Supplementary Materials 6: Further interpretations of RQ1 and RQ2 results
 
Table S1. RQ1 and RQ2 results according to three different recommendations for comparing two means
	
	
Criteria for interpreting the difference between two independent means

	Effect size comparison
	Difference is reliable if each mean falls outside the confidence intervals of the other mean (Plonsky, 2015)
	Difference is approximately p ≤ 0.05 if two CIs overlap by about half the average length of a confidence interval arma (Cumming 2009, 2012) 
	Difference is reliable if the two means have non-overlapping confidence intervals (e.g., Lee & Huang, 2008)

	RQ1 overall: 
L2 learners d = 0.20 [0.15, 0.25]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.28 [0.21, 0.35]
	Reliable

	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.05; arm 2: 0.07 (average arm: 0.06)
Half average arm: 0.03
Overlap of arms: 0.04
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by critical regions:
L2 learners d = 0.19 [0.14, 0.25]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.26 [0.19, 0.33]
	Not reliable

	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.06; arm 2: 0.07 (average arm: 0.065)
Half average arm: 0.03 
Overlap of arms: 0.06
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by post-critical regions:
L2 learners d = 0.20 [0.13, 0.27]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.32 [0.22, 0.41]
	Reliable

	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.7; arm 2: 0.10 (average arm: 0.085)
Half average arm: 0.04 
Overlap: 0.05
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by wrap-up regions:
L2 learners d = 0.10 [-0.01, 0.21]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.24 [0.02, 0.47]
	Not reliable


	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.11; arm 2: 0.23 (average arm: 0.17)
Half average arm: 0.085 
Overlap: 0.18

	Not reliable

	RQ1 by ambiguity resolution:
L2 learners d = 0.19 [0.12, 0.25]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.23 [0.13, 0.32]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.06; arm 2: 0.10 (average arm 0.08)
Half average arm: 0.04 
Overlap: 0.12
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by anomaly detection:
L2 learners d = 0.19 [0.09, 0.29]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.41 [0.29, 0.54]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.10; arm 2: 0.12 (average arm 0.11)
Half average arm: 0.06 
Overlap: 0.00
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by gender agreement:
L2 learners d = 0.23 [0.10, 0.37]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.44 [0.24, 0.64]
	Reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.14; arm 2: 0.20 (average arm: 0.17)
Half average arm: 0.09 
Overlap: 0.13
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by subject-object role assignment:
L2 learners d = 0.28 [0.14, 0.42]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.30 [0.10, 0.49]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.14; arm 2: 0.20 (average arm: 0.17)
Half average arm: 0.09 
Overlap: 0.32
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by number agreement:
L2 learners d = 0.21 [0.09, 0.32]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.49 [0.32, 0.67]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.11; arm 2: 0.17 (average arm: 0.14)
Half average arm: 0.07 
Overlap: 0.00
	Not reliable

	RQ1 by wh-dependencies:
L2 learners d = 0.25 [0.14, 0.35]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.18 [0.01, 0.35]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.17; arm 2: 0.11 (average arm: 0.14)
Half average arm: 0.07 
Overlap: 0.21
	Not reliable


	RQ1 by relative clause attachment:
L2 learners d = 0.02 [-0.15, 0.18]
versus
Native speakers d = 0.10 [-0.10, 0.31]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.16; arm 2: 0.20 (average arm: 0.18)
Half average arm: 0.09
Overlap: 0.28
	Not reliable

	RQ1 ambiguity resolution vs. anomaly detection:
L2 learners: d = 0.19 [0.12, 0.25]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.19 [0.09, 0.29]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.06; arm 2: 0.10 (average arm: 0.08)
Half average arm: 0.04
Overlap: 0.17
	Not reliable

	RQ1 ambiguity resolution vs. anomaly detection:
Native speakers: d = 0.23 [0.13, 0.32]
versus
Native speakers: d = 0.41 [0.29, 0.54]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.09; arm 2: 0.12 (average arm: 0.105)
Half average arm: 0.5
Overlap: 0.03
	Not reliable

	RQ1 critical region vs. post-critical region
L2 learners: d = 0.19 [0.14, 0.24]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.20 [0.13, 0.27]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.05; arm 2: 0.07 (average arm: 0.06)
Half average arm: 0.03
Overlap: 0.13
	Not reliable

	RQ1 critical region vs. wrap-up region
L2 learners: d = 0.19 [0.14, 0.24]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.10 [-0.01, 0.21]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.11; arm 2: 0.05 (average arm: 0.08)
Half average arm: 0.04
Overlap: 0.07
	Not reliable

	RQ1 post-critical region vs. wrap-up region
L2 learners: d = 0.20 [0.13, 0.27]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.10 [-0.01, 0.21]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.11; arm 2: 0.07 (average arm: 0.09)
Half average arm: 0.05
Overlap: 0.08

	Not reliable

	RQ1 critical region vs. post-critical region
Native speakers: d = 0.26 [0.19, 0.33]
versus
Native speakers: d = 0.31 [0.21, 0.41]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.07; arm 2: 0.10 (average arm: 0.085)
Half average arm: 0.04
Overlap: 0.12

	Not reliable

	RQ1 critical region vs. wrap-up region
Native speakers: d = 0.26 [0.19, 0.33]
versus
Native speakers: d = 0.21 [0.02, 0.41]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.20; arm 2: 0.07 (average arm: 0.135)
Half average arm: 0.07
Overlap: 0.22

	Not reliable

	RQ1 post-critical region vs. wrap-up region
Native speakers: d = 0.31 [0.21, 0.41]
versus
Native speakers: d = 0.21 [0.02, 0.41]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.20; arm 2: 0.10 (average arm: 0.15)
Half average arm: 0.8
Overlap: 0.20
	Not reliable

	RQ1 relative clause attachment vs. subject-object role assignment
L2 learners: d = 0.02 [-0.15, 0.18]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.28 [0.14, 0.42]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.16; arm 2: 0.14 (average arm: 0.15)
Half average arm: 0.08
Overlap: 0.04
	Not reliable

	RQ1 relative clause attachment vs. wh- dependencies
L2 learners: d = 0.02 [-0.15, 0.18]
versus
L2 learners d = 0.25 [0.14, 0.35]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.16; arm 2: 0.11 (average arm: 0.135)
Half average arm: 0.07
Overlap: 0.04
	Not reliable

	RQ2 overall:
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.23 [0.17, 0.29]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’   d = 0.19 [0.12, 0.26]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.07; arm 2: 0.06 (average arm: 0.065)
Half average arm: 0.03 
Overlap: 0.09
	Not reliable

	RQ2 by within-subject studies:
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.34 [0.22, 0.45]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.27 [0.16, 0.39]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.12; arm 2: 0.12 (average arm: 0.12)
Half average arm: 0.06 
Overlap: 0.17
	Not reliable

	RQ2 by between-subject studies:
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.31 [0.18, 0.44]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.13 [-0.01, 0.27]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.14; arm 2: 0.13 (average arm: 0.135)
Half average arm: 0.07 
Overlap: 0.09
	Not reliable

	RQ2 by anomaly detection
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.34 [0.21, 0.48]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.17 [0.08, 0.26]
	Reliable
	Reliable
Arm 1: 0.09; arm 2: 0.13 (average arm: 0.11)
Half average arm: 0.06 
Overlap: 0.05

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by ambiguity resolution
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.19 [0.12, 0.27]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.22 [0.10, 0.33]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.08; arm 2: 0.12 (average arm: 0.10)
Half average arm: 0.05 
Overlap: 0.17

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by critical regions
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.22 [0.16, 0.28]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.18 [0.11, 0.26]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.08; arm 2: 0.06 (average arm: 0.07)
Half average arm: 0.04 
Overlap: 0.10

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by post-critical regions
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.28 [0.19, 0.37]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.18 [0.09, 0.27]
	Reliable
	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.09; arm 2: 0.09 (average arm: 0.09)
Half average arm: 0.05 
Overlap: 0.08

	Not reliable 

	RQ2 by wrap-up regions
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’
d = 0.14 [0.01, 0.27]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’
d = 0.06 [-0.09, 0.22]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.16; arm 2: 0.13 (average arm 0.145)
Half average arm: 0.7
Overlap: 0.21
	Not reliable

	RQ2 by number agreement
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.30 [0.15, 0.44]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.10 [-0.07, 0.26]
	Reliable
	Not reliable
Arm 1: 0.16; arm 2: 0.15 (average arm: 0.155)
Half average arm: 0.08 
Overlap: 0.11

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by subject-object role assignment
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.31 [0.15, 0.47]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.28 [0.10, 0.47]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.19; arm 2: 0.16 (average arm: 0.175)
Half average arm: 0.09 
Overlap: 0.32

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by reduced relative clause
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = -0.09 [-0.36, 0.17]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.09 [-0.20, 0.38]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.26; arm 2: 0.29 (average arm: 0.275)
Half average arm: 0.14 
Overlap: 0.37

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by tense-aspect agreement
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.41 [0.10, 0.73]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.11 [-0.23, 0.46]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.35; arm 2: 0.31 (average arm: 0.33)
Half average arm: 0.17 
Overlap: 0.36

	Not reliable

	RQ2 by wh-dependencies
L2 learners with ‘potential L1 effect’       d = 0.25 [0.12, 0.39]
versus
L2 learners with ‘no potential L1 effect’  d = 0.18 [0.01, 0.35]
	Not reliable
	Not reliable 
Arm 1: 0.17; arm 2: 0.13 (average arm: 0.15)
Half average arm: 0.08
Overlap: 0.23

	Not reliable


[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: a Cumming (2009) proposes that when comparing two independent means, “[the] overlap of half the length of one arm corresponds approximately to statistical signiﬁcance at p = 0.05” (p. 205). Following Cumming’s recommendation for cases where CI arms are of different lengths, we averaged the upper bound of the lower mean (‘arm 1’) and the lower bound of the greater mean (‘arm 2’). This average was then divided by two to calculate the length of half an average CI arm. If the absolute overlap between the CIs of the two means was approximately half the length of an average arm, the difference was considered reliable.
