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,  . 
The article presents the findings of empirical analysis of the factors that are involved in construction of Ukrainian students' civic 

identity. In particular, three axes of such factors (institutional, resource and practical) are considered. On the basis of empirical analysis 
of such individual resources as cultural capital and personal value orientations, it is proved that the most intense axis of civil identity 
construction is the practical axis. 

Keywords: civil identity, axis of factors of civic identity construction, cultural capital, value orientations. 
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The article deals with student attitudes to student self-government at university. The author pays attention to the importance of 
understanding the processes of self-government in the context of social self-organization on the institutional, group, and individual 
levels, as well as their connection with trust in the university environment. On the basis of the university monitoring survey data level of 
student awareness of self-governing institutions' activities and main sources of information about the student self-government are 
considered, extent of student satisfaction by these activities and readiness of students for the social activities are analyzed. It is 
revealed that bodies of student self-government are not the foci of student trust; student networks are structured locally and should be 
studied in more detail in informal aspect.  

Keywords: students' attitude, student self-government, social self-organization, bodies of student self-government, university 
survey, trust.  
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