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On the Relationship Between Special Education Teachers’
Proactive Coping, Social Support and Job Involvement

WANG Fang XU Yan JIANG Jiang
(Beijing Key Laboratory of Applied Experimental Psychology, School of Psychology,
Beijing Nomal University, Beijing, 100875)

Abstract Proactive coping is a positive, future- oriented way of coping. This study, by using a questionnaire
to suwvey 238 teachers from special education schools, aims to explore the relatbnship between special education
teachers proactive coping, the social support of them, and their job involvement. The results show that proactive
coping has a partially mediating effect on the relationship between the social support of these teachers and their
job involvement, and that proactive coping and social support serve as the factors that promote the active work of

these teachers.
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The Effect of Sensory Experience Deficit on Blind or
Deaf Students’ Conceptual Representations

SONG Yigi' ZHANG Jjia' WANG Yuru’
(1. Psychological Application Research Center, South China Normal University, Guangzhou, 510631;
2. Guangzhou School for the Blind, Guangzhou, 510507)

Abstract Ths article, by means of the conceptual feature- based free association task, makes a comparative
study of the difference in conceptual represertations of specific matters between certain blind or deaf students and
nomal students. The results show the following: (1) compared with the normal students, the blind or deaf stu-
dents show few and dispersed features of association. (2) The blind or deaf students conceptual represeniations,
affected by their sensory experience deficits, show distinctive difference in modalities; specifically, the deaf stu-
dents show significantly fewer conceptual representations of the auditory modality than the nomal students, where-
as the blind students show significantly more conceptual representations of the tactile modality than the normal stu-
dents and the deaf students. ( 3) With the help of modality compensation and language learning, the blind or deaf

students can acquire the conceptual representations of deficient modalities.
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