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Text S1 Childhood and adulthood SES questionnaire content and definition standard
For childhood SES: 
1) The first hukou type was measured by asking “What was your first hukou type?” and was divided into three categories as non-agricultural hukou, agricultural hukou, or other (unified residence hukou, none). 
2) The highest educational level of biological mother was measured by asking “What is the highest level of education your biological mother completed?” and was classified as literate and illiterate. 
3) The highest educational level of biological father was measured by asking “What is the highest level of education your biological father completed?” and was classified as literate and illiterate. 
4) Not have enough food was measured by asking “When you were a child before age 17 was there ever a time when your family did not have enough food to eat?” and the optional answers were yes or no. 
5) Family’s financial situation was measured by asking “When you were a child before age 17, compared to the average family in the same community/village at that time, how was your family’s financial situation?” and was classified as better off than others (a lot better off than them, somewhat better off than them), same as others (same as then), or worse than others (somewhat worse off than them, a lot worse off than them).
6) Childhood health status was measured by asking “Before you were 15 years old (including 15 years old), would you say that compared to other children of the same age, you were___.” and was classified as better off than others (much healthier, somewhat healthier), same as others (about average), or worse than others (somewhat less healthy, much less healthy).

For adulthood SES:
1) The residence areas were measured by asking “What is your current hukou status?” and was classified as urban and rural.
2) The highest educational level was measured by asking “What is the highest level of education you have attained?” and was divided into three categories as less than middle school, middle school, or high school or above.
3) Engaged in any work in the past year was assessed by asking whether the respondent engaged in any work in the past year.
4) We used household per capita consumption to represent family economic status, since previous studies suggested that household per capita consumption had a stronger association with personal well-being and living standards, compared to household income [1]. We divided household consumption per capita into three levels (low, middle, or high) according to tertiles.


Text S2 The evaluation criteria of the GBTM model
[bookmark: _Hlk180483438]The evaluation criteria of the model are judged according to the following indicators: (1) Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) is used to determine the optimal number and order of trajectory group. The closer the BIC is to 0, the better the fitting effect is. (2) The average posterior probability (AvePP) reflects the degree of conformity between subgroup members and the trajectory after trajectory grouping. AvePP>0.7 indicates that the model met an acceptable standard. (3) Odds of correct classification (OCC) measures the probability ratio of correct classification to each group. Generally, OCC >5 implies that the model has high classification accuracy. (4) The number of members in each trajectory group should be more than 5% of all participants as possible. (5) EGP (estimated group proportions) and AGP (assigned group proportions) should be close. (6) Relative entropy, the closer the entropy is to 1, the higher the certainty of the classification, and the higher the entropy is to 0.80, the better the classification accuracy of the model [2].















Table S1 Construction of 35-item frailty index
	Item number
	Item definition
	Cut point

	1
	Self-reported physician diagnosed hypertension
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	2
	Self-reported physician diagnosed dyslipidemia
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	3
	Self-reported physician diagnosed heart disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	4
	Self-reported physician diagnosed stroke
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	5
	Self-reported physician diagnosed cancer
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	6
	Self-reported physician diagnosed arthritis
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	7
	Self-reported physician diagnosed chronic lung disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	8
	Self-reported physician diagnosed asthma
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	9
	Self-reported physician diagnosed any emotional, nervous, or psychiatric problems
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	10
	Self-reported physician diagnosed memory-related disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	11
	Self-reported physician diagnosed liver disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	12
	Self-reported physician diagnosed kidney disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	13
	Self-reported physician diagnosed diabetes or high blood sugar
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	14
	Self-reported physician diagnosed stomach or other digestive disease
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	15
	Self-reported general health status
	Fair, poor, very poor=1, very good, good=0

	16
	Difficulty with dressing
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	17
	Difficulty with bathing or showering
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	18
	Difficulty with eating
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	19
	Difficulty with getting in and out of bed
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	20
	Difficulty with using the toilet
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	21
	Difficulty with managing money
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	22
	Difficulty with taking medications
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	23
	Difficulty with shopping for groceries
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	24
	Difficulty with preparing meals
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	25
	Difficulty with doing housework
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	26
	Difficulty with controlling urination and defecation
	Yes = 1, No = 0

	27
	Bothered by things
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	28
	Had trouble keeping mind
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	29
	Felt depressed
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	30
	I felt everything I did was an effort
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0


Continuation of table S1
	31
	I felt hopeful about the future
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	32
	I felt fearful
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	33
	I was happy
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	34
	I felt lonely
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0

	35
	I could not get on
	Occasionally or a moderate, 5-7 days per week=1, < 1 day, 1-2 days per week=0





Table S2 Parameter estimation of the development trajectory of the frailty index of fitted censored normal models
	Trajectory group
	Trajectory feature
	Parameter
	Estimate
	Standard error
	t
	P

	1 
	Low-increase trajectory
	intercept
	−5.14450
	0.33458 
	−15.376
	<0.001

	
	
	linear
	0.00261 
	0.00017 
	15.730 
	<0.001

	2 
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	intercept
	−17.01303
	0.50719 
	−33.544
	<0.001

	
	
	linear
	0.00856 
	0.00025 
	33.981 
	<0.001

	3 
	High-increase trajectory
	intercept
	−30.80892
	0.99060 
	−31.101
	<0.001

	
	
	linear
	0.01548 
	0.00049 
	31.483 
	<0.001








Table S3 Model evaluation to fit the development trajectory of the censored model's frailty index
	Trajectory group
	AvePP
	OCC
	EGP (%)
	AGP (%)

	1
	0.95 
	12.64 
	60.44 
	59.89 

	2
	0.90 
	20.77 
	31.18 
	31.69 

	3
	0.94 
	163.30 
	8.37 
	8.42 


Note: AvePP, Average posterior probability.
OCC: Odds of Correct Classification.
EGP: estimated group proportions.
AGP: assigned group proportions.






Table S4 Sensitivity analysis of the relevant parameters in the process of fitting the development trajectory of frailty index among those participated in all five waves (N=8255)
	Group number
	Order of each group
	BIC
	Each trajectory group proportions (%)

	
	
	
	Group 1
	Group 2
	Group 3
	Group 4
	Group 5

	3
	333
	26743.75 
	36.52 
	38.44 
	25.04 
	
	

	4
	3333
	26924.91 
	33.73 
	19.75 
	29.48 
	17.03 
	

	5
	33333
	27018.18 
	23.49 
	1.15 
	32.21 
	29.83 
	13.32 

	3
	111
	31474.75 
	31.76 
	59.79 
	8.45 
	
	







[image: ]
Figure S1 Sensitivity analysis of frailty trajectories during 2011-2020 among those participated in all five waves (N=6095)
[bookmark: _Hlk164935348][bookmark: _Hlk164930437]Note: Group 1(blue): Moderate -increase trajectory. Group 2(red): Low-increase trajectory. Group 3(green): High-increase trajectory.


Table S5 Sensitivity analysis of multinomial logistic regression of socioeconomic status and frailty trajectories among those participated in all five waves (N=6095)
	[bookmark: _Hlk171607677][bookmark: _Hlk164782522]Characteristics
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	High-increase trajectory

	
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value

	Childhood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	First hukou type
	
	
	
	

	Non-agricultural Hukou
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Agricultural Hukou
	1.26 (0.99-1.62)
	0.065 
	1.41 (0.89-2.25)
	0.147 

	Other
	1.10 (0.47-2.55)
	0.833 
	0.53 (0.06-4.36)
	0.554 

	Highest educational level of biological mother
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	0.94 (0.77-1.15)
	0.542 
	1.84 (1.18-2.88)
	0.007 

	Highest educational level of biological father
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.10 (0.97-1.24)
	0.125 
	0.99 (0.81-1.22)
	0.963 

	Not have enough food
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Yes
	1.55 (1.35-1.77)
	<0.001
	1.91 (1.47-2.46)
	<0.001

	Family’s financial situation
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	0.96 (0.77-1.19)
	0.703 
	1.29 (0.83-2.00)
	0.263 

	Worse than others
	1.38 (1.11-1.73)
	0.004 
	2.62 (1.69-4.06)
	<0.001

	Childhood health status
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.21 (1.06-1.37)
	0.004 
	1.21 (0.97-1.51)
	0.094 

	Worse than others
	1.95 (1.62-2.36)
	<0.001
	2.85 (2.15-3.78)
	<0.001

	
	
	
	
	

	Adulthood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	Residence areas
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Rural
	1.38 (1.21-1.58)
	<0.001
	2.14 (1.69-2.72)
	<0.001

	Highest educational levels
	
	
	
	

	High school or above
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle school
	1.21 (0.97-1.50)
	0.093 
	1.34 (0.84-2.16)
	0.223 

	Less than middle school
	1.60 (1.30-1.95)
	<0.001
	2.55 (1.66-3.92)
	<0.001

	Engaged in any work in the past year
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	No
	1.34 (1.17-1.53)
	<0.001
	1.98 (1.60-2.44)
	<0.001

	Household per capita consumption
	
	
	
	

	High
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle
	0.91 (0.79-1.05)
	0.185
	0.85 (0.67-1.09)
	0.200 

	Low
	1.00 (0.87-1.16)
	0.961
	0.96 (0.76-1.23)
	0.761 


Note: 
The low-increase trajectory group was taken as the track reference group.
When analyzing the association between childhood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, six exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were age, gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
When analyzing the association between adulthood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, four exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were age, gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
RRR, relative-risk ratios.
CI, confidence interval.



Table S6 The relevant parameters in the process of fitting the development trajectory of frailty index by age
	Group number
	Order of each group
	BIC
	Each trajectory group proportions (%)

	
	
	
	Group 1
	Group 2
	Group 3
	Group 4
	Group 5

	45-60 years
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	333
	19825.54 
	35.97 
	39.27 
	24.75 
	
	

	4
	3333
	19969.27 
	34.85 
	16.77 
	31.99 
	16.39 
	

	5
	33333
	20050.98 
	21.30 
	1.85 
	33.55 
	31.55 
	11.75 

	3
	221
	23216.95 
	29.94 
	63.06 
	7.00 
	
	

	>60 years
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	333
	10644.83 
	34.73 
	37.57 
	27.70 
	
	

	4
	3333
	10692.48 
	32.56 
	20.06 
	27.67 
	19.70 
	

	5
	33333
	10708.63 
	20.24 
	1.84 
	31.92 
	30.84 
	15.17 

	3
	221
	12622.91 
	34.83 
	55.55 
	9.62 
	
	









[image: ]
Figure S2 Frailty trajectories during 2011-2020 by age
45-60 years:
Group 1(blue): Moderate-increase trajectory. Group 2(red): Low-increase trajectory. Group 3(green): High-increase trajectory.
>60 years:
Group 1(blue): Moderate-increase trajectory. Group 2(red): Low-increase trajectory. Group 3(green): High-increase trajectory.


Table S7 Multinomial logistic regression of socioeconomic status and frailty trajectories in 45-60 years
	Characteristics
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	High-increase trajectory

	
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value

	Childhood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	First hukou type
	
	
	
	

	Non-agricultural Hukou
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Agricultural Hukou
	1.23 (0.91-1.68)
	0.183 
	0.97 (0.56-1.68)
	0.908 

	Other
	0.83 (0.29-2.38)
	0.722 
	0.76 (0.09-6.55)
	0.800 

	Highest educational level of biological mother
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	0.97 (0.78-1.20)
	0.777 
	2.01 (1.23-3.28)
	0.006 

	Highest educational level of biological father
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.05 (0.91-1.21)
	0.497 
	0.95 (0.74-1.22)
	0.669 

	Not have enough food
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Yes
	1.62 (1.38-1.89)
	<0.001
	2.23 (1.63-3.06)
	<0.001

	Family’s financial situation
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.11 (0.86-1.44)
	0.423 
	1.06 (0.62-1.80)
	0.826 

	Worse than others
	1.57 (1.20-2.05)
	0.001 
	2.37 (1.40-4.01)
	0.001 

	Childhood health status
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.17 (1.01-1.36)
	0.040 
	1.16 (0.87-1.53)
	0.306 

	Worse than others
	2.07 (1.67-2.57)
	<0.001
	2.97 (2.10-4.20)
	<0.001

	
	
	
	
	

	Adulthood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	Residence areas
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Rural
	1.25 (1.07-1.45)
	0.004 
	1.65 (1.24-2.20)
	0.001 

	Highest educational levels
	
	
	
	

	High school or above
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle school
	1.32 (1.04-1.66)
	0.021 
	1.22 (0.72-2.07)
	0.451 

	Less than middle school
	1.86 (1.49-2.32)
	<0.001
	3.00 (1.87-4.81)
	<0.001

	Engaged in any work in the past year
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	No
	1.45 (1.22-1.71)
	<0.001
	2.93 (2.26-3.80)
	<0.001

	Household per capita consumption
	
	
	
	

	High
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle
	0.92 (0.78-1.09)
	0.327 
	0.85 (0.63-1.15)
	0.302 

	Low
	1.00 (0.85-1.19)
	0.979 
	0.92 (0.68-1.25)
	0.604 


Note: 
The low-increase trajectory group was taken as the track reference group.
When analyzing the association between childhood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, six exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
When analyzing the association between adulthood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, four exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
RRR, relative-risk ratios.
CI, confidence interval.


Table S8 Multinomial logistic regression of socioeconomic status and frailty trajectories in >60 years
	Characteristics
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	High-increase trajectory

	
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value

	Childhood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	First hukou type
	
	
	
	

	Non-agricultural Hukou
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Agricultural Hukou
	1.35 (0.95-1.93)
	0.092 
	1.37 (0.74-2.53)
	0.322 

	Other
	0.95 (0.27-3.37)
	0.934 
	
	0.987 

	Highest educational level of biological mother
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	0.97 (0.64-1.46)
	0.874 
	1.24 (0.57-2.70)
	0.590 

	Highest educational level of biological father
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.27 (1.06-1.52)
	0.011 
	1.12 (0.83-1.50)
	0.463 

	Not have enough food
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Yes
	1.22 (0.99-1.50)
	0.052 
	1.07 (0.77-1.50)
	0.676 

	Family’s financial situation
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	0.94 (0.70-1.28)
	0.697 
	1.19 (0.68-2.08)
	0.548 

	Worse than others
	1.31 (0.96-1.79)
	0.091 
	2.39 (1.36-4.18)
	0.002 

	Childhood health status
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.23 (1.03-1.48)
	0.023 
	1.31 (0.97-1.78)
	0.081 

	Worse than others
	1.64 (1.24-2.17)
	<0.001
	2.21 (1.46-3.35)
	<0.001

	
	
	
	
	

	Adulthood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	Residence areas
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Rural
	1.54 (1.26-1.88)
	<0.001
	2.12 (1.51-2.96)
	<0.001

	Highest educational levels
	
	
	
	

	High school or above
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle school
	0.90 (0.60-1.36)
	0.628 
	1.71 (0.66-4.40)
	0.268 

	Less than middle school
	1.14 (0.80-1.64)
	0.466 
	2.71 (1.14-6.43)
	0.024 

	Engaged in any work in the past year
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	No
	1.29 (1.07-1.55)
	0.007 
	1.85 (1.37-2.46)
	<0.001

	Household per capita consumption
	
	
	
	

	High
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle
	1.12 (0.90-1.38)
	0.307 
	1.11 (0.79-1.55)
	0.539 

	Low
	0.97 (0.78-1.20)
	0.751 
	0.82 (0.57-1.17)
	0.268 


Note: 
The low-increase trajectory group was taken as the track reference group.
When analyzing the association between childhood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, six exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
When analyzing the association between adulthood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, four exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
RRR, relative-risk ratios.
CI, confidence interval.



Table S9 The relevant parameters in the process of fitting the development trajectory of frailty index by gender
	Group number
	Order of each group
	BIC
	Each trajectory group proportions (%)

	
	
	
	Group 1
	Group 2
	Group 3
	Group 4
	Group 5

	Male
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	333
	15689.45 
	37.29 
	38.38 
	24.34 
	
	

	4
	3333
	15793.97 
	33.94 
	15.41 
	33.06 
	17.59 
	

	5
	33333
	15853.99 
	24.59 
	2.97 
	30.83 
	30.34 
	11.27 

	3
	211
	18241.81 
	67.52 
	26.74 
	5.75 
	
	

	Female
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	333
	14975.88 
	36.48 
	37.97 
	25.55 
	
	

	4
	3333
	15060.32 
	34.41 
	16.58 
	29.94 
	19.06 
	

	5
	33333
	15089.41 
	20.66 
	0.78 
	32.56 
	31.12 
	14.88 

	3
	211
	17694.49 
	54.26 
	35.54 
	10.20 
	
	









[image: ]
Figure S3 Frailty trajectories during 2011-2020 by gender
Male:
Group 1(blue): Low-increase trajectory. Group 2(red): Moderate-increase trajectory. Group 3(green): High-increase trajectory.
Female:
Group 1(blue): Low-increase trajectory. Group 2(red): Moderate-increase trajectory. Group 3(green): High-increase trajectory.


Table S10 Multinomial logistic regression of socioeconomic status and frailty trajectories in male
	Characteristics
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	High-increase trajectory

	
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value

	Childhood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	First hukou type
	
	
	
	

	Non-agricultural Hukou
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Agricultural Hukou
	1.17 (0.84-1.63)
	0.365 
	1.30 (0.64-2.65)
	0.469 

	Other
	0.65 (0.18-2.41)
	0.524 
	1.30 (0.14-11.90)
	0.816 

	Highest educational level of biological mother
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.06 (0.79-1.42)
	0.699 
	2.02 (0.95-4.27)
	0.067 

	Highest educational level of biological father
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.11 (0.94-1.31)
	0.216 
	0.95 (0.70-1.30)
	0.756 

	Not have enough food
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Yes
	1.48 (1.22-1.80)
	<0.001
	1.47 (0.99-2.18)
	0.059 

	Family’s financial situation
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	0.85 (0.62-1.15)
	0.293 
	1.33 (0.59-2.98)
	0.488 

	Worse than others
	1.06 (0.78-1.45)
	0.710 
	3.05 (1.37-6.76)
	0.006 

	Childhood health status
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.07 (0.90-1.27)
	0.439 
	0.95 (0.68-1.32)
	0.755 

	Worse than others
	1.68 (1.30-2.16)
	<0.001
	2.06 (1.34-3.16)
	0.001 

	
	
	
	
	

	Adulthood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	Residence areas
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Rural
	1.23 (1.03-1.47)
	0.025 
	1.70 (1.18-2.46)
	0.005 

	Highest educational levels
	
	
	
	

	High school or above
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle school
	1.12 (0.87-1.44)
	0.397 
	1.56 (0.84-2.89)
	0.155 

	Less than middle school
	1.48 (1.17-1.87)
	0.001 
	2.78 (1.58-4.89)
	<0.001

	Engaged in any work in the past year
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	No
	1.52 (1.25-1.85)
	<0.001
	2.11 (1.51-2.96)
	<0.001

	Household per capita consumption
	
	
	
	

	High
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle
	0.93 (0.77-1.13)
	0.494 
	1.18 (0.81-1.73)
	0.389 

	Low
	0.84 (0.69-1.03)
	0.092 
	1.13 (0.77-1.65)
	0.540 


Note: 
The low-increase trajectory group was taken as the track reference group.
When analyzing the association between childhood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, six exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
When analyzing the association between adulthood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, four exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were age, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
RRR, relative-risk ratios.
CI, confidence interval.


Table S11 Multinomial logistic regression of socioeconomic status and frailty trajectories in female
	Characteristics
	Moderate-increase trajectory
	High-increase trajectory

	
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value
	RRR (95%CI)
	P Value

	Childhood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	First hukou type
	
	
	
	

	Non-agricultural Hukou
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Agricultural Hukou
	1.32 (0.96-1.80)
	0.083 
	1.59 (0.90-2.80)
	0.110 

	Other
	0.80 (0.26-2.40)
	0.686 
	
	0.975 

	Highest educational level of biological mother
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	0.86 (0.67-1.11)
	0.241 
	1.74 (1.02-2.97)
	0.041 

	Highest educational level of biological father
	
	
	
	

	Literate
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Illiterate
	1.10 (0.94-1.28)
	0.225 
	1.08 (0.85-1.38)
	0.515 

	Not have enough food
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Yes
	1.52 (1.29-1.78)
	<0.001
	1.69 (1.28-2.23)
	<0.001

	Family’s financial situation
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.06 (0.83-1.37)
	0.628 
	1.12 (0.72-1.75)
	0.618 

	Worse than others
	1.62 (1.24-2.10)
	<0.001
	2.14 (1.36-3.35)
	0.001 

	Childhood health status
	
	
	
	

	Better off than others
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Same as others
	1.33 (1.14-1.56)
	<0.001
	1.38 (1.06-1.79)
	0.015 

	Worse than others
	2.24 (1.77-2.83)
	<0.001
	3.31 (2.36-4.65)
	<0.001

	
	
	
	
	

	Adulthood socioeconomic status
	
	
	
	

	Residence areas
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Rural
	1.45 (1.23-1.71)
	<0.001
	2.27 (1.72-3.00)
	<0.001

	Highest educational levels
	
	
	
	

	High school or above
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle school
	1.37 (0.98-1.92)
	0.069 
	1.10 (0.54-2.22)
	0.790 

	Less than middle school
	1.74 (1.28-2.37)
	<0.001
	2.63 (1.41-4.89)
	0.002 

	Engaged in any work in the past year
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	No
	1.33 (1.14-1.55)
	<0.001
	2.38 (1.88-3.02)
	<0.001

	Household per capita consumption
	
	
	
	

	High
	Reference
	
	Reference
	

	Middle
	0.92 (0.77-1.10)
	0.378 
	0.83 (0.63-1.10)
	0.191 

	Low
	1.03 (0.86-1.23)
	0.786 
	0.87 (0.65-1.16)
	0.343 


Note: 
The low-increase trajectory group was taken as the track reference group.
When analyzing the association between childhood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, six exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were gender, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
When analyzing the association between adulthood socioeconomic status and frailty trajectory, four exposure factors were put into the model at the same time, and the adjusted confounding factors were age, marital status, smoking status, drinking status, and body mass index.
RRR, relative-risk ratios.
CI, confidence interval.
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