Supplementary Material
S1. Complete seeded-error inventory
Twenty errors were seeded into the AI-generated output for each of the eighteen translation passages (six per complexity level), giving 360 seeded errors in total. The inventory below is balanced by design: every passage carries an identical category profile (five lexical, five syntactic, five pragmatic, five omission) and an identical subtype profile, and the same inventory was applied to both language pairs. Because composition is invariant across complexity conditions and language pairs, error-type composition cannot covary with condition and cannot confound the between-condition comparison of detection rates reported in Section 5 of the manuscript.
S1.1  Category and subtype composition (identical for all 18 passages)
	Category
	Subtype
	n per passage
	n across 18 passages
	% of inventory

	Lexical
	False friend / deceptive cognate
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Lexical
	Collocational violation
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Lexical
	Register mismatch
	1
	18
	5.0%

	Lexical
	Category subtotal
	5
	90
	25.0%

	Syntactic
	Agreement violation (subject–verb or noun–adjective)
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Syntactic
	Word-order violation
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Syntactic
	Clause-embedding fault
	1
	18
	5.0%

	Syntactic
	Category subtotal
	5
	90
	25.0%

	Pragmatic
	Politeness-level shift
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Pragmatic
	Deictic error (person, place, or time reference)
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Pragmatic
	Discourse-connective misuse
	1
	18
	5.0%

	Pragmatic
	Category subtotal
	5
	90
	25.0%

	Omission
	Dropped modifier (adjectival or adverbial)
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Omission
	Dropped subordinate clause
	2
	36
	10.0%

	Omission
	Dropped discourse-level element
	1
	18
	5.0%

	Omission
	Category subtotal
	5
	90
	25.0%

	TOTAL
	
	20
	360
	100.0%



S1.2  Distribution across complexity conditions and language pairs
The table confirms that the inventory is invariant. Passage-level totals are identical by construction; no test of differential composition is therefore required or possible.
	Complexity condition
	Passages
	Lexical
	Syntactic
	Pragmatic
	Omission
	Total errors

	Simple
	6
	30
	30
	30
	30
	120

	Moderate
	6
	30
	30
	30
	30
	120

	Complex
	6
	30
	30
	30
	30
	120

	Total
	18
	90
	90
	90
	90
	360

	Spanish–Portuguese inventory
	18
	90
	90
	90
	90
	360

	Mandarin–English inventory
	18
	90
	90
	90
	90
	360



S1.3  Positional distribution within each passage
To prevent primacy or recency artefacts in detection, seeded errors were distributed across passage thirds in a fixed 7:7:6 ratio, with each category represented in each third.
	Passage third
	Lexical
	Syntactic
	Pragmatic
	Omission
	Total

	First third
	2
	2
	2
	1
	7

	Middle third
	2
	2
	1
	2
	7

	Final third
	1
	1
	2
	2
	6

	Total
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20



S1.4  Per-passage inventory
Each of the eighteen passages carries the identical 20-error profile set out in S1.1. Passage identifiers follow the convention C-P, where C is the complexity level (1 = Simple, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Complex) and P is the passage number within that level.
	Passage ID
	Complexity
	Length (words)
	Lexical
	Syntactic
	Pragmatic
	Omission
	Total

	1-1
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	1-2
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	1-3
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	1-4
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	1-5
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	1-6
	Simple
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-1
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-2
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-3
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-4
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-5
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	2-6
	Moderate
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-1
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-2
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-3
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-4
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-5
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	3-6
	Complex
	150–200
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20



S1.5  Observed detection by condition
Because the inventory is constant, differences in observed detection reflect the difficulty of the surrounding text and the learner's evaluative engagement rather than the composition of the errors. Detection declined across conditions, and the Complex condition remained significantly lower after adjustment for L2 proficiency and AI reliance.
	Condition
	n
	Mean detection rate
	SD
	Errors detected of 20 (M)
	Adjusted contrast vs Simple

	Simple
	76
	.222
	.195
	4.44
	(reference)

	Moderate
	71
	.202
	.210
	4.04
	b = −.011, p = .574

	Complex
	53
	.128
	.167
	2.56
	b = −.057, p = .009

	Omnibus test: F(2, 197) = 3.92, p = .022. Adjusted contrasts are from a model including L2 proficiency, AI reliance, and L1–L2 relatedness.
	
	
	
	
	



	Language pair
	n
	Mean detection rate
	SD
	Test

	Spanish–Portuguese (related)
	116
	.208
	.209
	t(198) = 1.51, p = .132

	Mandarin–English (distant)
	84
	.165
	.176
	



S2. Robustness of structural estimates to materials composition
Text complexity was entered as an additional covariate in every structural equation as a check against any unmodelled condition-linked property of the materials. No conclusion changes.
	Equation / coefficient
	Without covariate
	With text complexity covariate

	Critical evaluation: R²
	.792
	.798

	   AI reliance (β)
	−.483
	−.471

	   Extraneous load (β)
	−.206
	−.193

	   Germane load (β)
	+.145
	+.146

	   L2 proficiency (β)
	+.493
	+.583

	   L1–L2 relatedness (β)
	+.095
	+.108

	   Text complexity (β)
	—
	−.139 (p = .011)

	Translation accuracy: R²
	.962
	.962

	   AI reliance, linear (β)
	+.464
	+.482

	   AI reliance², quadratic (β)
	−.752
	−.777

	   Critical evaluation (β)
	+.248
	+.259

	   L2 proficiency (β)
	+.541
	+.527

	   Text complexity (β)
	—
	+.021 (p = .176)

	   Inverted-U turning point
	3.78
	3.79



S3. Parallel-form L2 knowledge test: item specification
Both forms comprise 30 items scored 0–1 with half-credit available on productive items, giving a 0–30 point total per form. Items are matched pairwise across forms on target structure, item format, and frequency band.
	Domain
	Target structure
	Items per form
	Response format

	Lexical
	Low-frequency and domain-specific vocabulary seeded in the passages
	8
	4-option multiple choice

	Lexical
	Collocational knowledge
	2
	Short productive completion

	Morphosyntactic
	Tense–aspect marking
	4
	2 multiple choice, 2 productive

	Morphosyntactic
	Subject–verb and noun–adjective agreement
	3
	2 multiple choice, 1 productive

	Morphosyntactic
	Determiner and preposition selection
	3
	Multiple choice

	Clause-level syntactic
	Relative-clause formation
	4
	2 multiple choice, 2 productive

	Clause-level syntactic
	Subordination and complementation
	3
	Productive completion

	Clause-level syntactic
	Word order in marked constructions
	3
	2 multiple choice, 1 productive

	Total
	
	30
	18 multiple choice, 12 productive



Form order was counterbalanced: participants with odd identifiers received Form A at pre-test and Form B at post-test; participants with even identifiers received the reverse. Reliability and equating statistics are reported in Section 4.3.5 of the manuscript.
S4. Interrater reliability protocol
Two trained raters independently scored a calibration set of 40 scripts (20% of the sample), drawn at random and stratified across the three complexity conditions and the two language pairs. Both raters were blind to participant condition, proficiency, and AI reliance. Agreement was quantified with the intraclass correlation coefficient using the two-way random-effects, absolute-agreement model of Koo and Li (2016), reported at both average-measures and single-measures levels.
	Rated variable
	ICC(2,k) [95% CI]
	ICC(2,1) [95% CI]
	Interpretation
	Scripts requiring consensus

	Translation accuracy
	§.89 [.80, .94]§
	§.80 [.66, .89]§
	Good to excellent
	§4 of 40 (10.0%)§

	Post-editing quality
	§.86 [.75, .92]§
	§.75 [.59, .86]§
	Good
	§6 of 40 (15.0%)§

	Note. Discrepancies exceeding 10 rubric points were resolved by discussion to consensus before full scoring commenced. After calibration, the remaining scripts were divided between the two raters.
	
	
	
	



S5. Objective profiling of the three text-complexity levels
Text complexity is an exogenous variable in the structural model, so the three passage sets were profiled quantitatively rather than characterised impressionistically. Indices were computed over all eighteen passages (six per level, each standardised to 150–200 words) and are reported below as the mean across the six passages in each set, with the range in brackets. Lexical frequency bands follow the BNC/COCA lists, in which band 1 contains the 1,000 most frequent word families; higher bands therefore denote progressively lower-frequency vocabulary.
	Index
	Simple (6 passages)
	Moderate (6 passages)
	Complex (6 passages)
	F(2,15)
	p

	Lexical sophistication
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean word-frequency band
	2.18 (1.96–2.43)
	3.74 (3.42–4.08)
	5.61 (5.18–6.04)
	48.72
	< .001

	Tokens beyond band 3 (%)
	7.8 (5.9–9.6)
	31.6 (27.8–35.4)
	57.9 (52.4–63.1)
	72.41
	< .001

	Tokens beyond band 8 (%)
	0.9 (0.3–1.6)
	5.8 (3.9–7.4)
	18.7 (14.2–22.9)
	34.65
	< .001

	Lexical diversity
	
	
	
	
	

	Type–token ratio
	0.71 (0.68–0.74)
	0.64 (0.61–0.67)
	0.57 (0.54–0.60)
	29.83
	< .001

	Mean word length (characters)
	4.32 (4.18–4.46)
	4.78 (4.62–4.91)
	5.21 (5.04–5.37)
	31.27
	< .001

	Syntactic complexity
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean sentence length (words)
	12.84 (11.96–13.71)
	17.63 (16.42–18.71)
	23.46 (21.82–25.17)
	44.18
	< .001

	Mean clauses per sentence
	1.42 (1.31–1.53)
	1.91 (1.78–2.04)
	2.58 (2.39–2.76)
	39.76
	< .001

	Subordination ratio
	0.18 (0.15–0.21)
	0.31 (0.27–0.34)
	0.47 (0.43–0.51)
	41.53
	< .001

	Mean dependency distance
	2.71 (2.51–2.89)
	3.46 (3.21–3.71)
	4.38 (4.08–4.69)
	28.94
	< .001

	Composite readability
	
	
	
	
	

	Flesch–Kincaid grade level
	6.21 (5.63–6.84)
	9.34 (8.71–9.96)
	13.17 (12.31–14.02)
	58.36
	< .001

	Passage length (words)
	174.8 (158–194)
	176.5 (161–198)
	179.7 (163–197)
	0.41
	.670


Note. Indices were computed on the source passages, not on the AI-generated translations, since the manipulation concerns the material presented to learners. Idiomatic expressions and register shifts, which distinguish the Complex set qualitatively, are not captured by these indices and are documented per passage in the materials deposit.
S6. AI translation system specification
All AI output was produced by a single neural machine translation system, held constant across participants, conditions and language pairs, and generated in one batch before data collection so that no participant received output from a different model version. The generated translations, with seeded errors marked, are deposited with the supplementary material so that the stimuli remain reproducible independently of the system's future availability.
	Specification
	Detail

	System (developer and product)
	Google/Google Cloud Translation

	Model or API version
	Cloud Translation API v2

	Access method (web interface, API, self-hosted)
	Programmatic REST API

	Language directions used
	Spanish → Portuguese; Mandarin → English

	Non-default settings (temperature, formality, glossary, domain adaptation)
	Not applicable; NMT API does not expose an LLM-style temperature parameter

	Subject to silent vendor updating?
	Yes; the hosted NMT service may be updated by Google without the researcher controlling the underlying model weights

	Post-generation editing by researchers
	Seeded errors only; no other modification



