Supplementary Materials
S1: Self-ratings of proficiency in L1 and English as L2 in available samples.
	L1
	Mean Self-rating: L1 speaking (SD)
	Mean Self-rating: L1 oral comp (SD)
	Mean Self-rating: L1 reading (SD)
	Mean Self-rating: English speaking (SD)
	Mean Self-rating:   English oral comp (SD)
	Mean Self-rating: English reading (SD)

	Dutch
	9.40 (0.71)
	9.51 (0.62)
	9.49 (0.62)
	7.21 (1)
	7.84 (0.91)
	7.72 (1.04)

	English
	9.97 (0.17)
	9.95 (0.21)
	9.91 (0.36)
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Estonian
	9.38 (0.87)
	9.71 (0.52)
	9.55 (0.73)
	7.77 (1.18)
	8.66 (1.21)
	8.59 (1.18)

	Finnish
	9.67 (0.62)
	9.80 (0.53)
	9.80 (0.49)
	7.47 (1.14)
	8.16 (1.21)
	8.12 (0.86)

	German
	9.58 (0.66)
	9.62 (0.61)
	9.51 (0.69)
	6.60 (1.42)
	7.36 (1.51)
	7.59 (1.46)

	Greek
	8.96 (0.92)
	9.69 (0.59)
	9.67 (0.66)
	6.46 (1.99)
	7.48 (1.98)
	7.77 (1.57)

	Hebrew
	9.69 (0.51)
	9.69 (0.47)
	9.60 (0.54)
	7.42 (1.41)
	8.29 (1.10)
	7.93 (1.18)

	Italian
	9.59 (0.73)
	9.76 (0.55)
	9.76 (0.51)
	6.75 (1.09)
	7.43 (1.10)
	8.02 (1.07)

	Norwegian
	9.33 (1.76)
	9.28 (1.69)
	9.25 (1.75)
	7.58 (1.69)
	8.48 (1.28)
	7.95 (1.43)

	Russian
	9.33 (1.39)
	9.63 (1.07)
	9.40 (1.42)
	7.09 (1.80)
	7.63 (1.72)
	7.79 (1.71)

	Spanish
	9.73 (0.63)
	9.73 (0.67)
	9.54 (0.87)
	7.63 (1.24)
	8.32 (1.04)
	8.51 (0.95)

	Turkish
	9.48 (0.71)
	9.68 (0.56)
	9.68 (0.69)
	6.84 (1.34)
	7.72 (1.24)
	8.16 (0.99)


Notes: SD = standard deviation; L1 = first (native) language; oral comp = oral comprehension.



S2: Component skills of reading: tests of individual differences
The battery of individual-difference tests in MECO L2 included the following measures:
(1) Spelling Recognition Test (adapted from Andrews & Hersch, 2010): In this test items are presented in a list and participants need to decide for each whether it is a correctly spelled word in English or not (i.e., mark each item as 'correct' or 'incorrect'). Half of the items are correctly spelled and the other half include spelling errors (e.g. seperate, benafit). The original version includes 88 items but given time considerations here we used a version with 44 items (22 correctly spelled and 22 spelling errors). Scores are the number of accurate responses across the 44 items: that is, the sum of the number of correctly spelled words marked by the participant as 'correct' and the number of incorrectly spelled words marked as 'incorrect'. 
(2) Vocabulary Knowledge Test (adapted from Nation & Beglar, 2007). The original version of this task is a vocabulary size test of the receptive knowledge of English words selected from a frequency-ranked list of 14,000 English lemmas. Ten items are chosen from each 1000 words in the ranked list and are said to represent the respective frequency band. We refer to each 10 items from a frequency band as a 'thousand'. The original 14,000-word version of the original test contains 140 multiple-choice items (i.e., 14 thousands). Due to time considerations, here we used a shortened version with a maximum of 100 questions representing the top 10,000 words in the ranked frequency list of English. The test consists of a series of questions where a target word is embedded in a short non-defining context and participants need to choose its correct definition from four options. The 10 words and questions from each thousand were presented together on each screen. At the end of each group, a stopping rule was applied such that the test would stop if a participant had 4/10 incorrect answers or more. Two types of scores were calculated: The total number of correct responses across all completed word groups; and the total number of correct responses in thousands 2-5 (see main text for rationale). 
Note that given the modifications applied to the test (i.e., trimmed frequency range; addition of stopping rule), our version does not measure an individuals' overall vocabulary size. Instead, we included it as a proxy of vocabulary knowledge, based on the premise that individuals with better vocabulary knowledge will know the definitions of more (and less frequent) words. We emphasize that the addition of the stopping rule does not restrict the validity of the test as a measure of vocabulary knowledge. Thus, as long as each item is positively correlated with the total expected score in the test (i.e., that the probability of answering correctly in each item is greater among readers with better overall vocabulary knowledge), and as long as questions in higher frequency bands are on average of higher difficulty than those in lower frequency bands, our stopping rule should not lead to a systematic bias in test scores (and indeed, both of these assumptions are supported by the Item Response Theory (IRT) analysis in Beglar, 2010). Further evidence for the validity of this test comes from its stronger correlation with LexTALE scores (r = 0.63, see Table 3 in the main text), which is a validated measure of vocabulary knowledge in L2 readers.
(3) Motivation. To assess the motivation of our participants to complete the study, we used the Student Opinion Scale (SOS) questionnaire (Thelk et al., 2009). SOS includes 10 statements that participants are asked to rank from ‘1=Strongly Disagree’ to ‘5=Strongly Agree’ according to how they feel about each of them in relation to completing the current study. Scores are the average rankings on the ten questions (after scale reversals when needed such that higher scores reflect higher motivation in all questions). 
(4) Lexical Test for Advanced Learners of English (LexTALE; Lemhöfer & Boersma, 2012). A validated task aimed at measuring vocabulary knowledge in samples of medium to highly proficient L2 readers of English. It is an untimed lexical decision task, consisting of 60 trials: 40 words and 20 pseudowords. Scores are determined by the formula: ((number of words correct/40*100) + (number of nonwords correct/20*100)) / 2 (i.e., percentage of correct responses, corrected for the unequal proportion of words and nonwords). 
(5) Test of Word Reading Efficiency – second edition (TOWRE-II; Torgesen et al., 2012). This task includes two subtests: Sight Word Efficiency (word reading) and Phonemic Decoding Efficiency (pseudoword reading). In each subtest participants are required to read aloud as many items as possible from a list of words/pseudowords within a 45-second time limit. Scoring in each subtest is based on the number of correctly read words/pseudowords. 
In addition to measures from this battery of tests, we make use of two measures collected for all participants as part of the L1 portion of the study (reported in detail in Kuperman et al., 2020). These include scores the non-verbal IQ test from the Culture Fair Test-3 (CFT20, Subset 3 Matrices, short version, Form A, timed at 3 minutes, Weiß, 2006), and responses on an abridged version of the Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q; Marian, et al., 2007). The former aimed at providing a comparable measure of non-verbal intelligence across sites, and the latter at collecting basic demographic and linguistic information about participants. For completeness, the data repository of MECO L2 includes the information collected from these measures as well.



S3: Specifications of the eye-tracking laboratory setup. Information regarding apparatus and reading task's settings.
	L1 of Sample 
	Eye-tracker
	Font point size
	Distance from screen
	Characters per visual angle
	Screen type
	Screen resolution
	Screen size

	Dutch
	Eyelink 1000+
	22
	95 cm
	3.9
	Benq XL2420
	1920 x 1080
	24 inch

	English
	Eye Link 1000/1000+
	20
	60 cm
	3.3
	ThinkVision t24i-10
	1920 x 1080
	24 inch

	Estonian
	Eye Link 1000/1000+
	20
	85 cm
	2.08
	HP E233
	1920 x 1080
	23 inch

	Finnish
	Eye Link Portable Duo 1000 
	20
	55 cm
	3.96
	Asus
	1920 x 1080
	17 inch

	German
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	60 cm
	3.3
	Alienware2518h
	1920 x 1080
	25 inch

	Greek
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	60 cm
	3.3
	BenQ XL2411P
	1920 x 1080
	24 inch

	Hebrew
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	80 cm
	1.97
	Asus VG248
	1920 x 1080
	24 inch

	Italian
	Eye Link 1000
	20
	95 cm
	2.65
	Acer
	1920 x 1080
	27 inch

	Norwegian
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	89 cm
	3.7
	BenQ XL2430-B
	1920 x 1080
	24 inch

	Russian
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	75 cm
	2.96
	ViewSonic Graphics Series G90fB (CRT)
	1600 x 1024
	19 inch

	Spanish
	Eye Link 1000
	20
	70cm
	3.1
	LG 23MP55
	1920 x 1080
	23 inch

	Turkish
	Eye Link 1000+
	20
	60 cm
	3.3
	HP Pavilion 23cw
	1920 x 1080
	23 inch





S4: Reliability estimates at the participant-level. The table below presents reliability estimates at the participant-level for the eye-tracking data from the L2 reading task. To obtain these values, we calculated for each sample and for each eye-movement measure (except for reading rate) the correlation between mean values for 'odd' and 'even' words within a participant. Values before and after the comma represent uncorrected and Spearman-Brown corrected values, respectively. To obtain reliability estimates for reading rate, we used an Intra-class Correlation Coefficient (ICC) to examine the degree of agreement in reading rates across the 12 texts. 
	L1
	firstfix.dur
	firstrun.fix
	dur
	nfix
	reg.in
	Reread
	skip
	mean ra
	Reading rateb

	Dutch
	0.98, 0.99
	0.99, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.95, 0.98
	0.93, 0.97
	0.96, 0.98
	0.93, 0.96
	0.97, 0.98
	0.96

	English
	0.96, 0.98
	~1, ~1
	~1, ~1
	~1, ~1
	0.91, 0.95
	0.95, 0.98
	0.94, 0.97
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97

	Estonian
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.93, 0.96
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.96

	Finnish
	0.98, 0.99
	0.99, 0.99
	0.99, 1
	0.98, 0.99
	0.96, 0.98
	0.97, 0.98
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.96

	German
	0.95, 0.98
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97, 0.98
	0.95, 0.98
	0.97, 0.99
	0.94, 0.97
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98

	Greek
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.99, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.94, 0.97
	0.97, 0.99
	0.98

	Hebrew
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97, 0.99
	0.95, 0.97
	0.97, 0.98
	0.96, 0.98
	0.97, 0.98
	0.97

	Italian
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.99, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.95, 0.97
	0.98, 0.99
	0.92, 0.96
	0.97, 0.99
	0.97

	Norwegian
	0.98, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.99, 1
	0.98, 0.99
	0.92, 0.96
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97, 0.99
	0.96, 0.98
	0.98

	Russian
	0.96, 0.98
	0.97, 0.99
	0.98, 0.99
	0.97, 0.98
	0.93, 0.96
	0.96, 0.98
	0.94, 0.97
	0.97, 0.98
	0.98

	Spanish
	0.97, 0.98
	0.96, 0.98
	0.99, 0.99
	0.97, 0.98
	0.95, 0.97
	0.98, 0.99
	0.89, 0.94
	0.97, 0.99
	0.97

	Turkish
	0.97, 0.98
	0.96, 0.98
	0.99, 0.99
	0.97, 0.98
	0.94, 0.97
	0.99, 0.99
	0.96, 0.98
	0.97, 0.98
	0.97


Notes: firstfix.dur: first fixation duration; firstrun.fix: gaze duration; dur: total fixation time; nfix: number of fixations; reg.in: regression rate; reread: likelihood of second pass; skip: skipping rate; mean r: mean reliability across eye-tracking measures (excluding reading rate); 
a Mean correlations are based on mean z values after Fisher r-to-z transformation, which were then transformed back to r values using an inverse transformation. 
b Reading rate estimates are based on ICC. These values reflect the reliability of mean reading rate across the 12 texts at the participant-level.



S5: Reliability estimates at the word token-level. Below are the reliability estimates at the word token-level (i.e., the level of individual word occurrences) for the eye-tracking L2 reading task. These values were computed, for each language and eye-tracking measure, by examining the correlation between means for 'odd' and 'even' participants within each word token. Values before and after the comma represent uncorrected and Spearman-Brown corrected values, respectively.
	L1
	firstfix.dur
	firstrun.fix
	dur
	Nfix
	reg.in
	reread
	skip
	mean ra

	Dutch
	0.25, 0.4
	0.5, 0.67
	0.6, 0.75
	0.64, 0.78
	0.64, 0.78
	0.41, 0.58
	0.8, 0.89
	0.57, 0.72

	English
	0.27, 0.42
	0.27, 0.42
	0.35, 0.52
	0.34, 0.51
	0.59, 0.74
	0.33, 0.49
	0.81, 0.9
	0.45, 0.61

	Estonian
	0.44, 0.61
	0.75, 0.86
	0.8, 0.89
	0.8, 0.89
	0.71, 0.83
	0.57, 0.73
	0.89, 0.94
	0.74, 0.85

	Finnish
	0.53, 0.69
	0.75, 0.86
	0.79, 0.88
	0.78, 0.88
	0.71, 0.83
	0.55, 0.71
	0.92, 0.96
	0.75, 0.85

	German
	0.45, 0.62
	0.72, 0.83
	0.81, 0.89
	0.8, 0.89
	0.74, 0.85
	0.54, 0.7
	0.86, 0.93
	0.72, 0.84

	Greek
	0.36, 0.52
	0.73, 0.84
	0.73, 0.84
	0.72, 0.84
	0.65, 0.79
	0.39, 0.56
	0.81, 0.89
	0.65, 0.78

	Hebrew
	0.35, 0.52
	0.75, 0.86
	0.74, 0.85
	0.71, 0.83
	0.61, 0.76
	0.37, 0.54
	0.77, 0.87
	0.64, 0.78

	Italian
	0.42, 0.59
	0.73, 0.84
	0.78, 0.88
	0.78, 0.88
	0.71, 0.83
	0.6, 0.75
	0.88, 0.94
	0.72, 0.84

	Norwegian
	0.42, 0.59
	0.73, 0.84
	0.73, 0.84
	0.72, 0.83
	0.65, 0.79
	0.43, 0.6
	0.8, 0.89
	0.66, 0.79

	Russian
	0.45, 0.62
	0.76, 0.86
	0.76, 0.86
	0.76, 0.86
	0.57, 0.73
	0.4, 0.57
	0.85, 0.92
	0.68, 0.81

	Spanish
	0.28, 0.44
	0.53, 0.7
	0.61, 0.76
	0.68, 0.81
	0.62, 0.77
	0.39, 0.57
	0.81, 0.9
	0.59, 0.73

	Turkish
	0.2, 0.34
	0.53, 0.69
	0.55, 0.71
	0.56, 0.71
	0.45, 0.62
	0.32, 0.48
	0.69, 0.82
	0.48, 0.65


Notes: firstfix.dur: first fixation duration; firstrun.fix: gaze duration; dur: total fixation time; nfix: number of fixations; reg.in: regression rate; reread: likelihood of second pass; skip: skipping rate; mean r: mean reliability across eye-tracking measures. 
a Mean correlations are based on mean z values after Fisher r-to-z transformation, which were then transformed back to r values using an inverse transformation. 




S6: Reliability of other tests of individual differences. The table below reports reliability estimates for measures from the battery of individual-differences tests in MECO L2 as well as for comprehension accuracy in the eye-tracking L2 reading task. For comprehension, spelling and motivation we calculated both split-half reliability and Cronbach's alpha. Only split-half reliability was calculated for the vocabulary task because of the task's adaptive nature of this task (i.e., because different participants had data from different trials in this task as a function of when the stopping rule was applied). For the vocabulary task we provide reliability estimates for scores calculated according to performance in the full task, as well as for scores based on responses in 'thousands' 2-5. For split half reliability, uncorrected and corrected values appear before and after the comma, respectively. 
	Measure
	Split half
	Cronbach's Alpha

	Spelling
	0.63, 0.78
	0.75

	Vocabulary: all word groups
	0.44, 0.61
	N/A

	Vocabulary: word groups 2-5
	0.59, 0.74
	N/A

	Motivation
	0.49, 0.66
	0.64

	Comprehension accuracy
	0.52, 0.68
	0.69







S7: Examples of stepwise partitioning of variance analyses. Below we provide two examples of the partitioning of variance procedure shown in Figure 5 in the main text. We focus on analyses of two representative dependent variables (DVs) of L2 reading: Total fixation duration (l2_dur), which is an example of a fluency (i.e., eye-movement) measure, and comprehension accuracy (l2_acc), i.e., an index of comprehension quality. For each DV, we provide the model outputs from the three portioning steps, and exemplify the calculation of ΔR2. 
Example I - DV: Total fixation duration (l2_dur)
Step 1 Model: Corresponding L1 measure
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	61.469 (2.813)
	53.7%



Step 2 Model: Corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	55.363 (2.661)
	66.2%

	spelling
	-1.137 (0.689)
	

	motivation
	-9.390 (7.64)
	

	lextale
	-1.340 (0.318)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.657 (0.263)
	

	towre: pde
	-0.396 (0.338)
	

	vocabulary
	-1.111 (0.321)
	

	cft
	1.651 (1.342)
	



ΔR2 for Step 2: 66.2% - 53.7% = 12.6%
Step 3 Model: Corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills + L2 sample
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	55.491 (2.438)
	72.2%

	spelling
	-1.088 (0.753)
	

	motivation
	-10.941 (7.049)
	

	lextale
	-1.051 (0.296)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.786 (0.255)
	

	towre: pde
	-0.234 (0.355)
	

	vocabulary
	-0.855 (0.309)
	

	cft
	0.098 (1.314)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for Step 3: 72.2% - 66.2% = 6.0%

Example II - DV: Comprehension accuracy (l2_acc)
Step 1 Model: Corresponding L1 measure
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.058 (0.007)
	15.9%



Step 2 Model: Corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.037 (0.006)
	39.6%

	spelling
	0.006 (0.002)
	

	motivation
	0.025 (0.017)
	

	lextale
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: pde
	0.001 (0.001)
	

	vocabulary
	0.005 (0.001)
	

	cft
	0.001 (0.003)
	



ΔR2 for Step 2: 39.6% - 15.9% = 23.7%
Step 3 Model: Corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills + L2 sample
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.038 (0.006)
	45.3%

	spelling
	0.006 (0.002)
	

	motivation
	0.026 (0.016)
	

	lextale
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: pde
	0.002 (0.001)
	

	vocabulary
	0.005 (0.001)
	

	cft
	-0.004 (0.003)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for Step 3: 45.3% - 39.6% = 5.7%


S8: Examples of non-hierarchical partitioning of variance analyses. Similarly to S7 above, we provide here two representative examples, this time for the alternative (non-hierarchical) partitioning of variance analysis presented in Figure 7 in the main text.  We again show model outputs and exemplify the calculation of shared and unique portions of variance explained in total fixation duration (l2_dur) and comprehension accuracy (l2_acc) by the three types of predictors (L1 reading skill; component skills of L2 reading and extra-linguistic factors; and L2 sample). 
Example I - DV: Total fixation duration (l2_dur)
Full Model: Includes all three categories of predictors (corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills + L2 sample; same as Step III model in S7). 
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	55.491 (2.438)
	72.2%

	spelling
	-1.088 (0.753)
	

	motivation
	-10.941 (7.049)
	

	lextale
	-1.051 (0.296)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.786 (0.255)
	

	towre: pde
	-0.234 (0.355)
	

	vocabulary
	-0.855 (0.309)
	

	cft
	0.098 (1.314)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

Model comparison I: Full model minus corresponding L1 variable (l1_dur).
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	spelling
	-2.204 (1.166)
	33.1%

	motivation
	-9.759 (10.933)
	

	lextale
	-0.800 (0.459)
	

	towre: swe
	-1.480 (0.393)
	

	towre: pde
	-1.458 (0.545)
	

	vocabulary
	-1.413 (0.478)
	

	cft
	1.243 (2.037)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for L1 variable (l1_dur): 72.2% - 33.1% = 39.1%
Model comparison II: Full model minus L2 component skills.
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	61.034 (2.457)
	65.0%

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for L2 component skills: 72.2% - 65.0% = 7.2%

Model comparison III: Full model minus L2 sample.
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_dur
	55.363 (2.661)
	66.2%

	spelling
	-1.135 (0.689)
	

	motivation
	-9.389 (7.644)
	

	lextale
	-1.340 (0.318)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.657 (0.263)
	

	towre: pde
	-0.396 (0.338)
	

	vocabulary
	-1.111 (0.321)
	

	cft
	1.651 (1.342)
	



ΔR2 for L2 sample: 72.2% - 66.2% = 6.0%

Shared variance calculation: 
shared ΔR2:  72.2% - 39.1% - 7.2% - 6.0% = 19.9%


Example II - DV: Comprehension accuracy (l2_acc)
Full Model: Includes all three categories of predictors (corresponding L1 measure + L2 component skills + L2 sample; same as Step III model in S7). 
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.038 (0.006)
	45.3%

	spelling
	0.006 (0.002)
	

	motivation
	0.026 (0.016)
	

	lextale
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: pde
	0.002 (0.001)
	

	vocabulary
	0.005 (0.001)
	

	cft
	-0.004 (0.003)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

Model comparison I: Full model minus corresponding L1 variable (l1_acc).
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	spelling
	0.007 (0.002)
	39.4%

	motivation
	0.031 (0.017)
	

	lextale
	0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: pde
	0.002 (0.001)
	

	vocabulary
	0.005 (0.001)
	

	cft
	-0.001 (0.003)
	

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for L1 variable (l1_acc): 45.3% - 39.4% = 5.9%

Model comparison II: Full model minus L2 component skills.
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.059 (0.006)
	28.0%

	L2 samplesa
	N/A
	


a The variable L2 samples does not have estimates and SE because it is represented in the models by a set of 10 dummy-coded variables.

ΔR2 for L2 component skills: 45.3% - 28.0% = 17.3%



Model comparison III: Full model minus L2 sample.
	Predictor
	Beta (SE)
	R2

	l1_acc
	0.037 (0.006)
	39.6%

	spelling
	0.006 (0.001)
	

	motivation
	0.025 (0.017)
	

	lextale
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: swe
	-0.001 (0.001)
	

	towre: pde
	0.001 (0.001)
	

	vocabulary
	0.005 (0.001)
	

	cft
	0.001 (0.003)
	



ΔR2 for L2 sample: 45.3% - 39.6% = 5.7%

Shared variance calculation: 
shared ΔR2:  45.3% - 5.9% - 17.3% - 5.7% = 16.4%
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