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Table S1
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 mastery (Linear mediation models in the MIDUS sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Mastery
(Path a)
	
	T2 Mastery-T3 EF
(Path b)

	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Maternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	5.824***
	(5.735, 5.913)
	.000
	4.478
	
	-0.042
	(-0.088, 0.005)
	.078
	-0.062

	Maternal abuse
	-0.064*
	(-0.116, -0.011)
	.018
	-0.101
	
	-0.017**
	(-0.028, -0.005)
	.003
	-0.101

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	0.012**
	(0.005, 0.019)
	.001
	0.117

	B. Paternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	5.734***
	(5.646, 5.821)
	.000
	4.485
	
	-0.062**
	(-0.108, -0.016)
	.008
	-0.092

	Paternal abuse
	-0.006
	(-0.055, 0.044)
	.851
	-0.008
	
	-0.005
	(-0.016, 0.005)
	.310
	-0.033

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	0.012***
	(0.005, 0.020)
	.001
	0.109


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 
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Table S2
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 uncontrollability (Linear mediation models in the MIDUS sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Uncontrollability
(Path a)
	
	T2 Uncontrollability-T3 EF
(Path b)

	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Maternal abuse as predictor 

	Intercept
	2.250***
	(2.151, 2.349)
	.000
	1.555
	
	0.114***
	(0.090, 0.137)
	.000
	0.332

	Maternal abuse
	0.198***
	(0.140, 0.257)
	.000
	0.232
	
	-0.010
	(-0.021, 0.001)
	.071
	-0.062

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	-0.038***
	(-0.045, -0.032)
	.000
	-0.400

	B. Paternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	2.357***
	(2.259, 2.455)
	.000
	6.864
	
	0.100***
	(0.077, 0.124)
	.000
	0.291

	Paternal abuse
	0.125***
	(0.069, 0.180)
	.000
	0.778
	
	-0.001
	(-0.011, 0.010)
	.894
	-0.007

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.039***
	(-0.045, -0.032)
	.000
	-0.411


Note. *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 



Table S3
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 mastery (Non-linear mediation models in the MIDUS sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Mastery
(Path a)
	
	T2 Mastery-T3 EF
(Path b)

	
	EDF
	F
	p
	
	EDF
	F
	p

	Maternal abuse as predictor

	Maternal abuse
	1.58
	4.54*
	.036
	
	1.94
	12.81***
	< .001

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	
	1.41
	7.22**
	.006

	Paternal abuse as predictor

	Paternal abuse
	1.72
	8.12**
	.002
	
	1.64
	7.35**
	.004

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	
	1.79
	2.60
	.103

	
	Maternal abuse as mediator
	
	Paternal abuse as mediator

	Mediation analyses
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p

	Indirect effect
	-0.001*
	(-0.003, -0.001)
	< .001
	
	-0.003
	(-0.006, -0.001)
	.000

	Direct effect
	0.056***
	(-0.077, -0.030)
	< .001
	
	-0.023
	(-0.047, 0.001)
	.052

	Total effect
	-0.057***
	(-0.079, -0.030)
	< .001
	
	-0.026
	(-0.052, -0.001)
	.022

	Proportion mediated
	2.7%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	
	


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EDF = effective degrees of freedom; F, F-statistic for the parameter estimate in the non-linear generalized additive model; CI = confidence interval. All models controlled for the intercept (not shown in this summary table). EDF = 1 denotes a linear association, EDF = 1 to 2 reflects a weakly non-linear association, and EDF > 2 signifies a highly non-linear association. 



Table S4
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 uncontrollability (Non-linear mediation models in the MIDUS sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Uncontrollability
(Path a)
	
	T2 Uncontrollability-T3 EF
(Path b)

	
	EDF
	F
	p
	
	EDF
	F
	p

	Maternal abuse as predictor

	Maternal abuse
	1.95
	32.40***
	.000
	
	1.92
	7.55**
	.001

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	
	1.00
	129.15***
	.000

	Paternal abuse as predictor

	Paternal abuse
	1.00
	141.00
	.000
	
	1.00
	137.50
	.000

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	
	1.62
	0.80
	.460

	
	Maternal abuse as mediator
	
	Paternal abuse as mediator

	Mediation analyses
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p

	Indirect effect
	-0.016
	(-0.022, -0.010)
	.000
	
	-0.014
	(-0.020, -0.010)
	.000

	Direct effect
	-0.041
	(-0.065, -0.010)
	.000
	
	-0.011
	(-0.034, 0.010)
	.320

	Total effect
	-0.056
	(-0.081, -0.030)
	.000
	
	-0.025
	(-0.047, 0.001)
	.040

	Proportion mediated
	27.6%
	
	
	
	57.3%
	
	


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EDF = effective degrees of freedom; F, F-statistic for the parameter estimate in the non-linear generalized additive model; CI = confidence interval. All models controlled for the intercept (not shown in this summary table). EDF = 1 denotes a linear association, EDF = 1 to 2 reflects a weakly non-linear association, and EDF > 2 signifies a highly non-linear association. 


Table S5
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 mastery (Linear mediation models in the MIDUS Refresher sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Mastery
(Path a)
	
	T2 Mastery-T3 EF
(Path b)

	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Maternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	6.490
	(6.400, 6.590)
	.000
	5.314
	
	0.080
	(-0.170, 0.330)
	.520
	0.025

	Maternal abuse
	-0.700
	(-0.750, -0.650)
	.000
	-1.089
	
	-0.060
	(-0.110, -0.010)
	.030
	-0.093

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	0.020
	(-0.020, 0.050)
	.291
	0.044

	B. Paternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	6.450
	(6.360, 6.550)
	.000
	5.281
	
	0.150
	(-0.090, 0.390)
	.227
	0.049

	Paternal abuse
	-0.630
	(-0.680, -0.590)
	.000
	-1.089
	
	-0.070
	(-0.110, -0.020)
	.003
	-0.121

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	0.010
	(-0.020, 0.050)
	.521
	0.022


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 




Table S6
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 uncontrollability (Linear mediation models in the MIDUS Refresher sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Uncontrollability
(Path a)
	
	T2 Uncontrollability-T3 EF
(Path b)

	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Maternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	1.740
	(1.640, 1.840)
	.000
	1.353
	
	0.400
	(0.290, 0.500)
	.000
	0.296

	Maternal abuse
	0.710
	(0.660, 0.760)
	.000
	1.104
	
	0.010
	(-0.040, 0.060)
	.749
	0.016

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	-0.110
	(-0.140, -0.080)
	.000
	-0.285

	B. Paternal abuse as predictor

	Intercept
	1.710
	(1.620, 1.800)
	.000
	1.478
	
	0.410
	(0.300, 0.510)
	.000
	0.304

	Paternal abuse
	0.680
	(0.630, 0.720)
	.000
	1.175
	
	-0.010
	(-0.050, 0.040)
	.828
	-0.017

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.110
	(-0.140, -0.070)
	.000
	-0.244


Note. *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 




Table S7
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 mastery (Non-linear mediation models in the MIDUS Refresher sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Mastery
(Path a)
	
	T2 Mastery-T3 EF
(Path b)

	
	EDF
	F
	p
	
	EDF
	F
	p

	Maternal abuse as predictor

	Maternal abuse
	7.300
	109.000
	.000
	
	1.150
	5.020
	.014

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	
	6.960
	2.110
	.031

	Paternal abuse as predictor

	Paternal abuse
	7.260
	139.000
	.000
	
	1.000
	12.280
	.000

	Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	
	6.940
	2.180
	.0265

	
	Maternal abuse as mediator
	
	Paternal abuse as mediator

	Mediation analyses
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p

	Indirect effect
	-0.013
	(-0.04, 0.012)
	.300
	
	-0.007
	(-0.032, 0.015)
	.552

	Direct effect
	-0.056
	(-0.111, 0.002)
	.066
	
	-0.069
	(-0.116, -0.022)
	.002

	Total effect
	-0.069
	(-0.117, -0.023)
	.008
	
	-0.076
	(-0.117, -0.037)
	.000

	Proportion mediated
	18.8%
	
	
	
	9.2%
	
	


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EDF = effective degrees of freedom; F, F-statistic for the parameter estimate in the non-linear generalized additive model; CI = confidence interval. All models controlled for the intercept (not shown in this summary table). EDF = 1 denotes a linear association, EDF = 1 to 2 reflects a weakly non-linear association, and EDF > 2 signifies a highly non-linear association. 



Table S8
T1 Child abuse predicting T3 EF through T2 uncontrollability (Non-linear mediation models in the MIDUS Refresher sample)
	
	T1 Child abuse-T2 Uncontrollability
(Path a)
	
	T2 Uncontrollability-T3 EF
(Path b)

	
	EDF
	F
	p
	
	EDF
	F
	p

	Maternal abuse as predictor

	Maternal abuse
	3.960
	162.000
	.000
	
	1.000
	0.340
	.560

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	
	4.390
	9.970
	.000

	Paternal abuse as predictor

	Paternal abuse
	8.160
	8.790
	.000
	
	1.000
	0.000
	.990

	Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	
	4.470
	8.890
	.000

	
	Maternal abuse as mediator
	
	Paternal abuse as mediator

	Mediation analyses
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p

	Indirect effect
	-0.078
	(-0.104, -0.051)
	.000
	
	-0.071
	(-0.096, -0.044)
	.000

	Direct effect
	0.008
	(-0.049, 0.067)
	.746
	
	-0.005
	(-0.053, 0.045)
	.852

	Total effect
	-0.069
	(-0.117, -0.023)
	.008
	
	-0.076
	(-0.117, -0.037)
	.000

	Proportion mediated
	100.0%
	
	
	
	100.0%
	
	


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
T1 = time 1; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; T2 = time 2; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EDF = effective degrees of freedom; F, F-statistic for the parameter estimate in the non-linear generalized additive model; CI = confidence interval. All models controlled for the intercept (not shown in this summary table). EDF = 1 denotes a linear association, EDF = 1 to 2 reflects a weakly non-linear association, and EDF > 2 signifies a highly non-linear association. 



Table S9
Sensitivity analyses by adding presence of T1 physical health condition(s) as a covariate (MIDUS Original sample)
	
	Predicting T2 Controllability
	
	Predicting T3 EF

	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Paternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability

	Intercept
	2.430***
	(2.325,  2.534)
	.000
	1.591
	
	0.093***
	(0.068,  0.118)
	.000
	0.255

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	-0.086**
	(-0.148, -0.025)
	.006
	-0.096
	
	0.013*
	(0.001,  0.024)
	.031
	0.077

	T1 Paternal abuse
	0.122***
	(0.067,  0.177)
	.000
	0.152
	
	-0.002
	(-0.012,  0.009)
	.751
	-0.013

	T2 Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.038***
	(-0.044, -0.032)
	.000
	-0.433

	B. Maternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability

	Intercept
	2.280***
	(2.173,  2.387)
	.000
	1.458
	
	0.111***
	(0.086,  0.136)
	.000
	0.304

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	-0.074*
	(-0.136, -0.013)
	.017
	-0.082
	
	0.012*
	(0.000,  0.024)
	.041
	0.068

	T1 Maternal abuse
	0.216***
	(0.158,  0.275)
	.000
	0.253
	
	-0.015**
	(-0.026, -0.004)
	.009
	-0.093

	T2 Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	-0.037***
	(-0.043, -0.031)
	.000
	-0.422

	C. Paternal abuse predicting EF via mastery

	Intercept
	5.689***
	(5.595, 5.783)
	.000
	4.142
	
	-0.088***
	(-0.133, -0.042)
	.000
	-0.132

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	0.035
	(-0.020, 0.091)
	.210
	0.043
	
	0.015*
	(0.004,  0.027)
	.010
	0.089

	T1 Paternal abuse
	-0.005
	(-0.055, 0.045)
	.840
	-0.007
	
	-0.006
	(-0.017,  0.004)
	.245
	-0.039

	T2 Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	0.015***
	(0.008,  0.023)
	.000
	0.137

	D. Maternal abuse predicting EF via mastery

	Intercept
	5.808***
	(5.711,  5.905)
	.000
	4.098
	
	-0.059*
	(-0.106, -0.012)
	.013
	-0.086

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	0.031
	(-0.024,  0.087)
	.265
	0.038
	
	0.014*
	(0.003,  0.026)
	.017
	0.083

	T1 Maternal abuse
	-0.079**
	(-0.132, -0.027)
	.003
	-0.103
	
	-0.022***
	(-0.033, -0.010)
	.000
	-0.131

	T2 Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	 
	0.015***
	(0.008,  0.022)
	.000
	0.147


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
T1 = time 1; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; T2 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 

Table S10
Summary of mediation analyses by adding presence of T1 physical health condition(s) as a covariate (MIDUS Original sample)
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Paternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.005***
	(-0.007, -0.003)
	.000
	-0.171

	Direct effect
	-0.002
	(-0.012,  0.009)
	.722
	-0.013

	Total effect
	-0.006
	(-0.017,  0.004)
	.238
	-0.039

	Proportion mediated
	83.3%
	–
	–
	–

	B. Maternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.008***
	(-0.011, -0.005)
	.000
	-0.182

	Direct effect
	-0.015*
	(-0.026, -0.005)
	.012
	-0.098

	Total effect
	-0.023***
	(-0.034, -0.013)
	.000
	-0.150

	Proportion mediated
	34.8%
	–
	–
	–

	C. Paternal abuse predicting EF via mastery
	

	Indirect effect
	0.000
	(-0.001,  0.001)
	.844
	0.000

	Direct effect
	-0.006
	(-0.017,  0.004)
	.256
	-0.039

	Total effect
	-0.006
	(-0.017,  0.004)
	.250
	-0.039

	Proportion mediated
	0.0%
	–
	–
	–

	D. Maternal abuse predicting EF via mastery
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.001**
	(-0.002,  -0.001)
	.004
	-0.137

	Direct effect
	-0.022***
	(-0.033, -0.011)
	.000
	-0.137

	Total effect
	-0.023***
	(-0.034, -0.012)
	.000
	-0.068

	Proportion mediated
	4.3%
	–
	–
	–


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
T1 = time 1; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EF = executive functioning; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 

Table S11
Sensitivity analyses by adding presence of T1 physical health condition(s) as a covariate (MIDUS Refresher sample)
	
	Predicting T2 Controllability
	
	Predicting T3 EF

	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d
	
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Paternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability

	Intercept
	1.891***
	(1.751,  2.030)
	.000
	1.407
	
	0.669***
	(0.529,  0.808)
	.000
	2.081

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	0.644***
	(0.597,  0.692)
	.000
	0.814
	
	-0.044
	(-0.092,  0.003)
	.069
	-0.298

	T1 Paternal abuse
	-0.183***
	(-0.288, -0.079)
	.001
	-0.259
	
	-0.256***
	(-0.348, -0.163)
	.000
	-1.896

	T2 Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.112***
	(-0.146, -0.077)
	.000
	-1.452

	B. Maternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability

	Intercept
	1.979***
	(1.835,  2.124)
	.000
	1.439
	
	0.653***
	(0.511,  0.794)
	.000
	2.032

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	0.662***
	(0.608,  0.716)
	.000
	0.837
	
	-0.031
	(-0.083,  0.021)
	.237
	-0.201

	T1 Maternal abuse
	-0.244***
	(-0.350, -0.138)
	.000
	-0.324
	
	-0.246***
	(-0.338, -0.154)
	.000
	-1.739

	T2 Uncontrollability
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.118***
	(-0.151, -0.084)
	.000
	-1.530

	C. Paternal abuse predicting EF via mastery

	Intercept
	6.073***
	(5.938,  6.209)
	.000
	5.025
	
	0.304*
	(0.054,  0.554)
	.017
	0.520

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	-0.568***
	(-0.614, -0.522)
	.000
	-0.796
	
	-0.102***
	(-0.149, -0.055)
	.000
	-0.690

	T1 Paternal abuse
	0.385***
	(0.284,  0.487)
	.000
	0.599
	
	-0.245***
	(-0.339, -0.151)
	.000
	-1.815

	T2 Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	0.025
	(-0.010,  0.061)
	.166
	0.259

	D. Maternal abuse predicting EF via mastery

	Intercept
	1.891***
	(1.751,  2.030)
	.000
	1.516
	
	0.669***
	(0.529,  0.808)
	.000
	1.107

	T1 Physical health condition(s)
	0.644***
	(0.597,  0.692)
	.000
	0.903
	
	-0.044
	(-0.092,  0.003)
	.069
	-0.298

	T1 Maternal abuse
	-0.183***
	(-0.288, -0.079)
	.001
	-0.271
	
	-0.256***
	(-0.348, -0.163)
	.000
	-1.731

	T2 Mastery
	–
	–
	–
	–
	
	-0.112***
	(-0.146, -0.077)
	.000
	-1.244


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
T1 = time 1; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; T2 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 

Table S12
Summary of mediation analyses by adding presence of T1 physical health condition(s) as a covariate (MIDUS Refresher sample)
	 
	b
	(95% CI)
	p
	d

	A. Paternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.072***
	(-0.096, -0.048)
	.000
	-0.233

	Direct effect
	-0.043
	(-0.093,  0.007)
	.084
	-0.067

	Total effect
	-0.115***
	(-0.158, -0.073)
	.000
	-0.210

	Proportion mediated
	62.6%
	–
	–
	–

	B. Maternal abuse predicting EF via uncontrollability
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.078***
	(-0.102, -0.055)
	.000
	-0.258

	Direct effect
	-0.032
	(-0.081,  0.017)
	.202
	-0.051

	Total effect
	-0.110***
	(-0.154, -0.065)
	.000
	-0.192

	Proportion mediated
	70.9%
	–
	–
	–

	C. Paternal abuse predicting EF via mastery
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.014
	(-0.034,  0.005)
	.158
	-0.056

	Direct effect
	-0.101***
	(-0.146, -0.054)
	.000
	-0.171

	Total effect
	-0.116***
	(-0.156, -0.075)
	.000
	-0.223

	Proportion mediated
	12.1%
	–
	–
	–

	D. Maternal abuse predicting EF via mastery
	

	Indirect effect
	-0.072***
	(-0.096, -0.048)
	.000
	-0.233

	Direct effect
	-0.043
	(-0.093,  0.007)
	.084
	-0.067

	Total effect
	-0.115***
	(-0.158, -0.073)
	.000
	-0.210

	Proportion mediated
	62.6%
	–
	–
	–


Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
T1 = time 1; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; EF = executive functioning; b = unstandardized regression weight; CI = confidence interval; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 



Table S13
Examining the role of T2 personal mastery mediating the pathway from T1 maternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Original sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	-0.088
	.318
	-0.117
	
	0.008
	.536
	0.073

	2
	-0.236
	.006
	-0.325
	
	0.033
	.014
	0.290

	3
	-0.035
	.717
	-0.043
	
	0.025
	.030
	0.256

	4
	-0.108
	.280
	-0.127
	
	0.026
	.032
	0.253

	5
	-0.172
	.055
	-0.226
	
	0.014
	.248
	0.136

	6
	-0.153
	.099
	-0.194
	
	0.022
	.075
	0.210

	7
	-0.054
	.528
	-0.074
	
	0.018
	.132
	0.177

	8
	-0.146
	.099
	-0.194
	
	0.028
	.042
	0.240

	9
	0.038
	.714
	0.043
	
	0.016
	.202
	0.150

	10
	-0.176
	.056
	-0.225
	
	0.028
	.020
	0.275

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.001
	.648
	-0.054
	
	0.001
	.954
	0.007

	2
	-0.008
	.022
	-0.270
	
	-0.022
	.290
	-0.124

	3
	-0.001
	.706
	-0.044
	
	0.014
	.444
	0.090

	4
	-0.003
	.352
	-0.109
	
	-0.031
	.146
	-0.171

	5
	-0.002
	.318
	-0.117
	
	-0.012
	.532
	-0.073

	6
	-0.004
	.166
	-0.163
	
	0.000
	.984
	0.002

	7
	-0.001
	.550
	-0.070
	
	-0.030
	.084
	-0.204

	8
	-0.004
	.126
	-0.180
	
	-0.033
	.104
	-0.192

	9
	0.001
	.770
	0.034
	
	0.007
	.746
	0.038

	10
	-0.005
	.080
	-0.206
	
	-0.015
	.404
	-0.098

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	 0.000
	.992
	0.001
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.030
	.156
	-0.167
	
	
	
	

	3
	0.013
	.484
	0.082
	
	
	
	

	4
	-0.034
	.114
	-0.186
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.015
	.452
	-0.088
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.004
	.832
	-0.025
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.031
	.078
	-0.208
	
	
	
	

	8
	-0.037
	.060
	-0.222
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.007
	.730
	0.041
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.020
	.274
	-0.129
	
	
	
	 


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 


Table S14
Examining the role of T2 personal mastery mediating the pathway from T1 paternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Original sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	-0.063
	.478
	-0.083
	
	0.008
	.528
	0.074

	2
	-0.258
	.003
	-0.352
	
	0.033
	.014
	0.290

	3
	-0.026
	.759
	-0.036
	
	0.025
	.032
	0.253

	4
	-0.117
	.197
	-0.152
	
	0.028
	.022
	0.270

	5
	-0.040
	.644
	-0.054
	
	0.016
	.204
	0.150

	6
	0.048
	.573
	0.066
	
	0.023
	.061
	0.221

	7
	0.048
	.591
	0.063
	
	0.019
	.113
	0.187

	8
	-0.120
	.161
	-0.165
	
	0.028
	.038
	0.245

	9
	0.106
	.315
	0.118
	
	0.015
	.220
	0.144

	10
	-0.020
	.824
	-0.026
	
	0.029
	.016
	0.285

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.001
	.738
	-0.039
	
	0.008
	.678
	0.049

	2
	-0.009
	.014
	-0.290
	
	-0.022
	.246
	-0.137

	3
	-0.001
	.772
	-0.034
	
	-0.004
	.816
	-0.027

	4
	-0.003
	.228
	-0.142
	
	0.015
	.424
	0.094

	5
	-0.001
	.702
	-0.045
	
	0.021
	.280
	0.127

	6
	0.001
	.618
	0.059
	
	-0.039
	.018
	-0.279

	7
	0.001
	.680
	0.048
	
	-0.012
	.474
	-0.084

	8
	-0.003
	.204
	-0.150
	
	-0.029
	.150
	-0.170

	9
	0.001
	.498
	0.080
	
	0.021
	.334
	0.114

	10
	-0.001
	.802
	-0.029
	
	-0.029
	.106
	-0.190

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	0.007
	.690
	0.047
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.030
	.144
	-0.172
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.005
	.794
	-0.031
	
	
	
	

	4
	0.012
	.528
	0.074
	
	
	
	

	5
	0.020
	.298
	0.122
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.038
	.028
	-0.259
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.011
	.502
	-0.079
	
	
	
	

	8
	-0.032
	.124
	-0.181
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.023
	.308
	0.120
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.029
	.114
	-0.186
	
	
	
	


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 


Table S15
Examining the role of T2 perceived uncontrollability mediating the pathway from T1 maternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Original sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	0.279
	.006
	0.324
	
	-0.042
	.001
	-0.472

	2
	0.220
	.028
	0.259
	
	-0.037
	.001
	-0.379

	3
	0.190
	.065
	0.217
	
	-0.043
	.001
	-0.483

	4
	0.564
	.001
	0.614
	
	-0.045
	.001
	-0.482

	5
	0.259
	.014
	0.290
	
	-0.031
	.003
	-0.348

	6
	0.219
	.040
	0.242
	
	-0.032
	.003
	-0.351

	7
	0.233
	.011
	0.300
	
	-0.047
	.001
	-0.503

	8
	0.327
	.002
	0.373
	
	-0.049
	.001
	-0.501

	9
	0.169
	.160
	0.164
	
	-0.031
	.003
	-0.348

	10
	0.439
	.001
	0.536
	
	-0.036
	.001
	-0.377

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.012
	.004
	-0.263
	
	0.012
	.540
	0.076

	2
	-0.008
	.028
	-0.217
	
	-0.022
	.266
	-0.133

	3
	-0.008
	.060
	-0.194
	
	0.022
	.258
	0.137

	4
	-0.025
	.001
	-0.371
	
	-0.009
	.726
	-0.051

	5
	-0.008
	.010
	-0.230
	
	-0.007
	.748
	-0.044

	6
	-0.007
	.050
	-0.190
	
	0.004
	.842
	0.025

	7
	-0.011
	.012
	-0.253
	
	-0.020
	.244
	-0.135

	8
	-0.016
	.001
	-0.295
	
	-0.022
	.308
	-0.121

	9
	-0.005
	.154
	-0.135
	
	0.013
	.586
	0.066

	10
	-0.016
	.001
	-0.320
	
	-0.004
	.848
	-0.026

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	0.000
	.984
	0.000
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.030
	.130
	-0.177
	
	
	
	

	3
	0.014
	.502
	0.085
	
	
	
	

	4
	-0.034
	.110
	-0.189
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.015
	.448
	-0.092
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.003
	.878
	-0.018
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.030
	.078
	-0.203
	
	
	
	

	8
	-0.038
	.066
	-0.211
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.007
	.748
	0.036
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.021
	.316
	-0.132
	
	
	
	


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 



Table S16
Examining the role of T2 perceived uncontrollability mediating the pathway from T1 paternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Original sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	0.114
	.267
	0.130
	
	-0.041
	.001
	-0.449

	2
	0.291
	.004
	0.336
	
	-0.037
	.001
	-0.379

	3
	0.092
	.316
	0.118
	
	-0.042
	.001
	-0.460

	4
	0.404
	.001
	0.479
	
	-0.051
	.001
	-0.559

	5
	0.232
	.022
	0.270
	
	-0.034
	.001
	-0.391

	6
	0.073
	.456
	0.088
	
	-0.033
	.002
	-0.362

	7
	0.123
	.192
	0.153
	
	-0.048
	.001
	-0.526

	8
	0.202
	.044
	0.235
	
	-0.050
	.001
	-0.523

	9
	0.118
	.340
	0.112
	
	-0.031
	.003
	-0.357

	10
	0.236
	.012
	0.294
	
	-0.035
	.002
	-0.366

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.005
	.290
	-0.128
	
	0.012
	.530
	0.077

	2
	-0.011
	.004
	-0.281
	
	-0.020
	.302
	-0.120

	3
	-0.004
	.312
	-0.115
	
	0.000
	.980
	0.000

	4
	-0.020
	.001
	-0.384
	
	0.033
	.064
	0.214

	5
	-0.008
	.018
	-0.230
	
	0.029
	.068
	0.205

	6
	-0.002
	.474
	-0.061
	
	-0.041
	.024
	-0.278

	7
	-0.006
	.182
	-0.145
	
	-0.005
	.800
	-0.033

	8
	-0.010
	.046
	-0.209
	
	-0.022
	.250
	-0.130

	9
	-0.004
	.330
	-0.102
	
	0.026
	.236
	0.141

	10
	-0.008
	.010
	-0.230
	
	-0.020
	.258
	-0.135

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	0.007
	.716
	0.043
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.031
	.112
	-0.181
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.004
	.780
	-0.027
	
	
	
	

	4
	0.013
	.484
	0.079
	
	
	
	

	5
	0.021
	.218
	0.144
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.039
	.034
	-0.256
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.010
	.580
	-0.067
	
	
	
	

	8
	-0.032
	.092
	-0.186
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.022
	.334
	0.114
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.028
	.112
	-0.192
	
	
	
	


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 


Table S17
Examining the role of T2 personal mastery mediating the pathway from T1 maternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Refresher sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	-0.595
	.000
	-0.416
	
	0.082
	.131
	0.144

	2
	-0.756
	.000
	-0.407
	
	0.055
	.412
	0.025

	3
	-0.665
	.000
	-0.396
	
	0.051
	.379
	0.042

	4
	-0.824
	.000
	-0.391
	
	0.060
	.358
	0.047

	5
	-0.828
	.000
	-0.397
	
	0.080
	.146
	0.136

	6
	-0.573
	.000
	-0.384
	
	-0.030
	.609
	-0.032

	7
	-0.659
	.000
	-0.390
	
	-0.033
	.501
	-0.001

	8
	-0.607
	.000
	-0.419
	
	-0.036
	.582
	-0.027

	9
	-0.859
	.000
	-0.410
	
	0.023
	.679
	0.061

	10
	-0.713
	.000
	-0.383
	
	-0.053
	.302
	-0.071

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.049
	.134
	-0.144
	
	-0.069
	.336
	-0.055

	2
	-0.043
	.438
	-0.022
	
	-0.145
	.130
	-0.145

	3
	-0.032
	.398
	-0.032
	
	-0.061
	.438
	-0.019

	4
	-0.047
	.376
	-0.041
	
	0.070
	.472
	0.009

	5
	-0.067
	.142
	-0.142
	
	0.031
	.694
	0.066

	6
	0.018
	.560
	0.021
	
	-0.143
	.092
	-0.172

	7
	0.021
	.530
	0.009
	
	-0.088
	.190
	-0.114

	8
	0.023
	.604
	0.034
	
	0.009
	.930
	0.191

	9
	-0.020
	.668
	-0.057
	
	-0.015
	.880
	-0.151

	10
	0.038
	.312
	0.066
	
	-0.137
	.056
	-0.208

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	-0.120
	.078
	-0.181
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.186
	.016
	-0.273
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.096
	.170
	-0.123
	
	
	
	

	4
	0.026
	.780
	0.100
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.037
	.548
	-0.017
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.125
	.114
	-0.153
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.067
	.250
	-0.087
	
	
	
	

	8
	0.033
	.716
	0.072
	
	
	
	

	9
	-0.038
	.606
	-0.034
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.100
	.110
	-0.163
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 


Table S18
Examining the role of T2 personal mastery mediating the pathway from T1 paternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Refresher sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	-0.553
	.001
	-0.008
	
	0.073
	.176
	0.020

	2
	-0.598
	.001
	-0.311
	
	0.032
	.617
	0.264

	3
	-0.603
	.001
	-0.108
	
	0.026
	.646
	0.001

	4
	-0.644
	.001
	-0.022
	
	-0.013
	.843
	-0.037

	5
	-0.788
	.001
	-0.041
	
	0.051
	.366
	0.149

	6
	-0.661
	.001
	-0.063
	
	-0.037
	.546
	-0.077

	7
	-0.683
	.001
	-0.113
	
	-0.052
	.302
	-0.125

	8
	-0.568
	.001
	-0.296
	
	-0.038
	.565
	-0.125

	9
	-0.621
	.001
	-0.281
	
	0.046
	.379
	0.197

	10
	-0.643
	.001
	-0.127
	
	0.002
	.964
	0.199

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.041
	.178
	-0.150
	
	-0.083
	.214
	-0.192

	2
	-0.019
	.624
	-0.078
	
	-0.189
	.014
	-0.196

	3
	-0.018
	.632
	-0.025
	
	-0.122
	.100
	-0.030

	4
	0.006
	.904
	0.117
	
	-0.116
	.176
	-0.174

	5
	-0.039
	.382
	-0.015
	
	-0.038
	.616
	-0.078

	6
	0.025
	.526
	0.175
	
	-0.138
	.088
	-0.075

	7
	0.038
	.252
	0.309
	
	-0.122
	.052
	-0.012

	8
	0.022
	.560
	0.039
	
	-0.004
	.984
	-0.041

	9
	-0.031
	.328
	-0.083
	
	0.042
	.524
	0.038

	10
	-0.002
	.944
	-0.128
	
	0.021
	.734
	0.092

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	-0.128
	.044
	-0.077
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.211
	.004
	-0.008
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.142
	.026
	-0.028
	
	
	
	

	4
	-0.108
	.098
	-0.103
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.077
	.222
	-0.017
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.115
	.130
	-0.108
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.084
	.110
	-0.077
	
	
	
	

	8
	0.020
	.794
	0.060
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.010
	.836
	0.014
	
	
	
	

	10
	0.019
	.748
	0.138
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 


Table S19
Examining the role of T2 perceived uncontrollability mediating the pathway from T1 maternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Refresher sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	0.687
	.001
	1.050
	
	-0.165
	.001
	-0.433

	2
	0.789
	.001
	1.256
	
	-0.082
	.190
	-0.169

	3
	0.683
	.001
	1.054
	
	-0.124
	.021
	-0.299

	4
	0.826
	.001
	1.161
	
	-0.195
	.001
	-0.431

	5
	0.814
	.001
	1.471
	
	-0.100
	.092
	-0.217

	6
	0.570
	.001
	0.824
	
	-0.094
	.101
	-0.212

	7
	0.671
	.001
	1.113
	
	-0.071
	.155
	-0.183

	8
	0.626
	.001
	0.963
	
	-0.124
	.049
	-0.254

	9
	0.730
	.001
	1.140
	
	-0.070
	.180
	-0.172

	10
	0.693
	.001
	1.017
	
	-0.076
	.106
	-0.208

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.113
	.001
	-0.403
	
	0.001
	.986
	0.002

	2
	-0.064
	.186
	-0.177
	
	-0.113
	.234
	-0.157

	3
	-0.086
	.020
	-0.298
	
	-0.005
	.956
	-0.008

	4
	-0.163
	.001
	-0.391
	
	0.192
	.042
	0.272

	5
	-0.079
	.104
	-0.206
	
	0.043
	.628
	0.069

	6
	-0.052
	.116
	-0.193
	
	-0.072
	.406
	-0.107

	7
	-0.048
	.178
	-0.180
	
	-0.017
	.816
	-0.032

	8
	-0.078
	.040
	-0.250
	
	0.103
	.264
	0.147

	9
	-0.051
	.150
	-0.180
	
	0.012
	.868
	0.020

	10
	-0.053
	.102
	-0.208
	
	-0.049
	.452
	-0.090

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	-0.112
	.080
	-0.221
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.177
	.030
	-0.288
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.087
	.188
	-0.160
	
	
	
	

	4
	0.026
	.768
	0.041
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.038
	.588
	-0.076
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.122
	.106
	-0.200
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.065
	.288
	-0.140
	
	
	
	

	8
	0.024
	.774
	0.036
	
	
	
	

	9
	-0.040
	.564
	-0.071
	
	
	
	

	10
	-0.102
	.112
	-0.200
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 



Table S20
Examining the role of T2 perceived uncontrollability mediating the pathway from T1 paternal abuse to T3 EF in 10 random subsamples from the MIDUS Refresher sample
	Subsample
	Abuse → Control (b)
	Abuse → Control (p)
	Abuse → Control (d)
	 
	Control → EF (b)
	Control → EF (p)
	Control → EF (d)

	1
	0.659
	.001
	1.112
	
	-0.159
	.002
	-0.413

	2
	0.674
	.001
	1.236
	
	-0.054
	.382
	-0.112

	3
	0.737
	.001
	1.295
	
	-0.101
	.073
	-0.230

	4
	0.681
	.001
	1.160
	
	-0.131
	.025
	-0.287

	5
	0.762
	.001
	1.555
	
	-0.067
	.266
	-0.143

	6
	0.719
	.001
	1.155
	
	-0.098
	.108
	-0.207

	7
	0.740
	.001
	1.457
	
	-0.060
	.264
	-0.143

	8
	0.633
	.001
	1.082
	
	-0.129
	.045
	-0.259

	9
	0.574
	.001
	1.049
	
	-0.089
	.083
	-0.224

	10
	0.660
	.001
	1.132
	
	-0.127
	.008
	-0.342

	Subsample
	Indirect effect (b)
	Indirect effect (p)
	Indirect effect (d)
	
	Direct effect (b)
	Direct effect (p)
	Direct effect (d)

	1
	-0.105
	.002
	-0.380
	
	-0.016
	.784
	-0.031

	2
	-0.036
	.378
	-0.109
	
	-0.172
	.032
	-0.269

	3
	-0.073
	.080
	-0.220
	
	-0.064
	.402
	-0.102

	4
	-0.090
	.026
	-0.278
	
	-0.018
	.804
	-0.031

	5
	-0.048
	.292
	-0.129
	
	-0.031
	.696
	-0.054

	6
	-0.070
	.116
	-0.207
	
	-0.042
	.632
	-0.066

	7
	-0.045
	.236
	-0.147
	
	-0.037
	.564
	-0.068

	8
	-0.083
	.042
	-0.252
	
	0.105
	.214
	0.158

	9
	-0.050
	.102
	-0.214
	
	0.061
	.336
	0.123

	10
	-0.083
	.008
	-0.331
	
	0.104
	.106
	0.218

	Subsample
	Total effect (b)
	Total effect (p)
	Total effect (d)
	
	 
	 
	 

	1
	-0.123
	.038
	-0.277
	
	
	
	

	2
	-0.209
	.001
	-0.390
	
	
	
	

	3
	-0.139
	.052
	-0.262
	
	
	
	

	4
	-0.111
	.124
	-0.214
	
	
	
	

	5
	-0.077
	.182
	-0.175
	
	
	
	

	6
	-0.112
	.132
	-0.200
	
	
	
	

	7
	-0.084
	.138
	-0.208
	
	
	
	

	8
	0.022
	.792
	0.038
	
	
	
	

	9
	0.011
	.822
	0.025
	
	
	
	

	10
	0.021
	.692
	0.049
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. T2 = time 2; T1 = time 2; T3 = time 3; EF = executive functioning; MIDUS, Midlife Development in the United States; b = unstandardized regression weight; d = Cohen’s d effect size. 

