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Abstract; This aiticle utilizes the concept of “ Titanic Rule” in combination with theories
of nsk society to guide a discussion of the HIV/AIDS epidemic in China. The so-called
“Titanic Rulé’ as it is applied to the analysis that follows refers to the correlations of
vulnerability to HIV/AIDS with socia class and social stratification. Theories of risk
society are used here for the sake of their power in depicting the interactions or conflicts
between objective risks and risk perceptions. By using the concept of “ Titanic Rule” in
combination with theories of risk society, we would be in a position to see clearly that the
association of objective nisks and risk perceptions in China’ s AIDS epidemic are deeply
engraved with the benchmarks of social class and social stratification. The two conceptual

tools are complimentary to each other and serve as the atticlé s guiding framework.

The Structure and Inner Relations of Fmployee’ s Psychological Contract -+
................................................ Li Yuan &Guo Dgun 151

Abstract: Employee’ s psychological contract refers to the mutual obligation perceived by
employees among the recipocal relationships of employees and organization. It includes
two facets; organization’ s obligations to employees and employee’ s obligations to
organization. Based on the data collected from 796 employees this paper explores the
structure of the psychological contract and analyzes the inner relations usng corfimatory
factor analysis. It is more approprate to describe the psychological contract of Chinese
employees with a three-dimenson model which suggests that the two facets of
“employee’ s obligation” and “organization' s obligation” both include three dimensions:
nomal obligation interpersonal obligation and developmental obligation. Regression
analysis shows that in the inner relations of psychological contract the influence of
“organization’ s obligation” to “ employeé s obligation” is not a parallel comesponding
relation, but a reciprocal interaction relation.

Conceptual Representation of Early Adolescents’ Prosocial Behavior —------
.......................................... Kou Yu &Zhang Qingpeng 169

Abstract. This study focuses on the ealy adolescents conceptual representation of pro-
social behavior. The 609 participants (average age= 13. & SD= 1. 49, 331 boys 256
girls and 22 individuals did mot give their gender information) were asked to assess 43
prosocial items those were nominated by early adolescents infocus group interview with the
method of centrality rating. The paper explores the conceptual structure with the method of
hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA) and exploning factor analysis (EFA). The results
shows; 1. The concept of eailly adolescents’ prosocial behavior was represented in a
prototype model; 2. early adolescents’ prototype of prosocial behavior was constructed of
four dimensions that is commonweal and rule, persondlity trait interpersonal
relationship and altruisn; 3. the optimum examples on these four dimensions are kin
altruism faithful enhancing friendship and helping respectively.
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