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1 Introduction

Here, we document how we extracted the estimates that went into our Bayesian meta-analysis from the respective
publications or — if available — from the (preprocessed) data obtained from the authors. For details of the
meta-analysis, see:

https://github.com /vasishth /MetaAnalysisJaegerEngelmannVasishth2017

1.1 General decision criteria

1. Only reading experiments using eye-tracking or self-paced reading were included.

2. In the case of eye-tracking experiments, we always use first-pass reading time. The reason for this deci-
sion was that different studies report different eye-tracking dependent measures and different dependent
measures came out significant in the various studies, making comparison difficult. Since all studies report
first-pass reading time, we decided to use this measure.

3. Whenever we obtained data from the authors of a publications, these data already has been preprocessed
by the authors (i.e., the regions of interest and reading measures have already been computed).

4. We always stick to interest area partitioning used by the authors of the respective publication.

5. With the term ‘critical region’ we refer to the region containing the verb or reflexive/reciprocal. Note that
in some experiments, this region also contains material (characters or whole words) to the left or the right
of the verb or reflexive/reciprocal.!

6. With the term ‘post-critical region’ we refer to the region directly following the critical region, no matter
how many characters/words this region spanned.

7. We only considered the critical and the post-critical regions.

8. In case an effect was reported as significant at the post-critical region but not at the critical region, we
use the effect size at the post-critical region. Otherwise, we always use the effect observed at the critical
region.

9. The condition labels vary considerably between the different experiments. For example, the term ‘match’
sometimes refers to a feature match between the distractor and the target, whereas in other publications
it refers to the target’s and distractor’s match with the manipulated retrieval cue. Moreover, the specific
research question of the experiments varied, meaning that in some studies different conditions were com-
pared to each other than the contrasts that we are modeling. We therefore recoded the condition labels
and the comparisons in order to get the correct effect estimates for the purpose of our meta-analysis.

11t was impossible to partition the regions of interest of all experiments in the same way as the necessary information was not
always available.
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Whenever the authors provided the (preprocessed) data to us, we fit a linear mixed model with varying
intercepts and slopes for both items and subjects. No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and
slopes. We fit the model on non-transformed first-pass reading times (eye-tracking) or reading times (self-
paced reading) in order to replicate the author’s analysis as closely as possible. We coded the main effect
of grammaticality (in case both target-match and target-mismatch conditions were tested) and pairwise
comparisons comparing the distractor-match condition (coded as +0.5) with the distractor-mismatch con-
dition (coded as —0.5) within target-match and target-mismatch conditions and (if applicable) target-type
(match vs mismatch) as fixed effects. We use the coefficients of the pairwise comparisons and the standard
errors associated with them for the meta-analysis.

When we use the numbers provided in the respective publication, we either directly use the corresponding
coefficients from a linear mixed model (if provided by the authors) or calculate the difference between
the respective condition means. The standard errors (if not directly reported in the paper) are derived
from the confidence intervals or from the standard deviation and the sample size, dependent on whatever
numbers are provided by the authors.

Whenever possible, we applied the same data trimming procedure as did the authors. Note that in several
cases, this had a considerable impact on the estimates: the results are quite different depending on whether
one applies trimming or not.

As mentioned above, all analyses were done on raw reading time in milliseconds. A better way would have
been to work with log-transformed measures; but this was possible to do only when we had the raw data
(see Appendix B of paper).

Data extraction of the individual experiments

Experiments on subject-verb agreement

. Dillon et al. (2013, Experiment 1, agreement conditions)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model
on non-transformed first-pass reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items.
No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We fit a single model for the agreement
conditions and the reflexives conditions with the main effect of dependency type as predictor in addition
to the relevant pairwise comparisons.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -14ms
Standard Error: 16ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 22ms

Franck et al. (2015, Experiment 1, conditions with complement clauses)



Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same items as did the authors (personal
communication), which resulted in a total of 11 items only.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 32ms
Standard Error: 33ms

Target-mismatch
not available

3. Franck et al. (2015, Experiment 1, conditions with relative clauses)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same items as did the authors (personal
communication), which resulted in a total of 11 items only.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 110ms
Standard Error: 48ms

Target-mismatch
not available

4. Lago et al. (2015, Experiment 1)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. The same data trimming procedure was used as by the
authors.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -4ms
Standard Error: 14ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -40ms
Standard Error: 14ms

5. Lago et al. (2015, Experiment 2)



Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. The same data trimming procedure was used as by the
authors.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 8ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -36ms
Standard Error: 18ms

6. Lago et al. (2015, Experiment 3a)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. The same data trimming procedure was used as by the
authors.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -12ms
Standard Error: 6ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -15ms
Standard Error: Tms

7. Lago et al. (2015, Experiment 3b)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model on
non-transformed reading times with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items. The same data
trimming procedure was used as by the authors. No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and
slopes.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 12ms
Standard Error: 9ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -22ms
Standard Error: 11ms

8. Pearlmutter et al. (1999, Experiment 1)



Source of the estimates:

Numbers provided in the paper. The authors provide condition means and confidence intervals of resid-
ualized reading times by items and by participants. For the means, we take the average of both values.
We compute the standard error from the larger CI. We are assuming that the confidence intervals that
the authors provide on Table C1 of Appendix C is referring to +/ — 2 - SE (one-sided rather than two
sided confidence interval). For the computation of the standard error, we therfore divide this number by
2 rather than by 4: SE =0.5-CI

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -35ms
Standard Error: 10ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 19ms
Standard Error: 10ms

9. Pearlmutter et al. (1999, Experiment 2)
Source of the estimates:
Same procedure was applied as for Pearlmutter et al. (1999, Experiment 1) based on the numbers provided

by the authors on Table C2 of Appendix C.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -36ms
Standard Error: 18ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -4ms
Standard Error: 18ms

10. Pearlmutter et al. (1999, Experiment 3)
Source of the estimates:
Same procedure was applied as for Pearlmutter et al. (1999, Experiment 1) based on the numbers provided

by the authors on Table C5 of Appendix C.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -36ms
Standard Error: 10ms

Target-match (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: 24ms
Standard Error: 10ms

11. Tucker et al. (2015)



Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and intercepts
for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. Note that the authors fit a model with varying intercepts only and used
many additional predictors, hence the difference in the outcome; moreover, the comparisons applied
by the authors were different from ours. They report to have also run pairwise comparisons (i.e., the
comparisons we are interested in), but they do not report any details of this model — they only describe
in detail the first main effects and interaction model. We removed reading times larger than 2000ms
and smaller than 100ms as there were extremely large values (40000ms) in the data. The authors used a
different method for outlier removal (they excluded data points at the 5% extremes) and also excluded
bad participants who scored below 70%, which we did not. For target-match, we took the estimates at
the post critical region because the authors report a sign effect there while they did not find an effect at
the critical region. In our analysis, however, this effect did not reach significance either.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 7ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -29ms
Standard Error: 14ms

12. Wagers et al. (2009, Experiment 2)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -8ms
Standard Error: 13ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -51ms
Standard Error: 23ms

13. Wagers et al. (2009, Experiment 3)



Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -1lms
Standard Error: 16ms

Target-match (plural verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 13ms
Standard Error: 17ms

Target-mismatch (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -33ms
Standard Error: 23ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -31ms
Standard Error: 29ms

14. Wagers et al. (2009, Experiment 4)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -27ms
Standard Error: 13ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -42ms
Standard Error: 17ms

15. Wagers et al. (2009, Experiment 5)



Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -11ms
Standard Error: 11ms

Target-mismatch (plural verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: -37Tms
Standard Error: 16ms

16. Wagers et al. (2009, Experiment 6)

2.2

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: Oms
Standard Error: 12ms

Target-mismatch
not available

Experiments on non-agreement subject-verb dependencies

17. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 1, LoSyn conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 54ms
Standard Error: 34ms

Target-mismatch
not available

18. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 2, LoSyn conditions)



Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: post-critical
Effect: 44ms
Standard Error: 19ms

Target-mismatch
not available

19. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 3, LoSyn conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 8ms
Standard Error: 8ms

Target-mismatch
not available

20. Van Dyke and McElree (2006)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 38ms
Standard Error: 20ms

Target-mismatch
not available

21. Van Dyke and McElree (2011, Experiment 1b, proactive interference conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 5ms
Standard Error: 8ms

Target-mismatch
not available

22. Van Dyke and McElree (2011, Experiment 1b, retroactive interference conditions)



Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -2ms
Standard Error: 11ms

Target-mismatch
not available

23. Van Dyke and McElree (2011, Experiment 2b, proactive interference conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 7ms
Standard Error: 9ms

Target-mismatch
not available

24. Van Dyke and McElree (2011, Experiment 2b, retroactive interference conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 9ms

Target-mismatch
not available

25. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 1, LoSem conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 13ms
Standard Error: 30ms

Target-mismatch
not available

26. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 2, LoSem conditions)
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Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 37ms
Standard Error: 21ms

Target-mismatch
not available

27. Van Dyke (2007, Experiment 3, LoSem conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 20ms
Standard Error: 11ms

Target-mismatch
not available

28. Van Dyke and Lewis (2003, Experiment 4, unambiguous high/low interference conditions)
Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper. The authors provide raw and residualized trimmed reading times. We

used the residualized trimmed reading times.

Target-match (singular verb)

Region: critical
Effect: 56ms
Standard Error: 25ms

Target-mismatch
not available
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2.3 Experiments on reflexive/reciprocal-antecedent dependencies

29. Jager et al. (2015, Experiment 1)

Source of the estimates:

Estimates were computed from the raw data. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for items and subjects on non-transformed first-pass reading time. No correlations were fit
between varying intercepts and slopes. As in the original analysis reported in Jager et al. (2015), log-
frequencies of the target and the distractor were included as covariates in the model. Note that the
original analysis was performed on log-transformed reading times; here we decided to model raw reading
times in order to make the analysis more similar to the one of the other experiments included in the
meta-analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -3ms
Standard Error: 5ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: 22ms
Standard Error: 7ms

30. Jager et al. (2015, Experiment 2, local conditions)

Source of the estimates:

Estimates were computed from the raw data. Only the two conditions with a local antecedent were
considered (non-locally bound reflexives were not included in this meta-analysis). We fit a linear mixed
model with varying slopes and intercepts for items and subjects on non-transformed first-pass reading
time. No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. As in the original analysis reported
in Jager et al. (2015), experimental session was included as a covariat in the model. Note that the original
analysis was performed on log-transformed reading times; here we decided to model raw reading times in
order to make the analysis more similar to the one of the other experiments included in the meta-analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 17ms
Standard Error: 8ms

Target-mismatch
not available

31. Felser et al. (2009, Experiment 2b, native speakers, inaccessible-mismatch conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 4ms
Standard Error: 9ms

Target-mismatch
not available

32. Badecker and Straub (2002, Experiment 3)

12



Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: post-critical
Effect: 42ms
Standard Error: 28ms  SFEs are provided for experimental con-

ditions, not for the comparison. We use
the larger of the two SEs (upper bound).

Target-mismatch
not available

33. Badecker and Straub (2002, Experiment 5)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 2ms
Standard Error: 13ms SE is the larger of the two reported values.

Target-mismatch
not available

34. Badecker and Straub (2002, Experiment 6)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: critical

Effect: Oms  Effect size is assumed to be 0 here be-
cause no estimates are reported in the
paper.

Standard Error: 10ms SE is estimated by estimating standard

deviation from Expt. 5: sd = /28 - 13,
so Expt. 6: SE = /28 -13/v/48 =~ 10.

Target-mismatch
not available

35. Cunnings and Felser (2013, Experiment 1, participants with high memory capacity)
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Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were
fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their
published analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -2ms
Standard Error: 14ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: -2ms
Standard Error: 14ms

36. Cunnings and Felser (2013, Experiment 1, participants with low memory capacity)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and intercepts
for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were fit between
varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their published
analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -5ms
Standard Error: 22ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: -2ms
Standard Error: 16ms

37. Cunnings and Felser (2013, Experiment 2, participants with high memory capacity)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were
fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their
published analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: Oms
Standard Error: 18ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: 4ms
Standard Error: 17ms

Exp2 HI 0 (18)4 (17)

38. Cunnings and Felser (2013, Experiment 2, participants with low memory capacity)
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Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were
fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their
published analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -47Tms
Standard Error: 15ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: 26ms
Standard Error: 15ms

39. Cunnings and Sturt (2014, Experiment 1)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed raw data provided by the authors. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times. No correlations were
fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We removed the same outliers as did the authors for their
published analysis.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -1ms
Standard Error: 9ms

Target-mismatch
Region: post-critical

Effect:
Standard Error:

37ms
17ms

40. Felser et al. (2009, Experiment 2b, native speakers, no c-command conditions)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper.

Target-match

Region: critical

Effect:
Standard Error:

Target-mismatch
not available

41. Patil et al. (2016)

3ms
8ms
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Source of the estimates:

Estimates were computed from the raw data. We fit a linear mixed model with varying slopes and
intercepts for items and subjects on non-transformed first-pass reading time. No correlations were fit
between varying intercepts and slopes.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -13ms
Standard Error: 18ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: 10ms
Standard Error: 12ms

42. Sturt (2003, Experiment 1)

Source of the estimates:
Numbers provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -5ms
Standard Error: 30ms The SE was estimated from Fig 1, p.

550. This is the SE for re-reading time,
and is a reasonable upper bound for the
SE for first-pass reading time as well
(the SE in first-pass reading time is
likely to be smaller than the one for re-
reading time).

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 30ms  See comment for target-match above.

43. Sturt (2003, Experiment 2)
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Source of the estimates:
Numbers in provided in the paper

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 12ms
Standard Error: 10 ms SE estimated by looking at largest SE

in first-pass reading time because on
p. 557 Sturt says: “The gaze dura-
tions [i.e., first-pass reading times] on
the critical reflexive, again [was] calcu-
lated using the leftward-shifting proce-
dure.” The smallest significant F value
is 7.47, and so for any given differ-
ence in means, the smallest significant
t-value is \/7.47 ~ 2.73. Since the ef-
fect of gender of the antecedent is (268+
280)/2—(292+307)/2 = —25.5, we can
estimate the SE as SE = 25.5/2.73 =

9.34 ~ 10.
Target-mismatch
Region: critical
Effect: 15ms
Standard Error: 10ms  See comment for target-match above

44. Dillon et al. (2013, Experiment 1, conditions with reflexives)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model
with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times.
No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. We fit a single model for the agreement
conditions and the reflexives conditions with the main effect of dependency type as predictor in addition
to the relevant pairwise comparisons.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 1ms
Standard Error: 16ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: -Tms
Standard Error: 19ms

45. Dillon et al. (2013, Experiment 2, conditions with himself)
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Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model
with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times.
No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -14ms
Standard Error: 14ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: -10ms
Standard Error: 14ms

46. Dillon et al. (2013, Experiment 2, conditions with themselves)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model
with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items on non-transformed first-pass reading times.
No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: -14ms
Standard Error: 16ms

Target-mismatch

Region: critical
Effect: 30ms
Standard Error: 15ms

47. Chen et al. (2012, local conditions)

Source of the estimates:

Source of the estimates:

Raw data. We removed all reading times larger than 2000ms (as Chen et al. (2012) did) and fit a linear
mixed model with varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times.
No correlations were fit between varying intercepts and slopes.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 5ms
Standard Error: 13ms

Target-mismatch
not available

48. Badecker and Straub (2002, Experiment 4)
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Source of the estimates:

Numbers provided in the paper. As the authors base their conclusions on a sginificant effect observed
on a post-hoc defined post-critical region containing four words and only provide numbers for this effect
and not for the non-significant effect at the critical or the (originally smaller) post-critical region, we use
the effect and standard error reported for this post-hoc collapsed spill-over region.

Target-match

Region: post-critical
Effect: 48ms
Standard Error: 37ms

Target-mismatch
not available

49. Kush and Phillips (2014)

Source of the estimates:

Preprocessed data provided by the authors. Estimates were obtained by fitting a linear mixed model with
varying intercepts and slopes for subjects and items on non-transformed reading times. No correlations
were fit between varying intercepts and slopes. The same data trimming procedure was applied as by the
authors.

Target-match

Region: critical
Effect: 3ms
Standard Error: 54ms

Target-mismatch

Region: post-critical
Effect: 21ms
Standard Error: 32ms

The following eye-tracking-while-reading and self-paced reading experiments were excluded from the meta-
analysis:

o Acuna-Farifa et al. (2014)
This eye-tracking-while-reading experiment was excluded from the meta-analysis as no first-pass reading
times are provided in the paper.

e Pearlmutter (2000, Experiments 1 and 2)
These experiments were excluded from the meta-analysis as the experimental design is slightly different
from the other experiments in the meta-analysis. In these experiments, two distractors were manipulated
independently and their influence was analyzed separately.
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