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Masked Priming With Cognates and Noncognates in Unbalanced Bilinguals
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Abstract: Cognates are translation equivalents with the same origin and usually a similar spelling or sound pattern whereas noncognates
are translation equivalents with different spellings and sound patterns in the two languages. Research has shown that degree of represen—
tation of cognates and noncognates in bilingual minds is inconsistent. Bilinguals process cognates more quickly than noncognates. In the
experiment we examined whether the same pattern of effects would emerge with unbalanced Uyghur — Enlish bilinguals. These experi—
ments include two parts: cognate experiment and noncognate experiment which were all designed by 2 x 2. There were 18 subjects who
participated in the experiment. We used the E — Prime 2. 0 software program. The task of the subjects is to decide whether the word is
true or not; the program automatically recorded the subject’ s reaction time and error rate. As can be seen from the results the priming
effect of cognate words is significant and the masked translation priming effect appears in both directions. There also appeared transla—
tion effects in the non — cognate words. Compared with noncognate words cognates do have the advantage of translation priming. At the
same time the cognates direction effect is insignificant indicating that masked translation priming effect has symmetry in both direc—
tions while the noncognate direction effect is significant indicating that the masked translation priming effect is asymmetric in both di—
rections.
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