Supplementary Material
Methodological specifications
Sample size 
We employed the method outlined by Schoemann et al. (2017) to compute the necessary sample size for evaluating the mediation effect. We established a power threshold of .95 and a confidence interval of 95%. Drawing from the findings of Melby-Lervåg and Lervåg (2014), we approximated the association between linguistic status (independent variable) and morphosyntactic comprehension (mediating variable) as r = .42. For estimating the link between morphosyntactic comprehension (mediating variable) and reading comprehension (dependent variable), we adopted the result furnished by Florit and Cain (2011), who identified a substantial effect size of r = .71. Additionally, for the link between linguistic status (independent variable) and reading comprehension (dependent variable), we referenced the findings from Melby-Lervåg and Lervåg (2014), reporting d = .47, transformed into r = .23. We executed 5,000 simulations with increments of 10 in sample sizes. The lower bound for sample size was set at 50, while the upper bound was set at 300. The calculated total sample size required was 70 participants. However, in order to mitigate the potential bias introduced by effect size inflation in the meta-analysis (Kvarven et al., 2020), we increased the sample size to 265 participants. 
Software
The following packages were used: question (version 0.7.8; Barnier et al., 2023), JSmediation (version 0.2.1; Batailler et al., 2023), psy (version 1.2; Falissard, 2022), report (version 0.5.6; Makowski et al., 2023), psych (version 2.2.9; Revelle, 2023), apaTables (version 2.0.8; Stanley, 2021) and readxl (version 1.4.2; Wickham & Bryan, 2023). 
Robustness check
Model 1.  We verified the assumptions underlying general linear models, and were all satisfied. Specifically, the criteria of homoscedasticity (Levene’s test: F(3, 261) = 1.01, p = .38) and normality of residuals (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test: D = 0.048, p = .56) were both met.
Model 2. We verified the assumptions underlying general linear models, and were all satisfied. Specifically, the criteria of homoscedasticity (Levene’s test: F(3, 261) = 1.09, p = .35) and normality of residuals (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test: D = 0.035, p = .89) were both met.
Models on pseudoword as unique decoding measure
[bookmark: _GoBack]We also conducted additional analyses by replacing the composite decoding measures with pseudoword decoding ones. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 1 for Model 1 and Table 2 for Model 2. 

Table 1
Results of regression using SVR components, linguistic status, the language of schooling, and their interactions as predictors and reading comprehension as criterion (Model 1)
	Predictor
	b
	SE
	β
	b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
	t
	
ηp²

	(Intercept)
	-0.52***
	0.07
	0***
	[-0.67, -0.38]
	-7.09***
	

	Pseudo words reading speed
	0.04
	0.07
	.03
	[-0.10, 0.17]
	0.51
	0.001

	Pseudowords reading accuracy 
	0.09
	0.08
	.07
	[-0.07, 0.25]
	1.126
	0.005

	Morphosyntactic comprehension
	0.46***
	0.07
	.38***
	[0.32, 0.61]
	6.21***
	0.133

	Language
	-0.07
	0.14
	-0.06
	[-0.35, 0.20]
	-0.52
	0.001

	Linguistic status
	-0.03
	0.14
	-0.02
	[-0.30, 0.26]
	-0.17
	0.000

	Language x Linguistic status
	-0.00
	0.29
	-0.00
	[-0.58, 0.59]
	-0.00
	0.000

	Language x Pseudowords reading speed
	-0.04
	0.14
	-0.03
	[-0.31, 0.24]
	-0.25
	0.000

	Language x Pseudowords reading accuracy 
	0.18
	0.16
	0.13
	[-0.15, 0.50]
	1.08
	0.005

	Language x Morphosyntactic Comprehension
	0.05
	0.15
	.04
	[-0.25, 0.35]
	0.31
	0.000

	Linguistic status x Pseudowords reading speed
	0.02
	0.14
	.02
	[-0.25, 0.29]
	0.16
	0.000

	Linguistic status x Pseudowords Reading accuracy 
	0.13
	0.16
	0.10
	[-0.67, 0.45]
	1.13
	0.003

	Linguistic status x Morphosyntactic Comprehension
	-0.06
	0.15
	-0.05
	[-0.10, 0.24]
	6.21
	0.001

























Note. b represents unstandardized regression weights, SE represents the standard error, (β) represents the standardized coefficients. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval. Language refers to language of schooling (French = -0.5 and Italian = 0.5), Linguistic status (Monolinguals = -0.5 and LMBC = 0.5). * indicates p < .025.  ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. 


Table 2
Results of regression using SVR components, linguistic status, the language of schooling, and their interactions as predictors and reading comprehension as criterion (Model 2)
	Predictor
	b
	SE
	β
	b
95% CI [LL, UL]
	t
	
ηp²

	(Intercept)
	-0.52***
	0.07
	0.00***
	[-0.65, 0.37]
	-7.13***
	

	Pseudowords reading speed
	0.03
	0.07
	0.03
	[-0.11, 0.17]
	0.42
	0.001

	Pseudowords reading accuracy  
	0.06
	0.08
	0.05
	[-0.09, 0.22]
	0.80
	0.003

	Morphosyntactic comprehension
	0.35***
	0.08
	0.29***
	[0.20, 0.51
	4.47***
	0.074

	Nonverbal IQ
	0.02**
	0.01
	0.18**
	[0.01, 0.03]
	3.03**
	0.035

	Verbal Knowledge
	0.15
	0.08
	0.12
	[-0.01, 0.30]
	1.94
	0.015

	Language
	-0.04
	0.14
	-0.03
	[-0.31, 0.23]
	-0.27
	0.000

	Linguistic status
	0.00
	0.14
	0.00
	[-0.27, 0.28]
	0.03
	0.000

	Language x Linguistic status
	-0.06
	0.3
	-0.05
	[-0.63, 0.52]
	-0.19
	0.000

	Language x Pseudowords reading speed
	0.15
	0.16
	0.12
	[-0.17, 0.47]
	0.94
	0.004

	Language x Pseudowords reading accuracy 
	-0.05
	0.14
	-0.04
	[-0.32, 0.23]
	-0.33
	0.000

	Language x Morphosyntactic Comprehension
	0.10
	0.15
	0.08
	[-0.20, 0.39]
	0.65
	0.002

	Linguistic status x Pseudowords reading speed
	0.17
	0.16
	0.13
	[-0.15, 0.48]
	1.04
	0.004

	Linguistic status x Pseudowords reading accuracy 
	0.05
	0.14
	0.05
	[-0.21, 0.32]
	0.39
	0.001

	Linguistic status x Morphosyntactic Comprehension
	-0.02
	0.15
	-0.02
	[-0.32, 0.29]
	-0.11
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	





















Note. b represents unstandardized regression weights, SE represents the standard error, (β) represents the standardized coefficients. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval. Language refers to language of schooling (French = -0.5 and Italian = 0.5), Linguistic status (Monolinguals = -0.5 and LMBC = 0.5). 
* indicates p < .025. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001  
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