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Abstract

Emotional diglay rule cognitive tasks and emotion decision figureswere employed in the present experiment 90 chil-
dren selected fram 1%, 3" and 5" grade in aprimary school (44 leaming disabilities and 46 nomal) were intervieved in-
dividually with 6 stories The reaults indicated that expression regulation knowledge of leaming disabilities and nomal
children increased as their grade increased, but the developmental level was different between two groups There were no
significant gender differences, and group and grade interaction was not found Moreover, learning disabilities children re-
port less social-orient goals than nomal children, and therewere no significant differences in self-protective goals Campar
ring the combination of emotion diglay rule use and goals in the wo samples, suggested that learning disabilities children
lack of the ability 1o integrate different enotion knowvledge, in addition, nomal children diglayed more cognitive flexibil-
ity acoording to different interpersonal relationship than leaming disabilities
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