Two mixed effects logistic regression models were fitted. SUBJECT and ITEM were selected as the random effects for both models: 1) TA ~ 1 + (1|Item) + (1|Subject); 2) TA  ~ Example + (1|Item) + (1|Subject). To compare the fit of the two competing models, the Akaike Information Criterion was used. In the model where there was no fixed effect (i.e. model TA ~ 1 + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)), the AIC value was equal to 11699.55. However, the model (i.e. model TA  ~ Example + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)) with the fixed effect and both random effects had an AIC value of 11633.98, which meant that this model was the best fit for the given dataset (see Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Logistic regression model with mixed effects explaining the odds for correct translation by Akaike Information Criterion value.

	Model
	AIC

	TA ~ Example + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)
	11633.98

	TA ~ 1 + (1|Item)+(1|Subject)
	11699.55



To measure the goodness of fit for the logistic regression model with both random effects, it was examined whether the variances of the random effects were significantly different from zero. For this purpose, the logarithm of the likelihood functions were calculated for the model with both random effects (i.e. model TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)), model with the ITEM random effect (i.e. model TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item)), and model including the SUBJECT random effect (i.e. model TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Subject)). The logarithm of the likelihood value for the model with both random effects was equal to -5808, while for the models with only one of the random effects, values were equal to -6323 (i.e. model with ITEM random effect) and -6723 (i.e. model with SUBJECT random effect) respectively. The differences between the model with both random effects and two models incorporating a single random effect were statistically significant (p < 0.001, likelihood test), which meant that the variances of both the ITEM and SUBJECT random effects were significantly different from zero. These results confirm the validity of the usage of the ITEM and SUBJECT random effects in the model.
For a comparison of the model with both random effects and the models incorporating one of the random effects, see Table 2 and Table 3.     

Table 2. Comparison of models: TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item) + (1|Subject) vs TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item)  

	Model
	npar
	AIC
	BIC
	logLik
	deviance
	Chisq
	Df
	Pr(>Chisq)

	TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item)

	8
	12661
	12719
	-6323
	12645
	1029
	1
	< 0.001

	TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)
	9
	11634
	11700
	-5808
	11616
	
	
	



Table 3. Comparison of models: TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item) + (1|Subject) vs TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Subject)

	Model
	npar
	AIC
	BIC
	logLik
	deviance
	Chisq
	Df
	Pr(>Chisq)

	TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Subject)

	8
	13463
	13521
	-6723
	13447
	1831
	1
	< 0.001

	TA ~ ‘Example’ + (1|Item) + (1|Subject)
	9
	11634
	11700
	-5808
	11616
	
	
	



