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The content  of this scientific article is provided as a theoretical  analysis of the 

state working out of the personal stress problem in the psychological literature and   

the modern  methods of  stress  after-effects  over coming. 
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.  5-  - 33,3%,  6-  - 34,1%,  7-  - 31,0%. 
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 1 
, ,

« ,…»

5  6  7 

-
%

-
%

-
%

1.1 8 14,8% 4 9,1% 4 6,9% 

1.2 18 33,3% 15 34,1% 18 31,0% 

1.3 0 0,0% 1 2,3% 4 6,9% 

1.4 6 11,1% 7 15,9% 7 12,1% 

1.5 1 1,9% 2 4,5% 1 1,7% 

1.6 
,

14 25,9% 9 20,5% 15 25,9% 

1.7 
,

7 13,0% 5 11,4% 9 15,5% 

1.8 , 0 0,0% 1 2,3% 0 0,0% 

54 100% 44 100% 58 100% 
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 (5-  - 25,9%; 6-  - 20,5%  7-  - 25,9%). 
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, ?»,

.

 – 

« , » (5-  - 27,8%; 6-

- 25%  7-  - 29,3%).,
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« , ...» . 2. 

,

. ,

 « » (5 -37,0%, 6 -31,8% , 7-

 - 25,9%). ,

,  « ».

 «

, »,

« …»(5-  - 35,2%, 6-  - 31,8%, 7-  25,9%), ,

, ,

.

 2 

,

 « , …»
5  6  7 

-
%

-
%

-
%

6.1 21 38,9% 15 34,1% 15 25,9% 

6.2 2 3,7% 3 6,8% 9 15,5% 

6.3 2 3,7% 2 4,5% 10 17,2% 

6.4 5 9,3% 3 6,8% 3 5,2% 

6.5 20 37,0% 14 31,8% 15 25,9% 

6.6 0 0,0% 1 2,3% 4 6,9% 

6.7 1 1,9% 2 4,5% 1 1,7% 

6.8 2 3,7% 3 6,8% 0 0,0% 

54 100% 44 100% 58 100% 
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 5-  6-  « » (0,0%  2,3% 

);  7-  -  « » (0.0%). 
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In the article the results research of motives learning activities of students 

middle management. It is concluded about the dominance of larger social motives for 

learning among today's teens. 

Keywords: educational activities, motivations, motives leading educational 

activity, larger social motives. 
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