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Study of Personality Structure in Han on Using the Methods of Natural Classifying

Xu Sian  Zheng Xue Zhang Jijia
Department of Psychology South China Normal University Guangzhou 510631

Abstracts Using the methods of natural classifying and multi — dimensional scaling the study investigated the personality structure on 582
Han. The results showed that Han had three personality structure dimensions namely " aggressive/ negative” " character/ temperamental”
and " introversion — extroversion ” .

Key words natural classifying multi — dimensional scaling personality structure han
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The Research on Cognitive Differences in Normal
and Mathematical Disabled Children

Lin Yonghai Jin li
Preschool Education Department FEast China Normal University Shanghai 200062

Abstract This study is on the mathematical cognition of MD that includes count quantity conservation space — time conception logic con-
ception calculation and manipulation. The subjects ages averaged 6 consists of 34 children with MD and 30 normal children that were ran-
domly choose from the Kindergartens in Shanghai . The tests were carried out individually . Results suggest that MD exists in early childhood with
logic deficiency calculative deficiency or space deficiency the view of that is consistent with the prime study of Johnson Ginsburg et al.
However between the normal and MD children there’ s no difference in count but quantity conservation of MD is underrate and MD chil-
dren are more serious than normal children on space deficiency usually they writes the opposite number such as3 4 7 9 10 and describes
the wrong figure.

Key Words learning disability early childhood mathematical cognition





