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Appendix S1: Production Sentences 
 
(1) Bil-

ene 
var FIne 

car-DEF.PL. were nice-PL. 

“The cars were nice.” 

 
(2) Bilde-

ne 
var stor-e 

picture-DEF.PL. were big-
PL. “The pictures were 

big.” 

 
(3) Bøk-

ene 
var gode 

book-DEF.PL. were good-
PL. “The books were 

good.” 

 
(4) Hus-

ene 
var dyr-e 

house-DEF.PL. were expensive-
PL. “The houses were expensive.” 

 
(5) Jente-

ne 
var smart-e 

girl-DEF.PL. were smart-

PL. “The girls were 
smart.” 

 
(6) Vegg-

ene 
var gul-e 



wall-DEF.PL. were 
yellow-PL. “The walls 

were yellow.” 

 
  



  Appendix S2: Stimuli Sentences 
 
 

Figure S2.1. Stimuli sentences for gender  

  



 
Fig ure S2.2. Stimuli sentences for number   



 
Appendix S3: Statistical Models 

 
 
Table S3.1. Output summary of the model from generalized linear mixed effects model of behavioral 
(acceptance) data  
 

  Acceptance 

Predictors Odds Ratios 95% CI  p 

(Intercept) 5.53 4.17 – 7.34 <.001 

Agreement1 2.74 2.18 – 3.45 <.001 

Condition1 0.41 0.33 – 0.52 <.001 

Composite_c 1.11 0.84 – 1.47 .469 

Nativeness1 1.00 0.76 – 1.33 .991 

Agreement1 × Condition1 2.18 1.91 – 2.49 <.001 

Agreement1 × Composite_c 0.99 0.79 – 1.24 .944 

Condition1 × Composite_c 0.95 0.76 – 1.19 .671 

Agreement1 × Nativeness1 0.96 0.76 – 1.20 .698 

Condition1 × Nativeness1 1.08 0.86 – 1.35 .507 

Composite_c × Nativeness1 0.91 0.69 – 1.21 .532 

(Agreement1 × Condition1) × 
Composite_c 

1.14 1.00 – 1.29 .049 

Agreement1 × Condition1 × 
Nativeness1 

0.91 0.80 – 1.04 .186 

Agreement1 × Composite_c 
× Nativeness1 

0.85 0.68 – 1.06 .157 

Condition1 × Composite_c × 
Nativeness1 

1.14 0.91 – 1.42 .254 

Agreement1 × Condition1 × 
Composite_c × Nativeness1 

0.91 0.80 – 1.03 .133 

Random Effects 
σ2 3.29 

τ00 Subject 0.51 
τ11 Subject.Agreement1 0.28 
τ11 Subject.Num_Gen1 0.26 

ρ01 0.16 



 
-0.18 

ICC 0.24 
N Subject 101 

Observations 9849 
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.298 / 0.468 

Note. Model: Acceptance~Agreement × Condition × Composite_c × Nativeness + (Agreement +  
Condition|Subject). Composite_c = Language Social Background Questionnaire composite score.  
Estimates in boldface are statistically significant at α = .05. 
 
 
 
Table S3.2. Output summary of the model from linear mixed effects model of event related potential 
data  
 

  Amplitude 

Predictors b 95% CI p 

(Intercept) 2.09 1.33 – 2.86 <.001 

Agreement1 -0.29 -0.56 – -0.03 .028 

Condition1 0.50 0.23 – 0.77 <.001 

Composite_c -0.37 -0.96 – 0.22 .222 

Nativeness1 0.47 -0.12 – 1.05 .116 

ROI [LP] -1.15 -1.84 – -0.45 .001 

ROI [MA] 0.73 -0.37 – 1.84 .193 

ROI [MM] -0.54 -1.65 – 0.56 .334 

ROI [MP] -1.86 -2.72 – -1.01 <.001 

ROI [RA] 0.37 -0.33 – 1.07 .302 

ROI [RP] -1.35 -2.04 – -0.65 <.001 

Agreement1 × Condition1 -0.54 -0.61 – -0.48 <.001 

Agreement1 × Composite_c -0.00 -0.27 – 0.27 .991 

Condition1 × Composite_c -0.19 -0.46 – 0.09 .179 

Agreement1 × Nativeness1 0.08 -0.19 – 0.34 .571 

Condition1 × Nativeness1 0.16 -0.11 – 0.43 .254 

Composite_c × Nativeness1 -0.49 -1.09 – 0.10 .102 

(Agreement1 × Condition1) × 
Composite_c 

-0.00 -0.07 – 0.07 .916 



Agreement1 × Condition1 × 
Nativeness1 

-0.03 -0.10 – 0.04 .379 

Agreement1 × Composite_c 
× Nativeness1 

0.10 -0.17 – 0.37 .469 

Condition1 × Composite_c × 
Nativeness1 

-0.25 -0.53 – 0.02 .070 

Agreement1 × Condition1 × 
Composite_c × Nativeness1 

0.25 0.18 – 0.32 <.001 

Random Effects 
σ2 3.39 
τ00 Subject 3.11 

τ00 Electrode 0.25 
τ11 Subject.Agreement1 0.60 

τ11 Subject.Num_Gen1 0.64 
ρ01 Subject.Agreement1 -0.20 

ρ01 Subject.Num_Gen1 0.17 
ICC 0.58 

N Electrode 20 
N Subject 105 

Observations 8345 
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.127 / 0.629 

Note. Model: Amplitude~Agreement × Condition × Composite_c × Nativeness + ROI + (Agreement 
+  Condition|Subject). Composite_c = Language Social Background Questionnaire composite score; 
ROI = scalp region of interest. Estimates in boldface are statistically significant at α = .05. 
 
 
Table S3.3. Likelihood Ratio Test results from linear mixed effects model of EEG data subset by 
gender  
 

Effect LR p 

Agreement 13.68 <.001 
Composite_c  1.94   .16 
Nativeness 2.78  .096 
ROI 29.14 <.001 
Agreement × Composite_c 0.00 .98 
Agreement × Nativeness 0.06 .80 
Composite_c × Nativeness 4.05  .04 
Agreement × Composite_c × Nativeness 2.31 .12 

Note. Model: Amplitude~Agreement × Composite_c × Nativeness + (Agreement |Subject). 
Composite_c = Language Social Background Questionnaire composite score. Estimates in boldface 
are statistically significant at α = .05. 
 
 



 
Table S3.4. Likelihood Ratio Test results from linear mixed effects model of EEG data subset by 
number  

Effect LR p 

Agreement 26.16 <.001 
Composite_c  0.38   .53 
Nativeness 1.11 29 
ROI 35.70 <.001 
Agreement  Composite_c 0.00 .94 
Agreement × Nativeness 4.40 .36 
Composite_c × Nativeness 0.60  .43 
Agreement × Composite_c × Nativeness 8.64 .003 

Note. Model: Amplitude~Agreement × Composite_c × Nativeness + (Agreement |Subject). 
Composite_c = Language Social Background Questionnaire composite score. Estimates in boldface 
are statistically significant at α = .05. 
 

 
 
 
 
 


