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[Abstract]
(EBPM) between learning disable children and normal children. Methods: The color— matched task was used to investigate

Objective: To explore the difference of the cognitive processes underlying event—based prospective memory

the performance of EBPM between 23 normal children and 21 learning disable children. And multinomial processing tree
model(MPT) was utilized to disentangle the prospective and retrospective components. Results: The EBPM performance of
learning disable children was worse than normal children(P<0.05). The result of MPT model indicated that prospective com-
ponent in children with learn disable group were lower than normal group(P<0.05), while no significant difference was ob-
served in retrospective component. Conclusion: Prospective component deficits, reflecting impaired attention resource or

disability of allocation of attention resource, may be the source to result in impairment of EBPM ability in children with

learning disability.
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