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The Insensitivity of Chinese-English Bilinguals in Processing English Subject-Verb Agreement
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Abstract

The present study investigated the sensitivity of late ChineseJnglish bilinguals in processing English subject-
verb agreement that involve long-distance dependencies. According to the shallow structure hypothesis even highly
proficient second language learners have been found to process complex sentences with long-distance dependencies
differently from native speakers because they could not develop nativedike hierarchical and constituent syntactic
rule systems. If that was true participants in the present study would not show nativeike left anterior negativity
(LAN) as well as P600 when processing grammatically deviant sentences with nonlocal dependencies. The results
showed that the grammatically deviant verb neither elicit LAN which indicate automatic processing of syntactic
rules nor P600 effect which indicated syntactic reanalysis process even though the participants did well in the be—
havioral offdine syntactic judgment task. Those results suggest that Chinese speakers with higher English proficien—
cy may not process English subject-verb agreement that involve long-distance dependencies automatically. The re—
sults supported the view of shallow structure hypothesis.

Key words second language subject-verb agreement syntactic processing.



