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Hilman A. Yu. Sanohenic thinking acquisition by the young students in the
process of dealing with life problems. The article is devoted to the sanohenic
thinking as a methodology which is useful in the professional development, health
maintenance and problem solving related to setting aims and life tasks by the
young students. Life tasks are presented as a means by which a young personality
models personal future. Pathogenic character of emotions which the young students
may experience in the process of dealing with life problems has been outlined.

It has been justified that the life tasks setting demands "individual efforts"
of a young personality; and in the process of some perspectives formation, the
students encounter problems which are connected with tension and stress. The
author explains the role of sanohenic thinking in a better life problems tackling,
which can impact the personal fulfillment in the family life, career and other life
spheres of young students.

Key words: sanohenic thinking, pathogenic thinking, life tasks, personal
development, mental welfare, young students.
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v12)  (  vk1-vk12). 
,  Statistica 8.0, 

,  71%  [4].
 1 -

 ( ,
).

 1

,  16% 
. ,

, -

.
 (  16,5% ) -

.
 21% ) -

 (
,

).

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

v1 0,022146 0,863078 0,220333 0,245613

v2 0,294572 0,55938 0,236401 0,479036

v3 -0,06278 0,791292 0,209513 0,35945

v4 0,326044 0,787122 0,246816 -0,04652

v5 0,195154 0,44275 -0,01334 0,662622

v6 0,690089 0,462134 0,164609 0,25775

v7 0,78586 0,136415 0,110823 0,140999

v8 0,111769 0,665999 0,075078 0,446939

v9 0,097802 0,184245 0,327441 0,741085

v10 0,512579 0,137784 0,113078 0,69465

v11 0,338227 0,270652 0,272948 0,730138

v12 0,181854 0,25311 0,191082 0,727349

vk1 0,163779 0,369591 0,812181 0,04991

vk2 0,359176 0,340236 0,714413 0,149484

vk3 0,218403 0,324216 0,705823 0,120269

vk4 0,200957 0,030845 0,768405 0,130347

vk5 0,051077 0,421556 0,668319 0,111676

vk6 0,723952 0,141416 0,426465 0,051477

vk7 0,675796 0,037754 0,31921 0,396059

vk8 0,44569 0,048119 0,554849 0,360787

vk9 0,245505 -0,05313 0,733182 0,277101

vk10 0,605525 0,005231 0,376206 0,438849

vk11 0,525329 -0,02579 0,427372 0,29181

vk12 0,158019 0,143517 0,495331 0,412434

Expl.Var 4,067228 4,139371 5,221856 4,286246

Prp.Totl 0,162689 0,165575 0,208874 0,17145
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s1 s2 s3 s4 z zk 

M s M s M s M s M s M s

26,2 2,3 21,3 1,6 38 1,4 21,3 2 50,6 3,4 56,1 2,2 

24,7 2,5 18,6 2,1 30,1 3,5 19,8 2,1 46,2 4,3 47 5,5 

17,9 4,2 15,6 3 26,5 3,9 14,9 2,8 36,7 4,3 38,2 5,7 
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Classification Matrix (dani.sta)

Rows: Observed classifications

Columns: Predicted classifications

Group

Percent

Correct

I

p=,52500

II

p=,22500

III

p=,25000

I

II

III

Total

95,2381 20 1 0

88,8889 0 8 1

100,0000 0 0 10

95,0000 20 9 11

.3,12843,235,420,512,1

,9,18530,331,520,619,1

,6,25443,334,629,618,1
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S.L. Grabovska, V.V. Babenko, K.O. Ostrovska. Diagnotics of ngo
sustainability: questionnaire "state of affairs in organization". Building a civil
society in Ukraine is one of the necessary conditions for its Eeurointegration.
The determining factor in Ukraine's readiness to join the EU in this respect is the
maturity of public and voluntary organizations. According to statistics, less than
10% of existing NGOs are effective and make a significant contribution to the
development of the state. However there is no domestic psychological tools to
assess the state of affairs in public organizations.

 The article deals with development and testing questionnaire to assess
the level of life in NGO. Designed questionnaire can be used to assess the
organizational structure of public or voluntary organization, i.e. formation of a
vertical relationship – head-subordinate and horizontal relationship – peer
that provides efficient operation of public organizations.

The questionnaire consists of 12 questions. The procedure of the study is to
survey the head and members of the NGO and based on comparison of averaged
responses to estimate its activity. The respondent estimates every questions according
to scale from 0 to 5 points. The greater is total sum of points, the better is state of
affairs in the organization. The discrepancy of responses of head and of others members
indicates at different vision on organization from manager and from subordinate.
The greater is discrepancy, the worse is state of affairs in the organization.

To check the reliability of the questionnaire about 40 public organizations
were surveyed. On the basis of mathematical statistical methods – factor and
cluster analysis of the data the following results were obtained.

The factor analyze showed that the questionnaire allows to form four
scales that characterize the sustainability of the organization:

1. The purpose of the feasibility assessment by organization personnel;
2. The evaluation of team cohesion;
3. The vision of the team by leader;
4. Psychological climate in the team.
The scale reliability was checked by high (of about 0.89) Cronbach index.
According to claster analyze the questionnaire can attribute diagnosed

organization to one of three types: "united team", "buildable organization
(structural unit) with some problems" and "problematic organization (structural
unit)" and on this basis to define strategy for action to optimize the sustainable
development of the organization or its part. Discriminant analysis scales
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integrated data confirms the correctness of such a classification – correct
classification of 95%.

Thus, developed questionnaire can be successfully used for the analysis of
the effectiveness of the NGOs in the state.

Key words: questionnaire, organization, team, sustainability, factor
analyze.
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