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Z. M. ONYSHKIV  

ANALYSIS OF THE LEVEL OF FUTURE TEACHERS’ READINESS TO WORK AT 
RURAL PRIMARY SCHOOLS 

The article reveals the concept of «readiness for teaching activity». It provides the definition to 
«teachers’ readiness to work at rural primary schools". An application of the study of the regional aspects of the 
problem, willingness of teachers to work in a rural primary school, their attitude to the development issues 
associated with working at rural primary schools are given. The results of the primary research is 
analyzed and the proper conclusions are formulated.  

Keywords: readiness for teaching activities, readiness to work at rural primary schools. 
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M. M. KOVTONIUK  

ONCEPT OF THE FUNDAMENTALIZATION OF THE PROFESSIONAL 
EDUCATION OF FUTURE MATHEMATICS TEACHERS  

We investigate the fundamentalization of the professional pedagogical education. A systematic approach 
to the problem at the level of structural and functional components of the educational systems of different orders 
is proposed. The article determines that the careful selection of content, procedural, administrative blocks and 
the block of practical training of future mathematics teachers provides the development of the pedagogical 
system by one of the possible attractors with new advanced structures. 

Keywords: concept of fundamentalization of the professional education of mathematics teachers 
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