Supplementary Materials 1: Inclusions and Exclusions 
	Table S1. Exclusions from within-subject comparisons (RQ1, RQ2)	

	
Study and L2 groups(s)
	
Condition(s)
	
Reason(s) for exclusiona

	Amato & McDonald, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Study used an artificial language

	Bordag et al., 2015, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Bultena et al., 2014, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Çele & Gürel, 2011, all groups
	All conditions
	No discernible baseline condition

	Chan, 2012 (exp 1b), all groups
	Verb subcategorization 
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Chan, 2012 (exp 2 & 3), all groups
	All conditions
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Clahsen & Felser, 2006, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Conklin & Schmitt, 2008, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Conroy & Cupples, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Cui, 2013, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Dekydtspotter & Outcalt, 2005, all groups
	All conditions
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Dussias & Piñar, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Felser & Roberts, 2007, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available 

	Hopp, 2016, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Ibanez et al., 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Jackson, 2008, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Jackson & Roberts, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Jegerski, 2016, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Jiang, 2004, all groups
	Verb subcategorization 
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Jiang, 2007, all groups
	Verb subcategorization 
	L1-L2 convergenceb not clear

	Jiang et al., 2011, all groups
	Verb subcategorization 
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Juffs, 2004, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Juffs & Harrington, 1996, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available 

	Kato, 2009, all groups
	All conditions
	No discernible baseline condition

	Keating et al., 2016, all groups
	All conditions
	Participants were heritage learners 

	Kim & Kim, 2012, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Lazarte & Barry, 2008, all groups
	All conditions
	No discernible baseline condition

	Macizo & Bajo, 2006, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Marinis, 2007, all groups
	All conditions
	Participants were not adult L2 learners

	Millar, 2011, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Mitsugi & MacWhinney, 2010, all groups
	All conditions 
	Some raw data not available  

	Mitsugi, MacWhinney, & Shirai, 2010,  all groups
	All conditions 
	Some raw data not available

	Mitsugi & Shirai, 2015, all groups
	All conditions 
	Some raw data not available

	Omaki & Schulz, 2011, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Pliatsikas & Marinis, 2013, all groups
	Regularized/irregularized verbs
	L1-L2 convergence not clear

	Roberts & Felser, 2011, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Sawasaki, 2007, all groups
	All conditions 
	No discernible baseline condition

	Williams, 2006, all groups
	All conditions 
	Some raw data not available

	Williams et al. 2001, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Xu, 2014, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available 

	Yamashita, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Study did not focus on morphosyntax

	Yang & Shih, 2012, all groups
	All conditions
	L1-L2 convergence not clear




 
Notes: a‘Some raw data not available’ indicates one or more of a mean, standard deviation or n was not available in the report or available/interpretable following a request to the authors. bJiang (2007) states that “most” of the target language sentences used in the verb subcategorization condition would share the same grammaticality in the participants’ L1 (p. 20). This implied to us that some items were also cross-linguistically different, so the feature was removed.


	Table S2. Exclusions from between-group comparisons (RQ3b, RQ3c)

	
Study and L2 group(s)
	
Condition(s)
	
Reason for exclusion

	Chan, 2012, Chinese
	All conditions
	Proficiency difference versus other L2 group(s)

	Gerth et al., 2017, Russian
	All conditions
	Proficiency difference versus other L2 group(s)

	Juffs, 2004, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Juffs, 2005, Japanese
	All conditions
	Proficiency difference versus other L2 group(s)

	Juffs, 2006, Japanese
	All conditions
	Proficiency difference versus other L2 group(s)

	Mitsugi & MacWhinney, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Mitsugi, MacWhinney, & Shirai, 2010, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Mitsugi & Shirai, 2015, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Sawasaki, 2007, English (JFL-1, JFL-2)
	All conditions
	Proficiency difference versus other L2 group(s)

	Williams, 2006, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	Williams et al., 2001, all groups
	All conditions
	Some raw data not available

	
	
	








Further information relating to inclusion and exclusion
1. Two studies used a “stop-making-sense” version of an SPR task (Kim, Baek, & Tremblay, 2015; Renaud & Covey, 2014). In such tasks, participants hit a button as soon as a sentence appears ungrammatical. Although this adds additional processing of a more explicit nature, the task was deemed suitable for inclusion because reading times are recorded up until the plausibility judgement.
2. One result for the Korean group in Chan (2012, exp 1a) appears to be based on an outlier in the comparison of reading times for the present progressive grammatical versus present progressive ungrammatical conditions on the critical verb (d = 5.07). This effect size is more than three standard deviations larger than any other result in the same study. With the outlier excluded from analysis, the sample-level mean (d = 0.66) is much smaller than before (d = 1.21). Following Plonsky (2013), we keep the outlier for further averaging, but make subsequent interpretations with caution.
3. The five studies whose raw data were provided on request were Çele and Gürel (2011), Juffs (1998) for some structures only, Juffs (2006), Hara (2017) and Tokowicz & Warren (2011). 
4. The three studies for which unreported standard deviation figures were estimated were Barto-Sisamout et al. (2009), Lee, Lu, and Garnsey (2013), and Papadopolou & Clahsen (2003)
5. For one study we used the t statistic to calculate an effect size: Jiang (2004).
6. Results from Barto-Sisamout et al. (2009), Fender (2003), Jackson and Bobb (2009) and Jackson and Dussias (2009) were excluded from the moderator analysis by processing issue because they neither investigated ambiguity resolution nor error detection. Furthermore, results from Pliatsikas & Marinis (2013) were also excluded from this analysis because the only conditions involving anomaly detection were excluded (see Table S1). 
7. Lim and Christianson (2013) used two types of SPR task: ‘reading for comprehension’ task and ‘reading for translation’. The latter required a verbal translation into the participants’ L1 after reading the sentence. We opted only to include the ‘reading for comprehension’ data in order to maintain inter-study methodological consistency.
8. Dong, Wen, Zeng, and Ji (2015) reported two experiments using SPR. In the first, pictures were displayed on the screen beforehand and manipulated as an independent variable. In the second, the pictures were removed. We only used the data from the second experiment in order to maintain inter-study methodological consistency.
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