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A1. Experimental Items
1. Παλιότερα οι φίλοι μου …..…..… σταυρόλεξα κάθε μέρα. (λύνουν) 

My friends used to solve crossword puzzles every day.
2. Προχθές ο κύριος …..…..… το παλιό του αυτοκίνητο σ’ ένα φίλο του. (πουλάει)

The day before yesterday, the man sold his old car to a friend.
 3. Χθες το παιδί …..…..… στην τάξη συνέχεια. (γελάει) 

Yesterday the child laughed constantly in class.
4. Την προηγούμενη βδομάδα ο Πέτρος …..…..… πέντε πελάτες απ’ το μαγαζί του. (διώχνει) 

Last week Petros fired kicked five clients out from his story.
5. Όταν ήταν νέος …..…..… στο σπίτι πολύ αργά. (γυρίζει) 

When he was young he came back home late.
6. Χθες όλη μέρα …..…..… το κεφάλι μου. (πονάει) 

Yesterday my head ached all day.
7. Χθες ο Κώστας ξαφνικά …..…..… τον αδελφό του πολύ απότομα. (σπρώχνει)

Yesterday Kostas suddenly pushed his brother very abruptly.
 8. Κάθε Κυριακή η Μαρία …..…..… στο πάρκο. (πηγαίνει) 

Every Sunday Maria went to the park.
9. Το Σάββατο όλο το πρωί η Καίτη …..…..… μια έκθεση. (γράφει) 

On Saturday morning Katie was writing a report.
10. Πέρσι τα Χριστούγεννα ο νονός μας δεν μας …..…..… κανένα δώρο. (φέρνει) 

Last Christmas our godfather did not give us any presents.
11. Την προηγούμενη βδομάδα η Έφη δεν μου …..…..… ούτε μια φορά. (μιλάει)

Last week Efi did not speak to me even once. 

12. Πέρσι ο Κώστας με …..…..… τηλέφωνο σχεδόν κάθε μέρα. (παίρνει)

Last year Kostas called me almost every day.
13. Χθες στο πάρτι της Ελένης ο Νίκος …..…..… συνέχεια. (χορεύει)

Yesterday at Eleni’s party, Nikos danced constantly.
14. Όλη την προηγούμενη βδομάδα η Ελένη …..…..… το σπίτι της. (βάφει) 

All last week Eleni was painting her house.
15. Χθες το πρωί η Μαρία μου …..…..… ένα πολύ αστείο μήνυμα. (στέλνει)

Yesterday morning Maria sent me a very funny message.
16. Όταν ήμουν παιδί, ο πατέρας μου με …..…..… συχνά. (μαλώνει)

When I was a child, my father often argued with me. 

17. Χθες όλο το βράδυ η Άννα …..…..… πολύ στην κοιλιά. (πονάει)

Last night Anna had a lot of pain in her belly.
18. Χθες ο Τάσος …..…..… στο σπίτι στις 8. (γυρίζει)

Yesterday Tasos returned home at 8. 
19. Χθες η δασκάλα ξαφνικά …..…..… τον Ανδρέα. (μαλώνει) 

Yesterday the teacher suddenly scolded Andreas.
20. Πέρσι η μητέρα μου …..…..… το αυτοκίνητό της κάθε Σάββατο. (πλένει)

Last year my mother washed her car every Saturday.
21. Χθες η Μαρία …..…..… την ίδια μπλούζα όλη τη μέρα. (φοράει)

Yesterday Maria was wearing the same blouse for the whole day.
22. Τον προηγούμενο μήνα η Μαρία δεν την …..…..… καθόλου. (χαιρετάει)

Last month Maria did not greet her at all. 
23. Η γιαγιά μου συχνά  …..…..… φαγητά σε φούρνο με ξύλα. (ψήνει)

My grandmother often baked food in a wood-fired oven.
24. Χθες ο Πέτρος …..…..… συνέχεια στο γραφείο του. (δουλεύει)

Yesterday Petros was constantly working in his office.
 25. Χθες η Νάντια δεν …..…..… ούτε μία ώρα. (δουλεύει)

Yesterday Nadia did not work a single hour.
26. Όταν ήταν στην Αμερική, μας …..…..… δώρα κάθε Χριστούγεννα. (στέλνει)

When he was in the US, he would send us presents every Christmas.
27. Όταν ήταν μικρός …..…..… πολύ συχνά με τον αδελφό του. (μαλώνει) 

When he was young he often fought with his brother.
28. Χθες η μοδίστρα …..…..… το φόρεμα όλη τη μέρα. (ράβει) 

Yesterday the seamstress was sewing the dress all day.
29. Παλιά ο ψαράς …..…..… έξω από το σπίτι μας δυο φορές τη βδομάδα. (περνάει)

The fisherman used to pass out of our house twice a week.
30. Χθες ο Άρης …..…..… το πορτοφόλι του στο λεωφορείο. (χάνει)

Yesterday Aris lost his wallet on the bus.
A2. Further analyses
This section provides the statistical analyses and mean accuracy for the variables of a) telicity, b) verb class, c) conjugation, and d) (a)sigmatic morphology for Experiment 1 (A2.1) and Experiment 2 (A2.2).
A2.1 Experiment 1

1) Telicity 

Table A1

Model coefficients for Accuracy predicted by Telicity and Aspect for HSs-US in Experiment 1.

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	0.452
	0.374
	1.21
	.227

	Telicity
	0.012
	0.252
	0.05
	.962

	Aspect*Telicity
	0.321
	0.256
	1.25
	.210


Table A2

Mean accuracy by Aspect and Telicity for HSs-US in Experiment 1.

	
	TELICITY
	
	

	ASPECT
	telic
	atelic

	perfective
	0.84 (0.37)
	0.76 (0.43)

	imperfective
	0.85 0.36)
	0.87 (0.34)


2) Verb class 

Table A3

Model coefficients from Accuracy predicted by Aspect and Verb class for HSs-US in Experiment 1.

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	0.473
	0.315
	1.51
	.133

	Verb class accomplishments
	-0.349
	0.725
	-0.48
	.630

	Verb class achievements
	-0.701
	0.795
	-0.88
	.378

	Verb class activities
	-0.816
	0.720
	-1.13
	.257

	Aspect*Verb class accomplishments
	-0.359
	0.275
	-1.30
	.193

	Aspect*Verb class achievements
	-0.606
	0.535
	-1.13
	.258


Table A4

Mean accuracy by Aspect and Verb class for HSs-US in Experiment 1. 

	
	ASPECT
	
	

	Verb class
	perfective
	imperfective

	statives
	-
	0.91 (0.29)

	activities
	0.76 (0.43)
	0.85 (0.36)

	achievements
	0.85 (0.36)
	0.82 (0.39)

	accomplishments
	0.84 0.37)
	0.86 (0.35)


3) Conjugation
Table A5

Model coefficients by Aspect and Conjugation for HSs-US in Experiment 1. 

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	-0.075
	0.512
	-0.15
	.883

	Conjugation
	-0.436
	0.434
	-1.01
	.315

	Conjugation*Aspect
	0.515
	0.462
	1-11
	.266


Table A6

Mean accuracy by Conjugation and Aspect for HSs-US in Experiment 1. 

	
	CONJUGATION
	
	

	ASPECT
	A
	B

	perfective
	0.82 (0.39)
	0.80 (0.40)

	imperfective
	0.86 (0.35)
	0.86 (0.35)


4) Sigmatic vs. asigmatic formation in perfective

Table A7

Model coefficients for accuracy predicted by sigmatic/asigmatic morphology within perfective for HSs-US in Experiment 1. 

	
	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Morphology
	
	0.090
	0.304
	0.30
	.768


Table A8 

Mean accuracy by sigmatic/asigmatic morphology within perfective for HSs-US in Experiment 1. 

	
	Morphology

	sigmatic
	asigmatic
	

	0.81 (0.4)
	0.83 (0.38)
	


A2.2 Experiment 2

1) Telicity 
Table A9
Model coefficients for Accuracy predicted by Aspect and Telicity for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	0.238
	0.088
	2.72
	.007

	Telicity
	-0.055
	0.09
	-0.61
	.542


Table A10 

Mean Accuracy by Aspect and Telicity for HSs-US in Experiment 2.

	
	TELICITY
	
	

	ASPECT
	telic
	atelic

	perfective
	0.46 (0.5)
	0.47 (0.50)

	imperfective
	0.61 (0.49)
	0.54 0.5)


2) Verb class 

Table A11

Model coefficients for Accuracy predicted by Aspect and Verb class for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	0.253
	0.130
	1.95
	.051

	Verb class accomplishments
	-0.082
	0.157
	-0.52
	.602

	Verb class achievements
	0.302
	0.205
	1.48
	.140

	Verb class activities
	-0.04
	0.172
	-0.23
	.815

	Aspect*Verb class accomplishments
	0.022
	0.157
	0.14
	.886

	Aspect*Verb class achievements
	0.109
	0.205
	0.53
	.595

	Aspect*Verb class activities
	-0.138
	0.172
	-0.80
	.422


Table A12

Mean accuracy by Aspect and Verb class for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	ASPECT
	
	

	Verb class
	perfective
	imperfective

	statives
	0.42 (0.52)
	0.55 (0.52)

	activities
	0.49 (0.50)
	0.54 (0.5)

	achievements
	0.51 (0.51)
	0.68 (0.47)

	accomplishments
	0.44 (0.5)
	0.57 (0.5)


3) Conjugation
Table A13

Model coefficients for Accuracy predicted by Aspect and Conjugation for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	0.238
	0.088
	2.72
	.007

	Conjugation
	0.079
	0.107
	0.74
	.460


Table A14

Mean accuracy by Aspect and Conjugation for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	CONJUGATION
	
	

	ASPECT
	A
	B

	perfective
	0.47 (0.50)
	0.43 (0.50)

	imperfective
	0.57 (0.49)
	0.50 (0.50)


4) Sigmatic vs. asigmatic formation in perfective

Table A15
Model coefficients for Accuracy predicted by sigmatic/asigmatic morphology for HSs-US in Experiment 2.

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Morphology
	0.072
	0.150
	0.482
	.630


Table A16 

Mean accuracy by sigmatic/asigmatic morphology within perfective for HSs-US in Experiment 2. 

	
	Morphology

	sigmatic
	asigmatic
	

	0.49 (0.50)
	0.46 (0.50)
	


5) Statistical analysis for Imperfective Experiment 2.  

Figures A1 and A2 show participants’ mean accuracy and DTs within Imperfective. The models included the fixed effect of Imperfective (habitual, continuous) coded with sum contrasts and the fixed effect of Group (HSs-Germany vs. MSs, HSs-US vs. MSs, HSs-Germany vs. HSs-US) coded with treatment contrasts (in line with the previous analyses). Random slopes were used for Imperfective in the intercepts for Subjects and Items. The analysis (Table A17, Table A18) did not reveal a significant difference in terms of accuracy or DTs between the two levels of imperfective (continuous vs. habitual). In line with the previous analyses, a main effect of Group was detected, with HSs-US being overall less accurate compared to both MSs and HSs-Germany.

Table A17 
Mixed-effects model results of participants’ accuracy within Imperfective (habitual vs. continuous) in Experiment 2.

	
	β
	SE
	z
	p

	Reference level: MSs
	
	
	
	

	Imperfective
	-0.464
	0.717
	-0.65
	.518

	Group HSs-Germany
	-0.071
	0.531
	-0.13
	.894

	Group Hs-US
	-1.377
	0.539
	-2.55
	.011

	Imperfective: Group HSs-Germany
	-0.575
	0.506
	-1.14
	.256

	Imperfective:Group HSs-US
	-0.672
	0.490
	-1.37
	.170

	
	
	
	
	

	Reference level: HSs-Germany
	β
	SE
	z
	p

	Group HSs-US
	-1.306
	0.534
	-2.45
	.015

	Imperfective:Group HSs-US
	-0.097
	0.486
	-0.20
	.842


Table A18 
Linear mixed-effects model results of participants’ Decision Times within Imperfective (habitual vs continuous) in Experiment 2.

	
	β
	SE
	z
	p

	Reference level: MSs
	
	
	
	

	Imperfective
	0.018
	0.076
	0.23
	.820

	Group HSs-Germany
	-0.112
	0.086
	-1.30
	.196

	Group Hs-US
	-0.083
	0.096
	-0.87
	.389

	Imperfective: Group HSs-Germany
	0.012
	0.086
	0.14
	.888

	Imperfective:Group HSs-US
	0.045
	0.10
	-0.45
	.656

	
	
	
	
	

	Reference level: HSs-Germany
	
	
	
	

	Group HSs-US
	0.029
	0.100
	0.29
	.775

	Imperfective:Group HSs-US
	-0.057
	0.102
	-0.56
	.577
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Figure A1. Participants’ mean accuracy by Group within Imperfective (continuous vs. habitual) in Experiment 2. Error bars represent CIs.
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Figure A2. Participants’ mean Decision Times by Group within Imperfective (continuous vs. habitual) in Experiment 2. Error bars represent CIs.
A3. Scaled acceptability Judgement

Results of the Scaled Acceptability Judgement with the Items of the speeded Grammaticality Judgement (Experiment 2)
Table A 17

Model coefficients (participants’ z-scores) for Acceptability score predicted by Grammaticality and Aspect. 

	
	β
	SE
	t
	p

	Aspect
	-0.032
	0.043
	-0.76
	0.454

	Grammaticality
	1.279
	0.131
	9.74
	<.001

	Aspect*Grammaticality
	0.010
	0.096
	0.10
	0.920


Table A18 

Mean acceptability ratings by Grammaticality and Aspect. 

	
	Grammaticality

	ASPECT
	grammatical
	ungrammatical

	perfective
	5.59 (0.13)
	2.6 (0.13)

	imperfective
	5.38 (0.14)
	2.4 (0.12)


A4 Further clarifications
(1) Between heritage Groups differences in Experiment 1

The following model consists of a direct comparison between the two heritage speaker groups including Hours of Education and Current Use as predictors (because the two heritage groups statistically differed with each other in terms of Hours of Education and Current Use in this Experiment), following the recommendation of Reviewer 4. As can be seen (Table A19), results are similar to what we report in our analysis, e.g., that although the two groups differed in Current use in Greek, this predictor was not reliable for their performance on aspect in Experiment 1. Only Hours of Education reliably predicted group performance. However, when modelling the interaction between Group and Hours of Education, the result was not significant. The more hours of education a heritage speaker had received in the past, the higher the accuracy was in  both groups.

Table A19. Model coefficients (participants’ z-scores) for Acceptability score between the HSs-Germany and HSs-US predicted by Group, Condition, Hours of Education and Current Use in Greek in Experiment 2.
	
	β
	se
	t
	p

	Group
	-4.771
	1.110
	-4.30
	<.001

	Condition_Habitual
	0.533
	0.364
	1.46
	.143

	Condition_Continuous
	-0.176
	0.348
	-0.51
	.612

	Hours of Education in Greek
	1.819
	0.800
	2.33
	.020

	Current Use in Greek
	0.329
	0.250
	1.31
	.189

	Group*Hours of Education in Greek
	0.875
	0.813
	1.08
	.281


(2) Between heritage Groups differences in Experiment 2

The following model consists of a direct comparison between the two heritage speaker groups including Hours of Education as predictor (because the two groups statistically differed with each other in terms of Hours of Education in this Experiment), following the recommendation of Reviewer 4. As can be seen (Table A20), results are similar to what we report in our analysis, e.g., that although the two groups differed in Hours of Education, the predictor was not reliable (in our analyses in the manuscript it is marginally significant) of their performance. 

Table A20. Model coefficients (participants’ z-scores) for Acceptability score between the HSs-Germany and HSs-US predicted by Group, Grammaticality, Aspect, and Hours of Education.
	
	β
	se
	t
	p

	Group
	0.167
	0.079
	2.11
	.035

	Grammaticality
	0.952
	0.713
	13.34
	<.001

	Aspect
	0.141
	0.067
	2.09
	.036

	Hours of Education
	0.123
	0.078
	1.57
	.116

	Group*Grammaticality
	0.115
	0.067
	1.71
	.087

	Group*Aspect
	-0.143
	0.067
	-2.13
	.033

	Grammaticality*Aspect
	0.070
	0.067
	1.04
	.300

	Group*Grammaticality*Aspect
	0.043
	0.067
	0.64
	.524


(3) Pairwise comparisons for the interaction between Grammaticality and Aspect in MSs in Experiment 2 (Accuracy).

There was a significant interaction between these two variables, such that MSs were less accurate in the ungrammatical imperfective than in the ungrammatical perfective condition
(β = -0.707, SE = 0.122, z = -5.81, p < .0001) while there was no difference in accuracy between the grammatical imperfective and the grammatical perfective condition (β = 0.312, SE = 0.246, z = 1.27, p = .205) (significance level adjusted to p = 0.025 using Bonferroni correction).

(4) Pairwise comparisons for the interaction between Grammaticality and Aspect in MSs in Experiment 2 (DTs).

Pairwise comparisons revealed that ungrammatical perfective exhibited longer DTs than ungrammatical imperfective (β = 0.218, SE = 0.053, z = 4.12, p < .001), while grammatical imperfective and grammatical perfective did not differ with each other (β = 0.027, SE = 0.040, z = 0.67, p = .504) (significance level adjusted to p = 0.025 using Bonferroni correction).
