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Table S1. Principal Component Analysis Item Loadings for Toddler Developmental Outcomes
	Item
	PC1 (Neurocognitive)
	PC2 
(Affective Regulation)
	PC3 
(Surgency)

	Cognition (BSID-III)
	-0.860
	0.018
	0.124

	Receptive Language (BSID-III)
	-0.829
	0.181
	0.056

	Expressive Language (BSID-III)
	-0.807
	0.084
	-0.031

	Fine Motor (BSID-III)
	-0.737
	0.234
	-0.059

	Gross Motor (BSID-III)
	-0.561
	0.271
	-0.262

	Q-CHAT Total Score
	0.617
	0.423
	-0.081

	CBCL Dysregulation Profile
	0.174
	0.737
	-0.176

	ECBQ Negative Affectivity
	0.193
	0.694
	0.043

	ECBQ Effortful Control
	-0.054
	-0.651
	-0.288

	ECBQ Surgency
	0.006
	-0.023
	-0.947


Note. PCA = principal component analysis; BSID-III = Bayley Scales of Infant and Toddler Development, Third Edition; Q-CHAT = Quantitative Checklist for Autism in Toddlers; CBCL = Child Behaviour Checklist; ECBQ = Early Childhood Behaviour Questionnaire. Loadings shown are from the principal component analysis reported previously in the developing Human Connectome Project sample1, reproduced here for completeness. Loadings ≥ |0.40| (bolded in the primary source) were used to interpret and label each component. The three components jointly explained 79.5% of the total variance. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .816, and Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant, χ² = 2642.57, p < .001, indicating the data were suitable for component extraction. The sign of the PC3 (Surgency) loadings was reflected for interpretability, such that higher PC3 scores correspond to greater surgency.
Table S2. Full ANCOVA Summary Statistics for All Three Outcome Domains
	Predictor
	Outcome
	df
	F
	p
	η² (partial)

	Maternal Warmth
	Affective Regulation
	2, 272
	6.72
	.001
	.045

	EPDS
	Affective Regulation
	1, 272
	4.61
	.033
	.016

	IMD
	Affective Regulation
	1, 272
	0.39
	.535
	.001

	Birth Group
	Affective Regulation
	1, 272
	1.71
	.192
	.006

	Warmth × Birth Group
	Affective Regulation
	2, 272
	3.76
	.024
	.025

	Maternal Warmth
	Neurocognitive
	2, 272
	0.41
	.665
	—

	EPDS
	Neurocognitive
	1, 272
	10.33
	< .001
	—

	IMD
	Neurocognitive
	1, 272
	14.72
	< .001
	—

	Birth Group
	Neurocognitive
	1, 272
	22.83
	< .001
	—

	Warmth × Birth Group
	Neurocognitive
	2, 272
	0.64
	.526
	—

	Maternal Warmth
	Surgency
	2, 272
	1.61
	.201
	—

	EPDS
	Surgency
	1, 272
	0.79
	.374
	—

	IMD
	Surgency
	1, 272
	2.47
	.117
	—

	Birth Group
	Surgency
	1, 272
	1.21
	.272
	—

	Warmth × Birth Group
	Surgency
	2, 272
	0.77
	.464
	—


Note. EPDS = Edinburgh Postnatal Depression Scale (maternal depressive symptoms); IMD = Index of Multiple Deprivation (neighbourhood socioeconomic deprivation); Birth Group = term-born vs. preterm-born. Partial η² values are reported where available; dashes indicate values not computed for that model.
Table S3. Post Hoc Pairwise Comparisons of Maternal Warmth Levels on Affective Regulation (Bonferroni-corrected)
	Comparison
	df
	t
	95% CI
	p (Bonferroni)

	Low vs. High Warmth
	272
	3.67
	[0.31, 1.42]
	< .001

	Moderate vs. High Warmth
	272
	1.57
	[–0.16, 0.82]
	.352

	Low vs. Moderate Warmth
	272
	2.21
	[–0.04, 1.12]
	.084


Note. Positive values indicate higher (i.e., more difficult) affective regulation scores in the first-named group. Comparisons were corrected for multiple testing using the Bonferroni method.
Table S4. Simple Effects of the Maternal Warmth × Birth Group Interaction on Affective Regulation (Tukey-corrected)
	Birth Group
	Comparison
	df
	t
	95% CI
	p (Tukey)

	Preterm
	Low vs. High Warmth
	272
	3.61
	[0.31, 2.71]
	.005

	Preterm
	Moderate vs. High Warmth
	272
	1.57
	—
	.242

	Preterm
	Low vs. Moderate Warmth
	272
	2.21
	—
	.063

	Term
	All warmth comparisons
	272
	< 1.0
	—
	> .05


Note. Simple effects were examined separately within each birth group to decompose the significant Warmth × Birth Group interaction reported in Table S2 (F(2, 272) = 3.76, p = .024). Preterm-born toddlers showed a significant difference in affective regulation between the low- and high-warmth groups, whereas no significant pairwise differences emerged among term-born toddlers.
Table S5. Non-parametric Sensitivity Analyses for Neurocognitive and Surgency Outcomes
	Outcome
	Comparison
	Test Statistic
	p

	Neurocognitive
	Across warmth groups
	H(2) = 0.01
	.994

	Neurocognitive
	Preterm vs. term
	H(1) = 14.84
	< .001

	Surgency
	Across warmth groups
	χ²(2) = 1.82
	.403

	Surgency
	Preterm vs. term
	χ²(1) = 0.66
	.416


Note. Kruskal–Wallis tests were conducted as sensitivity analyses because Levene's test indicated heterogeneity of variance for the Neurocognitive model, F(5, 274) = 2.81, p = .017, and the Surgency model, F(5, 274) = 5.76, p < .001. Results were consistent with the corresponding ANCOVA findings reported in Table S2: no significant differences in either outcome across maternal warmth groups, and a significant preterm–term difference for Neurocognitive outcomes only.
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