. Of
course, under such a method does not involve the
presence of feedback, the conventional function of
the argument (the methods of determining the truth
of the messages to the communicants, the consensus
on the issue of consistency of reasoning, etc. ) as-
signed to the background. However, this disadvan-
tage is offset by the need to increase attention to the
author and the real or potential recipient thereof to
the adequacy of regulatory compliance with the rules
of reasoning and verbal communication postulates
that, if necessary, are taken in a simple, traditional
form. The reality of text communication as a separate
species of speech communication makes to speak not

only about the semantics and pragmatics of the text,
but the text of the argument.

Analysis of recent researches und publications.
Question reasoning was investigated by scholars such
as A.D. Belova, N.I. Kondakova L. Olbreht-Titska,
EV. Kluev, AN. Baranov, Downing, Locke,
AP. Alekseev, G.A. Brutyan, A.A. Ivin, V.I. Kurbatov,
Ch. Ruzavin and other linguists.

Mainstreaming the study of argumentation in a
number of pressing philosophical problems were
largely prepared by the writings of X. Perelman and
I Olbreht — Titek devoted to understanding the her-
itage of classical rhetoric. «The new rhetoric,» the
founder of the Belgian school of argument X. Perel-
man as arguments. In collaboration with L. Olbreht —
Titskoy they come to the conclusion that the «new
rhetoric,» or the theory of argumentation is the field
of study of psychology. They virtually eliminate the
role of logic in the argument, through the consolida-
tion of all possible logical exercise in mathematical
logic, according to them is to analyze the methods of
proof are effectively used by mathematicians.

Different understanding of the argument can be
found in representatives of the Dutch school of argu-
ment F. van Eemerena and I. Grootendorsta. At the
core of this definition is a social activity directed at
other people.

They understand the argumentation as verbal, so-
cial and mental activity aimed at convincing a judge
and rational (non) acceptance of this point of view
expressed by the extension of certain combinations of
offers (arguments), designed to bring the (negation)
expressed thoughts.

© Fedorchenko H.M., 2015

[TEJATOI'TYHI HAYKU



I[TEAJATOI'TYHI HAYKU

46 «Moaoguit BueHHi» * Ne 4 (19)

But in spite of the relatively large number of pa-
pers on various aspects of the argument, the pop-
ularity of the argument as an object of study, it is
impossible to speak of a coherent theory. The very
problem of reasoning continues to be one of the most
complex in logic, and almost never considered in lin-
guistics. In fact, natural speech argument recently
become a subject of study. The difficulty of defining
and constructing a theory of argumentation is the
complex nature of the latter. Therefore, it is hardly
possible to define the argument, which would equally
suit all professionals.

Question reasoning is closely related to such sci-
ences as logic, rhetoric, psychology.

In this study, the text is seen as a message, ob-
jectified in the form of a written document, which
consists of a number of statements, the combined
different types of lexical, grammatical and logical
connection that has a certain ideal character, prag-
matic installation and, therefore, there is a literary
processed.

Logic in the scientific in the scientific text is
understood as exposition laws logical exposition of
thought. Scientific text, in particular, is a series of
techniques designed linguistically logical thinking —
thinking, arguments, theses, definitions, objective
scientific style is associated with the extra-linguistic
factors as the documentary. Objectivity due to the
peculiarities of scientific knowledge — the desire to
establish an objective scientific truth.

As a result, scientific thinking has a distinct ab-
stract-logical character, which manifests itself in the
properties and selection of language tools to create a
scientific text.

Not accidentally, subject to extra-linguistic reali-
ty, we are in the scientific literature — chosen such
lexical units, phraseological and syntactic structures
that meet the requirements of clarity, accuracy and
objectivity of the presentation to ensure adequate
perception of scientific information across a group of
people involved in science communication. All this is
reflected in the style of scientific writing, in an effort
to matching the signs used the expression plane of
the content.

This is made possible by the application of the
laws of logic of thought (the message — its devel-
opment, conclusion, or thesis-proof-generalization) as
an instrument of knowledge. After all, the best idea,
if it is not justified and, importantly, is not expressed
in the relevant sector, it remains just an idea.

Since the argument of language activity, includ-
ing a system of propositions intended to justify or
deny any thought, it is addressed primarily to the
mind of the person who is able to, consider, accept
or refute this view. Arguing, we have something to
say or write, forming a text addressed to another
person in order to have a significant influence on his
views, encourage the commission of certain acts. It is
believed that the reasoning process is necessary share
of people's beliefs in their communication and com-
municative activities in general. In the scientific com-
munication through persuasion argumentator seeks
to change attitudes, thoughts, and behavior of the
interlocutor, not by coercion but by rational means
and methods. The argument does not act on the feel-
ings and emotions of the people, and in their minds....

The purpose and objectives of the article. The
purpose of the article is to make a synthesis of the
functioning of the markers of argumentation in sci-
entific discourse.

This purpose of the research involves the follow-
ing objectives: Consider a scientific text as a spe-
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cial form of communication; Consider a typology of
scientific texts; Investigate pragmatics of scientific
text; Make a pooled analysis of pragmatic tools in
the scientific text; Make a generalized analysis of the
types of reasoning; Determine the structure of the
argument; To analyze the specifics of the argument
in the scientific text.

The study is to try to light the functioning of the
markers of argument from the point of view of their
operation in the scientific text, their relationship with
the psychological aspect of language functioning, that
is, the influence of the use of markers of reasoning
and thinking to convince the recipient. The term «ar-
gument» has several definitions, largely prevents the
study of this phenomenon. Despite the large number of
papers on various aspects of argumentation and reason-
ing in popularity as an object of study, we still can not
talk about a holistic theory [3, 5], or at least its generally
accepted definition that would suit all researchers.

Interest in natural-speaking argument appears in
the second half of the XX century, philosophy, psy-
chology, rhetoric, logic, linguistics, cognitive science,
sociology, conflict resolution, ergonomics, a reflection
of the steady integration of parallel processes within
cognitive science paradigm and process within the
scientific disciplines. On the other hand, the desire
to create an integrated theory of argumentation is
due to its association with such relevant areas as
human factors engineering, categorization of human
behavior modeling human activity. At its core, the
cognitive paradigm has become an integrating factor
for many scientific disciplines, this is another, a new
attempt to get closer to the knowledge of the nature
of human consciousness. Distinguishes it from all pre-
vious awareness of experts from the fact that it can
succeed only through common efforts of psychology,
linguistics, anthropology, philosophy [1].

This also contributes to and is increasingly aware
of the need extend outside the region, which had
previously been considered a purely linguistic. Indeed
the use of force (as kinetic action) can be viewed as
a kind of reasoning, a form of the continuation of
the dispute. But this inevitably raises the question of
limiting cases in the definition of the concept of argu-
mentation. Boxing, for example, where physical force
is used, also aims to prove and convince the audience
that the opponent is stronger than the other one, but
the goal of persuasion is secondary, and the box can
not be regarded as argument.

No less important is the fact that the belief is the
aim of argument, be sure to include the factor of
voluntary choice on the part of the recipient. Many
other non-linguistic elements of communication, as
irony, flattery, lies, should also get a place in the ap-
propriate linguistic structures.

So, the natural-language argumentation in devel-
oping intersubject environment can be studied only
in unity with the non-verbal communicators. Inte-
gration of science and their mutual influence led to
the fact that the fore in argumentation theory out
social factors — the trust factor in the argument, the
distance between the start and the information re-
ceived, the emotional impact on the recipient, the
formation of its position and visibility. It pushes to
the following issues: characteristics of argumentative
discourse, the ratio of arguments and evidence, the
ratio of argumentation in different functional styles,
informative adequacy ratio and redundancy in the
argument, the macro-, and micro-speech acts struc-
turing arguments, and more.

The concept of «argumentation» is increasingly
found in the scientific literature as philosophically
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and in philological. Mainstreaming the study of ar-
gumentation in a number of pressing philosophical
problems were largely trained and works H. Perel-
mana I. Olbreht-Titskoy devoted to understanding
the heritage of classical rhetoric. «The new rheto-
ric,» the founder of the Belgian school of argument
H. Perelman as arguments. In cooperation with L. Ol-
breht-Titskoy they come to the conclusion that «the
new rhetoric,» or the theory of argumentation is the
field of study of psychology. They virtually eliminate
the role of logic in the argument, through the consol-
idation of all possible logical exercise in mathematical
logic, according to them is to analyze the methods of
proof are effectively used by mathematicians.

Other understanding of the argument can be
found in representatives of the Dutch school of ar-
gument F. Eemerena and Y. Grootendorsta. At the
core of this definition is a social activity directed at
other people. They understand the reasoning as ver-
bal, social and mental activity aimed at convincing a
judge and rational (non) acceptance of this point of
view expressed by the extension of certain combi-
nations of offers (arguments), designed to bring the
(negation) expressed thoughts (Eemeren 5,1994). By
«rational judge» means a reasonable medium lan-
guage in which the speaker sees the person who
assesses what he says. The speaker comes from the
fact that a rational judge will try, if possible, the
most properly assess whether this argument is ac-
ceptable or not, there will be taking a decision on
the argument after the contribution it makes to the
solution of the dispute.

In the scientific literature of the USSR argu-
ment basic ally considered in the mainstream of for-
mal logic, the way it is treated in the «logical dic-
tionary-reference» N.I. Kondakova which considers
the argument as guidance logical arguments to prove
any position, as a logical process. Close within the
meaning of the definition can be found in the book
«Logic,» Professor V.F. Asmus, who represents it as
reasoning, consisting of a number of conclusions to
prove the truth or falsity of the thesis [2].

In Ukraine, the problems of argumentation began
to study only in the middle of 1990-th and until re-
cently little scientific papers were written that the
disclosure of the subject. Professor A.D. Belova, in his
paper «Linguistic aspects of reasoning,» provides, in
our opinion, the true definition of discipline. Accord-
ing to her, the argument is a communicative activity
of a subject in a trinity of verbal, non-verbal and ex-
tra-linguistic, the purpose of which is to convince the
recipient through proper justification of its position
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(Belova 1997). The current literature on the theory
of argumentation is very widely believed that the
reasoning is universal, regardless of their social, class,
national factors. But the various areas in which it is
used, add the process of argumentation and reason-
ing their shades. The specificity of the scientific areas
may impose such a significant impact on the nature
and the nature of the argument, the argument blurs
status as the only way of reasoning.

The reasoning in the field of scientific relations
is considered as a specific form of activity. The ar-
guments used in scientific discussions, for example,
intended to justify the laws of cause and effect rela-
tionships in nature. It is believed that scientific rea-
soning is associated with the justification of facts and
laws of their relations without regard to who their
proves or disproves who make certain theses, for
what purpose it is done, what the motives of personal
control panel members. The proof of the truth of any
thesis in science has nothing to do with what strata of
society is the author of the extended position, whose
interests are expressed. And even more than that, the
scientific evidence will be even more correct, accu-
rate and fair, if we can eliminate any subjectivity, to
create an environment where the main motive of the
discussion serves truth, only the truth and nothing
but the truth. According A.D. Belova, the main con-
dition of argument can reach a consensus, the motion
on the basis of two opposition «unity-contradiction»
to solving the conflict [4].

Conclusion. The main purpose of any argument is
the belief in the correctness of the recipient of your
thoughts and opinions. And the main means of per-
suasion, as in ancient times, is proof. It is this type of
argumentative broadcasting accounted for the larg-
est share of the use of argumentation markers, and
this is where they perform their function directly. So,
as we can see, the number of argumentation mark-
ers is great in any language of the world, and each
groups and subgroups can be divided into smaller
structural formations, depending on their structur-
al and semantic meaning. And there is no possibility
to classify certainly markers to a particular group,
because these linguistic units can sometimes change
their affiliation depending on the context.

Markers of argumentation is an obligatory com-
ponent of any scientific proof, because the absence
of a specific semantic relation between the sentences
would be impossible for the reader, in simultaneously
with the reading of the text to qualify this relation-
ship, which is contrary to the requirements of the
communicative clarity of scientific text.
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Pepopuenko I'.M.
ITepesacnaB-XMebHNLIBKUI TePyKaBHUI IeJATOTIYHNI YHIBEpPCUTET
imeni I'puropia CroBoponn

CHEINV®IKA MAPKEPIB APTYMEHTAIIII B HAYKOBOMY TEKCTI

Anoranis

Y poboTi BUCBITIIIOETBCA POJIb MapKepiB apryMeHTallii 3 TOYKM 30py IX (PYHKI[IOHYBaHHA B HayKOBOMY TeKCTi, iX
B3a€MO3B’A30K 3 IICUXOJIOTIYHOK CTOPOHOI0 (PYHKIIOHYBaHH:A. BIIMB 3acTocyBaHHA MapKepiB apryMeHTallii Ha Iepexo-
HAHHA Ta MUCJIEHHA perumieHTa. Mapkepnu aprymMeHTanii € 000B’ A3K0BMM KOMIIOHEHTOM Oy Ib-AKOr0 HayKOBOTO JIOBEJI€HHS.
Koaro4oBi cioBa: CTpyKTypu3alia apryMeHTallii, Teopis, apryMeHTOBaHUI JUCKYPC, MOBJIEHHEBUII aKT.

Pepopuenro I''H.
ITepesacaaB-XMeJbHULIKNI TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIN ITeJaTOTMYeCcKIil YHUBEPCUTET
umenn I'puropma CKoBoposibI

CIIEHVI®URA MAPREPOB APTYMEHTAIIVIN B HAYYHOM TERCTE

AHHOTAIMA

B pabote ocsemaerca posib MapKepPOB apryMeHTal[Myl C TOYKM 3PEHMA UX (PYHKIVOHMPOBAHMA B HAYYHOM TEKCTe, UX
B3aMMOCBA3b C IICUXOJIOTMYECKON CTOPOHOM (PyHKUMOHMpPOBaHMA. Bimanne ymnorpebiieHnA MapKepoB apryMeHTalMy Ha
yOesxieHne 1 MBIIIJIeHNe perynneHTa. Mapkepsl apryMeHTaIn ABJIAeTCA 0043aTeJIbHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM JIF060T0 Hay9HOTO
IOKa3aTeJbCTBa.

KuaroueBbie ciioBa: CTPYKTUPU3ALVA apryMeHTaluy, Teopud, apryMeHTUPOBaHHbI UCKYPC, pedeBoil akT.
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JTOMAIIHIN ®I3NYHNIT EKCIIEPUMEHT
Y KOHTEKCTI ®AXOBOI HNIATOTOBKN MANBYTHIX YYUTEJIB ®I3NKN

IlleBuyk O.B.
M’ stHelb-IlomMiIbChbKIMIT HAIlIOHAJILHUI VHIB uretT iMeHi IBan rieq
Kawm’auers-I1o CBhK alfioHa iBepcutetT imeHni IBana OrieHka

Y crarTi posrianaeTbesa Po3BUTOK i popMyBaHHA (PAaX0BOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI ManiOyTHIX yunTesiB pisuku B mipolieci opraxisarii
JIOMAIIHBOrO (Pi3MYHOTO €KCIEPUMEHTY TaKOMK IOCJIIMKYeTbCA (POPMYyBaHHA yMiHb caMOCTifHOI poboTu mosa JsiabopaTopiero.
Y npodeciiinomy HaB4aHHI JlabopaTopHi pobOTK 3aiiMaIOTh IIPOMIKHE IIOJIOYKEHHA MiK TeOpeTMYHMM i BUPOOHMYMM HaBUYaH-
HAM 1 CJIy’KaTbhb OJHMM 3 HaliBasKJIMBIIINMX 3acobiB 3AiicHeHHA Teopii i1 nmpakTtuku. IIpn 1pomMy 3 OmZHOTO OOKY, JOCATAETHCA
3aKpINJeHHs i1 yIOCKOHAJJIIOBAHHSA 3HAHb CTYAEHTIB, 3 iHIIIOro 0Ky — y HUX (DOPMYIOThCSA BU3HAYEHI (DaX0Bi KOMIIETEHTHOCT,
YMiHH#A, IO HOTIM B3aCTOCOBYIOTHCA y IIpolieci BUPOOHMYOro HaBuaHHA. IlepeBipka AKOCTI 3HAHB BUCTYIIA€ 3aKOHOMIPHO
HeOOXITHOI0 YMOBOIO JIarHOCTVMKM Ta HPOTHOCTMKM y HaBYaHHI, BUXOBAHHI i pO3BUTKY inauBina. Jomamiua jsabopaTopHa po-
fora, Ak popma opraHizarii HaBYaHHA, peasidye po3BMBaO4i 3a/a4i HaBYaHHA. BoHa cupuse popMyBaHHIO BMiHb, HABUYOK,
IIepeKOHaHb CTYJEHTIB, YYUTb IX IUIAHYBaTU AiAJBHICTb i BJIiJICHIOBATM CaMOKOHTPOJb, €(eKTMBHO (POpMy€e Ii3HaBaJbHI

inTepecu, 030pore pidHOMaHITHMMY crrocobammu IisAJIbHOCTI.

KmrouoBi caoBa: nomamua JabopaTopHa pobora, ¢axoBa KOMIETEHTHICTb, CTyIeHT, Maii0yTHiI Bumreab QisuKy,

npodpecioHaizM.

BCTyII. OcpiTa CbOTOMEHHS 3a3Hae OaraTo 3MiH
MoB'ABaHUX i3 mporiecom e€BpoinTerpariii, 60J10H-
CBbKMM IIpOllecoM, iHHOBalIIHMMM IIpollecaMy B TaJjry3i
HAyKM 1 TeXHIiKM, BIIPOBAJKEHHAM HOBITHIX TeXHOJO-
Il y pisHMX rajgy3ax HAYKU Ta TEeXHIKM, 3iJiICHIOIOTHCA
HOBi BIOKPUTTA, 3'SBJSIOTHCA HOBI BMHAXOAM AKI He-
cyTb y co0i Besmikuii Oarasx HOBOI iH(opmamii. Came
HaykoBO TexHiuHMiI nmpopus, Hi-Tech TexHosoriuni HO-
BUHKMY, BIIKPUTTSA Yy CBiTI HAHOTEXHOJIOTIV BiZICJIIKOBY-
I0ThCA MaiOyTHIMY yunTenamu Qpisukn. €BpoiHTerparisa
YrkpaiHu XapaKTepu3yeTbCsA 3allO3WYEHHAM CBITOBUX
Ta €Bporericbkux craHgapris. Croromsi opMyBaHHA
OCBiTHIX IIijieil BigOyBaeTbcA He Ha PiBHI nepskxaB, a
Ha MDKIEpP:KaBHOMY, MiKHAITIOHAJIbHOMY PIiBHAX, KOJIU
OCHOBHI IIpiOpUTeTHM 71 LiJi IIPOroJIONIyIOTECA B MiyKHA-
POIHMX KOHBEHIIAX Ta JOKYMEHTaX, i € cTpaTeriyHmMmu
opieHTMpaMM MiKHaponHOi coismbHOTH [11, €. 14-16.; 9].
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Mera. TeopeTnyHo OOIpyHTYBaTU METOAMYHI OCHO-
BI OpraHisarlii Ta IIpoBeJleHHA AOMAIIHIX JabopaTop-
HUX POOIT.

IHocranoBka mnpobsemn. Y HaBUYAJbHOMY IIpolieci
OOHUM i3 OCHOBHMX KPUTepii BU3HAYEHHHA YCIIIITHOCTI
TUX XTO HABYAETHCA € KOHTPOJb Ta KOPEKIid 3HaHb,
IIbOMY IUTAHHIO NPUIIIAETBCA JOCUTH DaraTo yBaru
IPOBiAHMMM BUeHMMMU-NemaroraMu. llocTanoBka [10-
MalIHbOrO (PIBMYHOrO EKCIIEPUMEHTY Hece IIEBHY Bif-
MIOBIJAJIBHICTD 13 32 HEMOYKJIVBOCTI KOHTPOJIIO IIPOLiecy
BUKOHAHHA Ta IiATOTOBKM A0 camoi poboTu, aje 3a-
BAAKM CydacHMM 3aco0aM TeJIeKOMYyHiKarii 1e MosK-
auBo (Skype).

Anajiz aktyaJdpHUX gociaig:keHb. Ha nymky mncu-
xoJoriB, (paxoBa MiATOTOBKA IIOBMHHA OIMPATMCA Ha
KOMIIOHEHTY 3HaHHA, AKMM B HaBYaJbHOMY IIpolleci He
IPUOIIAETHECA OCTATHLOI yBaru — Ije HaBUYKM i yMiH-



