Appendix
I. Model selection statistics
	MEN
	BIC 
(N_subjects = 25,237)
	BIC 
(N_observations = 325,944)
	AIC
	Log-likelihood
	Entropy

	k1
	-364345.57
	-364353.24
	-364321.16
	-364315.16
	.

	k2
	-304623.91
	-304640.54
	-304571.02
	-304558.02
	0.926

	k3
	  -293782.90
	-293808.48
	-293701.54
	-293681.54
	0.877

	k4
	 -287651.39
	-287685.93
	-287541.55
	-287514.55
	0.870

	k5
	 -284658.48
	-284701.98
	-284520.17
	-284486.17
	0.847

	k6
	-282664.31
	-282716.76
	-282497.53
	-282456.53
	0.837

	k7
	 -281153.95
	-281215.36
	-280958.69
	-280910.69
	0.818

	k8
	 -280132.88
	-280203.24
	-279909.14
	-279854.14
	0.767



	WOMEN
	BIC 
(N_subjects = 11,239)
	BIC 
(N_observations = 145,582)
	AIC
	Log-likelihood
	Entropy

	k1
	-65261.72
	-65269.41
	-65239.74  
	-65233.74
	.

	k2
	-60382.65
	-60399.29
	-60335.02
	-60322.02
	0.854

	k3
	-59401.36
	-59426.98
	-59328.09
	-59308.09
	0.626

	k4
	-59021.14
	-59055.71
	-58922.22
	-58895.22
	0.632

	k5
	-58699.72
	-58743.26
	-58575.15
	-58541.15
	0.654

	k6
	 -58470.14
	-58522.64
	-58319.93
	-58278.93
	0.635

	k7
	-58248.11
	-58309.58
	-58072.26
	-58024.26
	0.625

	k8
	-58147.01
	-58217.44
	-57945.50
	-57890.51
	0.615


For men, BIC, AIC, and log-likelihood continued to improve (i.e., BIC and AIC became less negative and the log-likelihood increased) with each additional trajectory group from the one-group quadratic model onwards, but the magnitude of the improvements diminished with increasingly complex models. Entropy decreased from 0.926 (two-group quadratic model) to .0767 (eight-group quadratic model), but remained above the commonly recommended threshold of 0.70. The BIC of the five-group quadratic model was only marginally lower than that of the six-group quadratic model, while the additional trajectory identified in the six-group model differed only slightly from the other trajectories.
For women, BIC, AIC and log-likelihood also continued to improve (i.e., BIC and AIC became less negative and the log-likelihood increased) with each additional trajectory group from the one-group quadratic model onwards, but the magnitude of the improvements diminished with increasingly complex models. Entropy remained relatively stable across the three- to eight-group quadratic models (0.615 – 0.654), although it remained below the commonly recommended threshold of 0.70, indicating moderate classification accuracy.

II. Model fit statistics
	
	OCC
	AvePP

	Men (k5)
	
	

	Cluster 1 (LFD)
	10.87
	.9356364

	Cluster 2 (LOM)
	35.21
	.8576296

	Cluster 3 (EAL)
	33.18
	.8550765

	Cluster 4 (HFD)
	84.70
	.8752011

	Cluster 5 (HFC)
	249.58
	.9347576

	Women (k4)
	
	

	Cluster 1 (LFD)
	2.06
	.8141933

	Cluster 2 (LOM)
	27.24
	.7588450

	Cluster 3 (EAL)
	18.03
	.7819682

	Cluster 4 (PM)
	134.28
	.8776416


1. OCC = Odds of Correct Classification; AvePP = Average Posterior Probability.
For men, average group probabilities for the five-group model were high, all averaging .86 and higher (exceeding the .70 threshold recommended by Nagin, 2005), indicating high assignment accuracy. The OCC for the groups ranged from 10.9 to 249.6, confirming high overall assignment accuracy. OCC for Cluster 1 was relatively low [10.87], as a result of its large sample proportion [57.2%], but it still exceeded the minimum threshold of five.
For women, the average posterior probabilities for the four-group quadratic model ranged from 0.76 to 0.88, all exceeding the 0.7 threshold recommended by Nagin (2005), indicating that individuals were assigned to their most likely trajectory group with high certainty. The OCC ranged from 2.06 to 134.28. Although Cluster 1 demonstrated relatively poor classification accuracy (OCC = 2.06) by not meeting the commonly recommended threshold of five, similarly low OCC values were observed across both simpler and more complex models, suggesting that this limitation could not be resolved by choosing a model with increased or decreased trajectory groups.
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