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Cognitive Advantages of Proficient Bilinguals under the Interference of
Negative Emotion: Evidence from the 2 — back Task

Zhao Yi'? Liu Yi'? Jiao Jiangli'
(1. Xinjiang Key Laboratory of Mental Development and Learning Science Urumgqi 830017;
2. School of Psychology Xinjiang Normal University Urumgqi 830017)

Abstract: Proficient bilinguals have the cognitive advantage in spatial working memory however it is unclear whether proficient bilin—
guals have cognitive advantages in spatial working memory under the interference of negative emotion. Both spatial working memory and
negative emotion are dominated by the right hemisphere of the brain. The processing efficacy theory suggests that the processing of spa—
tial working memory or negative emotion uses the same cognitive resources. This study used the emotional spatial 2 — back task to ex—
plore whether proficient bilinguals posses the cognitive advantage in spatial working memory task under the interference of negative emo—
tional stimuli. Results indicate that the accuracy of proficient bilinguals was significantly higher than that of non — proficient bilinguals
and the reaction times of proficient bilinguals were significantly shorter than that of non — proficient bilinguals. The experimental results
show that proficient bilinguals have the cognitive advantage in spatial working memory task compared to non — proficient bilinguals un—
der the interference of negative emotional stimuli.
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