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Methods

Measures

Deprivation

The interactions lasted 10 minutes each, video-taped and analyzed by reliable coders using a 5-point rating scale at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months, and a 7-point rating scale at 24 months similar to other longitudinal cohort studies. For the deprivation variable, the cognitive stimulation scale was used. This scale rates the degree to which the caregiver fosters and stimulates perceptual, cognitive, and language development of the child. A caregiver rated as highly stimulating is one that uses activities as opportunities to stimulate their children’s development. For example, the caregiver might use toys or physical games to give learning opportunities to their child. Higher scores of this scale represent lower levels of deprivation. Intraclass correlations for these observations have been reported in other studies, demonstrating high coder reliability at 6 (ICC = .87), 12 (ICC = .88), 24 (ICC = .92), and 36 (ICC = .92) months. Total cognitive stimulation scores were standardized to z-scores and reversed to create a composite of deprivation across timepoints where higher scores represent higher levels of deprivation. Parent cognitive stimulation as observed from the parent-child interaction task at the 6, 12, 24 and 36-month visits were all significantly correlated with each other (p < .001).
Threat
Internal consistency for subscales of respondent aggression: 18 months α = .57,  24 months α = .70, 30 months α = .49, and 36 months α = .63; respondent-report of partner aggression: 18 months α = .61, 24 months α = .62, 30 months α = .61, and 36 months α = .63; respondent violence: 18 months α = .79, 24 months α = .91, 30 months α = .77, and 36 months α = .87; and respondent-report of partner violence: 18 months α = .83, 24 months α = .89, 30 months α = .74, and 36 months α = .88.
Total scores of verbal aggression and violence from respondent and respondent-report of partner were added from each time point. These scores were standardized to z-scores and used to create a composite of threat across timepoints. Parent report of intimate partner violence at the 18, 24, 30, and 36-month visits were all significantly correlated with each other (p < .001). 
Emotional reactivity task
During the task children sit at a table with a transparent box in front of them. The experiment enters the room with two toys and asks the child to choose between them. The experimenter puts the toy in the transparent box and instructs the child to use a set of keys to open the lock of the box. The child is left alone in the room with an incorrect set of keys trying to open the lock. Mothers stay in the same room reading a book or a magazine, and instructed not to talk to the child unless they approached them. This task was videotaped and coded by two pairs of independent coders. These coders established and maintained reliability with each other and with criterion coders (inter-class correlation coefficients of .80 or greater for each coded behavior). All behaviors were double coded and final scores were agreed upon by conferencing. The following behaviors were coded for emotional reactivity: Physical negativity, including blatant actions by the child such as throwing keys, and more covert behaviors such as sigh and drop of the shoulders; Verbal negativity included statements such as “I can’t do this”, and “This is hard”); Global regulation corresponded to the amount that the child was able to control their distress; and Global frustration was the amount of distress and severity of distress during the task. An emotional reactivity composite was by averaging z-scores of global frustration, global regulation (reversed score), physical negativity, and verbal negativity codes.


Table S1. Comparison by race of main study variables.
	 
	Black
	White
	df
	t
	p

	Socioeconomic Disadvantage
	-.39
	.3
	181.96
	-5.25
	.0

	Low Cognitive Stimulation
	-.46
	.35
	169.16
	-6.07
	.0

	Intimate-Partner Violence
	-.16
	.14
	168.69
	-2.16
	.0

	Emotional Reactivity (Observed)
	.1
	-.07
	91.99
	.9
	.37

	Executive Function (Observed)
	.34
	-.24
	128.64
	3.63
	0

	Emotional Reactivity (Parent-report)
	-.13
	.09
	113.39
	-1.31
	.19

	Effortful Control (Parent-report)
	5.41
	5.27
	112.14
	1.25
	.21

	Externalizing Symptoms
	-.01
	.01
	128.38
	-.13
	.89

	Internalizing Symptoms
	-.04
	.03
	127.38
	-.48
	.62

	Math Achievement
	.54
	-.37
	113.16
	5.75
	.0

	Reading Achievement
	.21
	-.15
	97.03
	2
	.04
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Table S2. Correlations of study main variables.  

	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	1. SES
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Intimate-partner violence
	.20**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Low cognitive stimulation
	.60***
	.20**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Emotional Reactivity (Lockbox)
	-.00
	.23*
	.00
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Emotional Reactivity (Parent-report)
	.28***
	.25**
	.28***
	.18
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Executive Function (Task)
	-.38***
	-.13
	-.39***
	-.09
	-.10
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Effortful Control (Parent-report)
	-.27**
	-.22*
	-.38***
	.07
	-.33***
	.21*
	1
	
	
	
	

	8. Internalizing 
	.11
	.26**
	.12
	.17
	.49***
	-.04
	-.25**
	1
	
	
	

	9. Externalizing 
	.22**
	.22*
	.13
	.09
	.52***
	-.07
	-.33***
	.72***
	1
	
	

	10.Math 
	-.50***
	-.09
	-.45***
	.05
	-.23*
	.55***
	.25**
	-.07
	-.16
	1
	

	11. Reading 
	-.42***
	-.06
	-.33***
	.01
	-.23*
	.40***
	.23*
	-.08
	-.19*
	.58***
	1



Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 











Table S3. Selection and Fit Indices of Psychopathology Models.

	Psychopathology and Observed Behaviors Model

	Model Fit

	 
	Hypothesized Model 
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	χ2 significance
	.17
	.00
	.12

	CFI
	.97
	.91
	.97

	TLI
	.94
	.80
	.91

	RMSEA
	.03
	.07
	.05

	SRMR
	.03
	.0
	.02

	Model Selection

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	AIC
	3759.90
	3774.24
	3766.02

	BIC
	3922.97
	3937.31
	3949.05

	SABIC
	3767.7
	3782.06
	3774.79

	Psychopathology and Parent-reported Behaviors Model

	Model Fit

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	χ2 significance
	.13
	.00
	.21

	CFI
	.97
	.94
	.98

	TLI
	.94
	.85
	.95

	RMSEA
	.04
	.07
	.03

	SRMR
	.03
	.05
	.02

	Model Selection

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	AIC
	3677.54
	3688.00
	3680.22

	BIC
	3840.61
	3851.06
	3863.25

	SABIC
	3685.36
	3695.81
	3688.99



Note. χ2 = Chi-square; Good model fit is indicated by a non-significant χ2, a RMSEA value of less than .06, CFI and TLI values greater than .95, and SRMR values than .08; Lower AIC, BIC, and SABIC values are indicators of better fit; In Model Fit bolded formatting denotes good fit; In Model Selection bolded formatting denotes better fit in comparison to the other models.











Table S4. Selection and Fit Indices of School Outcomes Models.

	School Outcomes and Observed Behaviors Model

	Model Fit

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	χ2 significance
	.07
	.00
	.01

	CFI
	.96
	.90
	.95

	TLI
	.91
	.77
	.82

	RMSEA
	.05
	.08
	.07

	SRMR
	.02
	.05
	.02

	Model Selection

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	AIC
	3685.09
	3700.58
	3694.06

	BIC
	3848.16
	3863.64
	3877.09

	SABIC
	3692.91
	3708.39
	3702.83

	School Outcomes and Parent-reported Behaviors Model

	Model Fit

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	χ2 significance
	.03
	.00
	.07

	CFI
	.95
	.91
	.97

	TLI
	.87
	.78
	.88

	RMSEA
	.06
	.08
	.05

	SRMR
	.03
	.04
	.02

	Model Selection

	 
	Hypothesized Model
	Inverted Model
	Nested Model

	AIC
	3661.36
	3670.70
	3662.13

	BIC
	3824.43
	3833.77
	3845.16

	SABIC
	3669.17
	3678.51
	3670.90



Note. χ2 = Chi-square; Good model fit is indicated by a non-significant χ2, a RMSEA value of less than .06, CFI and TLI values greater than .95, and SRMR values than .08; Lower AIC, BIC, and SABIC values are indicators of better fit; In Model Fit bolded formatting denotes good fit; In Model Selection bolded formatting denotes better fit in comparison to the other models.










Hypothesized model exploring the effects of early adversity on academic achievement through parent reported mechanisms.
	In the results section of the main manuscript, we reported our hypothesized model looking at the effects of early adversity on school outcomes through parent reported mechanisms showed poor fit. Moreover, a fully connected version of the same model showed good fit, however, it did not show significant improvement on model fit when comparing it to the hypothesized model. To explore whether paths excluded in the model were the reason behind this misspecification we calculated a covariance residual matrix. This step reveled a covariance residual of -.13 between low cognitive stimulation and math achievement, and a covariance residual of -.07 between low cognitive stimulation and reading achievement. Suggesting that there was an unaccounted relation between low cognitive stimulation and academic achievement in the hypothesized model.












 








 

[image: A comparison of the same plot

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure S1. Association between Socioeconomic Disadvantage with Intimate-Partner Violence and Low Cognitive Stimulation. 





























Table S5. Path analysis of association between early adversity and psychopathology through observed mechanisms. 

	 
	β
	95% CI 
	R2

	IPV~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.19
	.03, .36
	.03

	LCS ~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.60
	.50, .72
	.36

	Emotional Reactivity ~
	 
	 
	 

	Threat
	.23
	.04, .50
	

	SES
	-.17
	-.25, .11
	

	Age 
	-.17
	-.33, .03
	

	Sex
	-.08
	-.48, .23
	.09

	Executive Function~
	 
	 
	 

	LCS
	-.27
	-.47, -.09
	

	SES
	-.23
	-.413, -.06
	

	Age 
	.21
	.06, .35
	

	Sex
	.00
	-.28, .31
	.24

	Internalizing Symptoms~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	.20
	-.00, .37
	

	Executive Function
	-.01
	-.26, .20
	

	SES
	.12
	-.07, .33
	

	Age 
	.11
	-.04, .28
	

	Sex
	.00
	-.35, .34
	.06

	Externalizing Symptoms~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	.13
	-.05, .30
	

	Executive Function
	.00
	-.20, .21
	

	SES
	.23
	.04, .45
	

	Age 
	.09
	-.09, .27
	

	Sex
	.05
	-.27, .43
	.07

	Indirect Effects
	 
	 
	 

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Internalizing
	.04
	-.00, .14
	

	LCS → Executive Function → Internalizing
	.00
	-.07, .07
	

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Externalizing
	.03
	-.01, .11
	

	LCS → Executive Function → Externalizing
	-.00
	-.07, .05
	 

	Covariance
	 
	 
	 

	IPV, LCS
	.11
	-.01, .20
	

	Emotional Reactivity, Executive Function
	-.06
	-.21, .11
	

	Internalizing, Externalizing
	.71
	.44, .82
	 



Note. Bold formatting denotes significant effect. IPV = Intimate-Partner Violence; LCS = Low Cognitive Stimulation. 


Table S6. Path analysis of association between early adversity and psychopathology through parent-reported mechanisms.

	 
	β
	95% CI 
	R2

	IPV ~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.19
	.03, .36
	.03

	LCS~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.60
	.50, .72
	.36

	Emotional Reactivity~
	 
	 
	 

	IPV
	.18
	.02, .35
	

	SES
	.24
	.08, .40
	

	Age 
	.15
	-.02, .31
	

	Sex
	.00
	-.31, .31
	.14

	Effortful Control~
	 
	 
	 

	LCS
	-.29
	-.31, -.06
	

	SES
	-.09
	-.18, .09
	

	Age 
	.01
	-.08, .10
	

	Sex
	-.07
	-.28, .10
	.13

	Internalizing Symptoms~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	.47
	.29, .65
	

	Effortful Control
	-.10
	-.45, .08
	

	SES
	-.04
	-.19, .12
	

	Age 
	-.00
	-.12, .12
	

	Sex
	-.03
	-.36, .22
	.20

	Externalizing Symptoms~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	.45
	.24, .64
	

	Effortful Control
	-.15
	-.52, .01
	

	SES
	-.00
	-.10, .21
	

	Age 
	-.00
	-.13, .12
	

	Sex
	.02
	-.25, .33
	.28

	Indirect Effects
	 
	 
	 

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Internalizing
	.08
	.01, .18
	

	LCS → Effortful Control → Internalizing
	.03
	-.01, .09
	

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Externalizing
	.08
	.00, .18
	

	LCS → Effortful Control → Externalizing
	.04
	-.00, .10
	 

	Covariance
	 
	 
	 

	IPV, LCS
	.12
	-.01, .20
	

	Emotional Reactivity, Effortful Control
	-.23
	-.22, -.01
	

	Internalizing, Externalizing
	.62
	.27, .57
	 



Note. Bold formatting denotes significant effect. IPV = Intimate-Partner Violence; LCS = Low Cognitive Stimulation. 



Table S7. Path analysis of association between early adversity and school outcomes through observed mechanisms.

	 
	β
	95% CI 
	R2

	IPV ~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.19
	.03, .36
	.03

	LCS ~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.60
	.50, .72
	.36

	Emotional Reactivity ~
	 
	 
	 

	Threat
	.23
	.05, .49
	

	SES
	-.07
	-.26, .12
	

	Age 
	-.16
	-.33, .03
	

	Sex
	-.08
	-.49, .21
	.09

	Executive Function~
	
	
	

	LCS
	-.28
	-.49, -.11
	

	SES
	-.25
	-.43, -.09
	

	Age 
	.21
	.07, .36
	

	Sex
	-.00
	-.28, .30
	.26

	Math Achievement~
	
	
	

	Emotional Reactivity
	.14
	-.01, .28
	

	Executive Function
	.48
	.30, .64
	

	SES
	-.29
	-.47, -.13
	

	Age 
	-.00
	-.14, .12
	

	Sex
	.10
	-.08, .47
	.46

	Reading Achievement~
	
	
	

	Emotional Reactivity
	.09
	-.06, .28
	

	Executive Function
	.30
	.08, .47
	

	SES
	-.28
	-.46, -.13
	

	Age 
	.09
	-.04, .26
	

	Sex
	.05
	-.25, .41
	.27

	Indirect Effects
	 
	 
	 

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Math
	.03
	-.00, .09
	

	LCS → Executive Function → Math
	-.13
	-.26, -.04
	

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Reading
	.02
	-.01, .09
	

	LCS → Executive Function → Reading
	-.08
	-.18, -.01
	 

	Covariance
	 
	 
	 

	IPV, LCS
	.11
	-.01, .20
	

	Emotional Reactivity, Executive Function
	-.06
	-.21, .12
	

	Math, Reading
	.36
	.10, .33
	 



Note. Bold formatting denotes significant effect. IPV = Intimate-Partner Violence; LCS = Low Cognitive Stimulation. 



Table S8. Path analysis of association between early adversity and school outcomes through parent-reported mechanisms.
	 
	Estimate
	95% CI 
	R2

	IPV~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.19
	.03, .36
	.03

	LCS~
	 
	 
	 

	SES
	.60
	.50, .72
	.36

	Emotional Reactivity~
	 
	 
	 

	IPV
	.15
	.00, .32
	

	SES
	.26
	.09, .42
	

	Age 
	.16
	-.01, .33
	

	Sex
	.00
	-.32, .31
	.14

	Effortful Control~
	 
	 
	 

	LCS
	-.30
	-.32, -.07
	

	SES
	-.10
	-.19, .08
	

	Age 
	.01
	-.08, .10
	

	Sex
	-.069
	-.28, .10
	.14

	Math Achievement~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	-.14
	-.35, .04
	

	Effortful Control
	.11
	-.14, .47
	

	SES
	-.42
	-.59, -.26
	

	Age 
	.14
	-.01, .28
	

	Sex
	.08
	-.14, .48
	.31

	Reading Achievement~
	 
	 
	 

	Emotional Reactivity
	-.16
	-.38, .00
	

	Effortful Control
	.11
	-.21, .50
	

	SES
	-.33
	-.51, -.17
	

	Age 
	.19
	.05, .36
	

	Sex
	.05
	-.22, .43
	.25

	Indirect Effects
	 
	 
	 

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Math
	-.021
	-.07, .01
	

	LCS → Effortful Control → Math
	-.035
	-.12, .02
	

	IPV → Emotional Reactivity → Reading
	-.026
	-.07, .00
	

	LCS → Effortful Control → reading
	-.034
	-.11, .03
	 

	Covariance
	 
	 
	 

	Threat, Deprivation
	.121
	-.01, .20
	

	Emotional Reactivity, Effortful Control
	-.237
	-.23, -.01
	

	Math, Reading
	.428
	.15, .42
	 



Note. Bold formatting denotes significant effect. IPV = Intimate-Partner Violence; LCS = Low Cognitive Stimulation. 
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