Supplemental Material
Table of Contents
Appendix: Carryover effect estimation	1
Tables S1-S4, Full GEE results of psychosocial maturation and its composites.	3
Tables S5-S8, Full CLR results of psychosocial maturation and its composites.	7

[bookmark: _Toc69104169]Appendix: Carryover effect estimation

Carryover effects, also known as autoregressive and cross-lagged effects, entail the introduction of bias in within models from one measurement period to another (Selig & Little, 2012; Sjölander et al., 2016). We tested for the presence of these effects in our models.
Our victimization outcome as presented in the manuscript was measured at t. The victimization measure was retrospective to the last interview (see Figure s1). Psychosocial maturation was assessed at the time of the interview. Because of this, it was impossible for psychosocial maturation assessed at t to have an impact on victimization at t without a strong assumption that psychosocial maturation remained unchanged between t-1 and t. Thus, the psychosocial maturation used in the analysis was measured at t-1. 
[image: ]
Figure s1 (also Figure 1 in main manuscript). Temporal ordering of the measurement of psychosocial maturation and victimization. Psychosocial maturation was assessed prior to the occurrence of victimization. Victimization was retrospectively reported.

Of concern for our analysis was that victimization during t-1 would affect victimization at t. To control for this, we adjusted all of our analysis by the previous victimization measure (detailed in Table 1 of the manuscript).
Also of concern for our analysis was the potential that psychosocial maturation at t-1 could be affected by earlier victimization. We tested for this by regressing psychosocial maturation assessed at t-1 on victimization reported at t-1 (that is, victimization that occurred prior to the assessment of psychosocial maturation), adjusting for first observation, age, unstructured social activities at t-1, and offending at t-1 (unstructured social activities and offending also occurred prior to the assessment of psychosocial maturation). Using conditional estimating equations, we found no statistically significant effect of victimization at t-1 on psychosocial maturation at t-1.
Of less concern for our analysis, but a carryover effect discussed by Sjölander and colleagues (2016) pertains to the effect of a lagged exposure on the outcome. Due to the nature of our design, we already lagged our exposure measure. It would therefore seem unlikely that “double-lagged” psychosocial maturation (at t-2) would have affected victimization at t. Indeed, when controlling for psychosocial maturation at t-2 in our main models, we found no statistically significant effect of psychosocial maturation at t-2 on victimization at t.


[bookmark: _Toc69104170]Tables S1-S4, Full GEE results of psychosocial maturation and its composites.

	S1. Full results from GEE models estimating “between” association of psychosocial maturation composite and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Psychosocial maturation
	0.61
(0.56, 0.67)
	0.69
(0.64, 0.75)
	0.80
(0.74, 0.88)

	Covariates

	Female sex
	
	0.67
(0.54, 0.83)
	0.73
(0.59, 0.91)

	IQ
	
	1.01
(1.00, 1.01) 
	1.00
(1.00, 1.01)

	Parent socioeconomic status
	
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)

	Age
	
	0.84
(0.81, 0.87)
	0.86
(0.83, 0.99)

	Previous victimization
	
	1.51
(1.39, 1.65)
	1.36
(1.23, 1.50)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.64
(1.36, 1.98)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.11
(1.01, 1.21)

	Adverse childhood experiences
	
	
	1.19
(1.14, 1.25)





	S2. Full results from GEE models estimating “between” association of responsibility and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Responsibility
	0.78
(0.72, 0.84)
	0.85
(0.79, 0.91)
	0.90
(0.84, 0.97)

	Covariates

	Female sex
	
	0.64
(0.52, 0.80)
	0.73
(0.59, 0.91)

	IQ
	
	1.01
(1.00, 1.01) 
	1.00
(1.00, 1.01)

	Parent socioeconomic status
	
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)

	Age
	
	0.82
(0.79, 0.85)
	0.85
(0.82, 0.89)

	Previous victimization
	
	1.60
(1.47, 1.74)
	1.38
(1.25, 1.53)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.76
(1.47, 2.12)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.13
(1.03, 1.24)

	Adverse childhood experiences
	
	
	1.21
(1.16, 1.26)





	S3. Full results from GEE models estimating “between” association of perspective and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Perspective
	0.81
(0.76, 0.86)
	0.88
(0.83, 0.93)
	0.93
(0.87, 0.98)

	Covariates

	Female sex
	
	0.64
(0.52, 0.79)
	0.73
(0.59, 0.90)

	IQ
	
	1.01
(1.00, 1.01) 
	1.00
(1.00, 1.01)

	Parent socioeconomic status
	
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)

	Age
	
	0.81
(0.79, 0.84)
	0.85
(0.82, 0.88)

	Previous victimization
	
	1.60
(1.47, 1.74)
	1.38
(1.25, 1.52)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.76
(1.46, 2.12)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.13
(1.03, 1.23)

	Adverse childhood experiences
	
	
	1.21
(1.16, 1.27)





	S4. Full results from GEE models estimating “between” association of temperance and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Temperance
	0.75
(0.71, 0.78)
	0.79
(0.76, 0.83)
	0.87
(0.83, 0.92)

	Covariates

	Female sex
	
	0.65
(0.52, 0.80)
	0.71
(0.57, 0.89)

	IQ
	
	1.01
(1.00, 1.01) 
	1.00
(1.00, 1.01)

	Parent socioeconomic status
	
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)
	1.00
(0.99, 1.00)

	Age
	
	0.83
(0.80, 0.86)
	0.85
(0.82, 0.88)

	Previous victimization
	
	1.47
(1.35, 1.60)
	1.34
(1.22, 1.48)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.64
(1.36, 1.98)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.09
(1.00, 1.20)

	Adverse childhood experiences
	
	
	1.19
(1.13, 1.24)
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	S5. Full results from CML models estimating the “within” association of psychosocial maturation composite and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Psychosocial maturation
	0.68
(0.60, 0.78)
	0.78
(0.66, 0.93)
	0.83
(0.70, 0.99)

	Covariates

	Age
	
	1.89
(1.72, 2.08)
	1.98
(1.78, 2.19)

	Previous victimization
	
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.41
(1.08, 1.83)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.14
(1.00, 1.32)




	S6. Full results from CLR models estimating the “within” association of responsibility and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Responsibility
	0.73
(0.65, 0.81)
	0.88
(0.75, 1.03)
	0.90
(0.77, 0.99)

	Covariates

	Age
	
	1.86
(1.69, 2.04)
	1.96
(1.77, 2.19)

	Previous victimization
	
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.44
(1.11, 1.83)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.16
(1.01, 1.32)

	S7. Full results from CML models estimating the “within” association of perspective and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Perspective
	0.86
(0.78, 0.94)
	1.03
(0.92, 1.16)
	1.06
(0.94, 1.19)

	Covariates

	Age
	
	1.81
(1.65, 1.98)
	1.91
(1.73, 2.11)

	Previous victimization
	
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.46
(1.12, 1.89)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.17
(1.02, 1.35)




	S8. Full results from CML models estimating the “within” association of temperance and victimization (Figure 3 in manuscript). Results displayed as odds ratios. 95% confidence intervals in parentheses (n = 5,681). 

	Variable
	Crude association
	Adjusted for covariates
	Adjusted for additional victimization predictors

	Temperance
	0.86
(0.80, 0.93)
	0.83
(0.75, 0.92)
	0.85
(0.77, 0.94)

	Covariates

	Age
	
	1.88
(1.71, 2.07)
	1.97
(1.78, 2.18)

	Previous victimization
	
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)
	0.04
(0.02, 0.06)

	Victimization predictors

	Offending
	
	
	1.40
(1.08, 1.82)

	Unstructured social activities
	
	
	1.13
(0.98, 1.30)
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