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Abstract

The article is considered the concepts of “argument”, “argumentation” and to clarify the types of arguments
and argumentation in the field of learning foreign languages. Developing an argumentative-communicative
competence in the process of learning a foreign language is fundamental in line with the priority of
communicative approach. . Argumentation is conceptualized as a conversation type in which the participants
attempt to find a solution to a controversial issue (requirement) by means of a partner/listener-oriented
exchange of views (process) that is based on (good) reasons (goal) and made acceptable to all participants (in
a cooperative manner) (goal).
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Introduction with the global task of ensuring human

The trends of globalization of the entry into the social world, its productive
economy process require solving the adaptation in this world, necessitate the %
problems of professional training of provision of a more complete, personally x
graduates of educational institutions of and socially integrated result. As a é
higher and secondary education, their general definition of such an integrated i
readiness for effective functioning in phenomenon as a result of education, E
developing socio-economic conditions and  the notion of “competence” has become. %
confident behavior in the labor market. Scientists discuss the concepts of é
Changes occurring in the world in the field “competence” and “competency”, offer a if
of education aims, correlated, in particular,  variety of key (universal) competencies, §
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including communicative competence.
Formation of professional competence of
a specialist is explored by many teachers
and psychologists from the standpoint of
unity of personality, consciousness and
activity, interrelation of the processes

of activity and communication (K.A.
Abulkhanova-Slavskaya, B.G. Ananyeyv, A.A.
Bodalev, V.V. Davydoy, L.S. Vygotsky, PYa.
Halperin, l.LA. Zimnyaya, A.A. Leontyev, A.N.
Leontyey, S.L. Rubinstein, etc.) [1], [2], [3],
(4], [5], [6].

Methods

Future specialists, by the nature of
their professional activities, will have to
demonstrate such skills of professional
communication as building a reasoned
monologue speech and conducting a
reasoned discussion in a foreign language,
creating foreign texts in accordance with
existing international standards, as well
as the ability to think critically and analyze
information coming from various types
of sources. Specialists of new formation
should be able to logically and convincingly
form their thoughts in oral form. Also, in
accordance with the general requirements
for education of a specialist, it is assumed
to have a culture of thinking and public
speaking and participating in discussions
on professional issues. These skKills,
without any doubt, will require a graduate
to have knowledge of the fundamentals
of the theory of argumentation, that is, a
variety of ways to change the position or
beliefs of the other side, and the ability
to build and conduct adequate verbal
argumentation in a foreign language in
professional communication.

Results

Currently, there is an insufficient degree
of development of foreign language
argumentative skills; the inability to

structure the constituent parts of the
argument in accordance with the basic
laws of logic make all the attempts of
graduates to solve certain communication
problems arising in the sphere of their
professional activities ineffective.

We believe that teaching the
argumentative process is particularly
important in the field of learning foreign
languages. Developing an argumentative-
communicative competence in the
process of learning a foreign language
is fundamental in line with the priority
of communicative approach. With a
sufficiently high degree of mastering the
technique of using the necessary verbal
forms, the argumentative-communicative
competence increases, ensuring greater
freedom in speech interaction in a foreign
language.

Authors of theoretical approaches
assume that argumentation can be
supported successfully when learners are
building arguments actively and based
on criteria, when they represent typical
elements of arguments and argument
chains within their memory, and when they
use context cues for building arguments.
Learning how to argue represents no major
issue in traditional teacher education,
although there are effective courses
available [7].

Discussion

It is important to analyze the concepts
of “argument”, “argumentation” and
to clarify the types of arguments and
argumentation. An argument is a set of
statements that attempts to demonstrate
the truth of something by providing
reasons in support of its main claim.
However, the set of statements involves
a particular sequence in which the
statements are arranged. The statements
are linked, one to another, in a specific
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way so that the final statement can be
seen to rest clearly on those that went
before it. In an argument, each statement
leads to or implies the final statement.
Argument can be either a process or
a product. Argument is examined as a
product, a line of reasoning that justifies
a claim. Argument is examined as a social
process that people engage in when they
debate opposing claims. The two kinds
of argument are not unrelated, however.
Arguments as products contain implicit
two-sided process arguments that weigh
support for and against a claim, compared
to support for and against alternatives to
the claim [8].

An «argument» is something that can
be stated as proof or as confirmation of a
statement [9]. There are some criteria for a
good argument:

e validity;
e soundness;
e rigour;

e formal proof;

e based on inference rules of formal
logic;

e clear causality.

«Argumentation» represents a process
in which arguments are developed and
stated through the usage of language. The
concept of argumentation is the process
of developing or presenting an argument.
Argumentation is the study of how humans
can, do, and should reach conclusions
through logical reasoning, that is, claims
based on premises.

The construct of argumentational
integrity (fairness) specifies criteria for
an ethical evaluation of contributions
to argumentational discussions that
have been theoretically explicated and
empirically validated in the form of
conditions, characteristics, and standards
of (un)fair argumentation [10], [11].

The explication of the construct
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of argumentational integrity is based
on a (primarily) prescriptive use of
argumentation. Argumentation is
conceptualized as a conversation type
in which the participants attempt to
find a solution to a controversial issue
(requirement) by means of a partner/
listener-oriented exchange of views
(process) that is based on (good) reasons
(goal) and made acceptable to all
participants (in a cooperative manner)
(goal).

To potentially reach the two
(prescriptive) characteristics of rationality
and cooperation, which are contained
within the specifications of the two goal
dimensions, we suggest that contributions
to argumentative discussions must meet
the following four conditions:
formal validity,

e sincerity/ truth,

e ustice on the content level, and

e procedural justice.

The adherence to these conditions
was defined as fair argumentation,
their conscious violation as unfair
argumentation.

According to LeBlanc [12] and Walton
[13] for successful argumentation, the
following elements are necessary:

a) to identify arguments and their
elements, i.e., simple and complex
statements (negation, conjunction,
disjunctions, and conditions), their
relationships (equality, contradiction, and
independence) and their positions within
arguments (premises and conclusions);

b) to construct arguments and their
elements, i.e., to produce complete chains
of arguments, especially to build main
conclusions and to add missing (or implicit)
premises or conclusions; and

c) to evaluate arguments and their
elements, i.e., to proof the relevance,
validity, reliability, truth, etc. of an
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argument; to identify criteria for evaluation

in respect to their relevance for application;

and to find and prevent from formal and
informal errors in argumentation (invalid
arguments, vicious circles, etc.).

There are four characteristics of unfair
argumentation that specify what classes
of speech acts constitute violations of the
integrity criterion [14]:

e faulty arguments,

® insincere contributions,

e unjust arguments, and

e unjustinteractions.

The definition of unfair argumentation
as the conscious violation of the
argumentational conditions implies that
an unfairness evaluation necessarily
presupposes the presence of the two
components:

e argumentational rule violation and

e subjective awareness.

Valence of argumentational rule
violations includes distortion of meaning,
hindrance of participation, discrediting of
others, etc.) and subjective facts (degrees
of subjective awareness in committing a
rule violation). Consequently, not every
combination of objective and subjective
facts leads to an evaluation as unfair. The
negligent use of a faulty argument might
not be considered as unfair whereas the
intentional use of such an argument might
well be so.

The valence (severity) of an
argumentational rule violation and
the degree of subjective awareness
in committing such a violation were
designated as basic components of
the unfairness evaluation, which is
conceptualized as a verdict in the
sense that the respective speaker
is regarded as being guilty of having
violated the argumentational rules. It
was demonstrated that the probability of
an unfairness verdict increases with the

severity of a rule violation and the degree
of subjective awareness [15].

Linear Argumentation:

e Fact — opinion — sentiment

e Fact — opinion — sentiment —

invitation — resonance — sequence

Complex (dialectical) Argumentation

e Analogy — contrast — contiguity

Rebutting of the Argument

The speaker criticizes the opponent’s
reasoning, type of argumentation, thesis,
arguments or conclusion.

In this article it is important to know
the theoretical basis for developing
argumentative-communicative
competence; to define the essence of such
concepts as “argument”, “argumentation”;
to reveal the phenomenon of
argumentation in linguistic studies. The
competencies of argumentation are an
important because these competencies
are necessary both to understand and
participate in discourse. The concept of
argumentation shows many connections
to basic research in the field of cognitive
psychology, philosophy, and linguistics,
especially to research programmes
of <inductive and deductive logical
reasoning», «causal reasoningy», «abductive
reasoning», «Bayes reasoning», «adaptive
thinking», or «intuitive deciding» [16].

Conclusion

In conclusion intercultural competence,
as the aim and the result of foreign
language education, is an integrated
unity, including as its components
argumentative-communicative
subcompetence that should be owned
by specialists of the new formation in the
process of professional interaction with
representatives of another linguocultural
society. It is still possible to state, however,
that the majority of our students lack
argumentation skKills. For this reason,
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a great number of them experience

communicative competence has a direct

frustration whilst defending their opinion influence on the successful human career

in public. We need to teach students

path, enables him/her to work effectively,

to learn how to perform argumentative communicate reasonably, and to lead an
reasoning, how to conduct interviews, how intellectually active life.

to debate, to participate in a dispute, how

to negotiate, etc. Thus argumentative-
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Maxk 10.C.
Abbinak xaH aTblHAarbl Ka3ak xa/ibiKkapa/iblK KaTbiHacTap »KaHe a/ieM Tingepi
YHusepcuteti. Animartel, KasakctaH

3AMAHAYH WET TUIAEPIH OKbITYAAFbI APFTYMEHTTI-KOMMYHHUKATUBTIK K¥3bIPETTINIKTEPAI
AAMBITYAbIH TEOPUAJIbIK HET3QEPI

AxpaTna

MaKkanaga «aprymeHT», «aanes» TYCIHIKTepi TafIKbl1aHbIn, WeT TiNgepiH YWpeHy canacbolHaarbl gonengep
MeH Janengepaid Typnepi TyciHaipineai. LUeT TiniH oKpITy yaepiciHae apryMeHTaTUBTI }KoHe KOMMYHUKaTUBTI
KY3bIPETTINIKTI 4aMbITy KOMMYHUKaTUBTIK TocifdiH 6acbiMAblbliFblHA Herisgeneai. ApryMeHT (3KaKchbl)
cebenTepre (MaKkcaTKa) Heri3aenreH xaHe 6ap/blK KaTbiCylbliap YWiH Konannbl 6onaTtbiH NiKip anMacyra
G6arbiTTanfaH (TelH4aylWblnapfa) cepiktec / TbiHAAyLbl apKblibl TaflacaTblH MaceneHi (TananTbl) Wewyre
ThlpbICaTbIH (Bipecy Typi peTiHae TyXblpbiMAanabl) (MaKcar).

Tipek ce3aep: ganenaey, CoMKecTeHaipy, KypacTblpy, 6aranay, dopmanu3aaums, CEHIMAINIK, KaTaHablK,
dopmangbl NorMKaHblH WblFapy Tacingepi, HakTbl cebenTtep.

Mak 10.C.
Kazaxckui YHuBepcutet MexayHapoaHbix OTHoleHnin u MexxayHapoaHbiX S3bIKoB
nmeHu Abbinav xaHa. Aimarsl, KazaxctaH

TEOPETU4YECKHUE OCHOBbI PA3BUTUA APTYMEHTUPOBAHHO-KOMMYHUKATUBHbIX
KOMMNETEHLIUK B COBPEMEHHOM OBPA30OBAHUU UHOCTPAHHLIX A3bIKOB

AHHOTauMA

B cTaTbe paccmaTpuBatoTCs NOHATUSA «apPryMEHT», «apryMeHTaLuMs» U YTOUHSAIOTCS BUAbl apryMEHTOB U
aprymeHTauum B 06nactu ndydeHus MHOCTPaHHbIX A3bIKOB. Pa3BuTie apryMmeHTaTMBHO-KOMMYHUKaTUBHOM
KOMMETEHLMM B NpoLLecce M3Yy4eHUsI MHOCTPAHHOIO A3blKa IBNSETCH OCHOBOMOMNAratowmm B COOTBETCTBUM
C NPUOPUTETOM KOMMYHUKATUBHOIO NoaxoAa. ApryMeHTaLma OCMbICASETCA KaK TUMN pa3roBopa, B KOTOPOM
YYaCTHWKM MbITAlOTCH HAWTH pelleHre CNOPHOro Bonpoca (TpeboBaHMe) C NOMOLLbIO NapTHepa / caywarens,
OPUEHTUPOBAHHbBIX HA8 0OMEH MHEHUAMM (MPOLLECC), KOTOPbIM OCHOBaH Ha (XOPOoLKX) NpU4nHaM (Lenb) 1
cAenaHo npuemneMbiM 419 BCeX y4aCTHUKOB (B KOONepaTMBHOM NopsaKe) (Lenb).

KnoueBble cnoBa: aprymMeHTauus, naeHTMbuKaumsa, KOHCTPyMpoBaHue, OLLEHKa, LJOCTOBEPHOCTb,
060CHOBaHHOCTb, CTPOrocTb, GopManbHOe AOKa3aTeNbCTBO, NpaBuia BbiBoga GpopmasbHOM IOMMKHK, ACHas
NMPUYUHHOCTb.
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