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Kremenchuk A. Spiritual and Moral Image of the Future Doctor 
and Factors Which Affect It The article gives definitions to such concepts as “spiritual and moral traits”, “moral and ethical standards”, “deviation/desacralization of spiritual and moral values”. The main spiritual and moral traits which must be peculiar to the contemporary doctor according to the Ethical Statute of the Ukrainian Doctor were defined.  The results of the questionnaire survey determined to define the factors which prevent doctors from realization acquired previously spiritual and moral traits, the so-called “deviation factors of the spiritual and moral traits”, which was made among the students of the 1st course of the higher medical educational institution, were shown and analyzed. The problems of spiritual and moral values’ development of the future doctors in context of social and economic changes in the country as well as during the globalization of mankind were described.  
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Lappo V. Formation Diagnosis of Spiritual Values of Students 

Obtaining Pedagogical Education The article reflects the results of the empirical study of the problem of the students’ spiritual values formation. The importance of the study of the individual’s spiritual and valuable sphere of the future educator has been emphasized. The author has developed the determining criteria of high, efficient, medium and low levels of the spiritual values formation. The researcher offers a range of methods aimed at establishing the levels of spiritual values formation in students studying pedagogical specialities at university. Significant attention has been paid to the studying of the understanding dynamics by the students of the definition context “spiritual values”, the scope of students’ knowledge concerning components of the individual’s spiritual values, ranking factors which influence the formation of the individual’s spiritual values. At the same time the dependence of the individual’s activity motivation on the formation level of his or her spiritual and valuable sphere. The author emphasizes the importance of study of the relationships between teachers and students as one of the leading factors of the spirituality formation of a future teacher. The author proves that the raised problem becomes more current in modern pedagogy of the higher school. As the systematized study results have confirmed the hypothesis that a significant part of surveyed students do not have enough formed system of spiritual values. 
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