TABLE S1 PRISMA Checklist
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	1

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	1

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	1-4

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	4

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	5, 7

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	5

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Appendix A

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	6

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	6

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6-7

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	6

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	N/A

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	7

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	8

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	7

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	7

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	N/A

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	N/A

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	N/A

	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	6

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	N/A

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	8-9 (and Table 1)

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	9

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	10-15

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	8-9 (and Table 1)

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	N/A

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	N/A

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	N/A

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	N/A

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	15-21

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	20-21

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	20-21

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	15-21



From:  Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71. For more information, visit: http://www.prisma-statement.org/















TABLE S2 SWiM Guidelines
	SWiM is intended to complement and be used as an extension to PRISMA

	SWiM reporting item
	Item description
	Page in manuscript where item is reported

	1 Grouping studies for synthesis
	1a) Provide a description of, and rationale for, the groups used in the synthesis (e.g., groupings of populations, interventions, outcomes, study design) 
	7

	
	1b) Detail and provide rationale for any changes made subsequent to the protocol in the groups used in the synthesis
	N/A

	2 Describe the standardised metric and transformation methods used
	Describe the standardised metric for each outcome. Explain why the metric(s) was chosen, and describe any methods used to transform the intervention effects, as reported in the study, to the standardised metric, citing any methodological guidance consulted

	6-7

	3 Describe the synthesis methods
	Describe and justify the methods used to synthesise the effects for each outcome when it was not possible to undertake a meta-analysis of effect estimates
	7

	4 Criteria used to prioritise results for summary and synthesis
	Where applicable, provide the criteria used, with supporting justification, to select the particular studies, or a particular study, for the main synthesis or to draw conclusions from the synthesis (e.g., based on study design, risk of bias assessments, directness in relation to the review question)
	N/A

	SWiM reporting item
	Item description
	Page in manuscript where item is reported

	5 Investigation of heterogeneity in reported effects
	State the method(s) used to examine heterogeneity in reported effects when it was not possible to undertake a meta-analysis of effect estimates and its extensions to investigate heterogeneity
	7

	6 Certainty of evidence
	Describe the methods used to assess certainty of the synthesis findings

	6

	7 Data presentation methods
	Describe the graphical and tabular methods used to present the effects (e.g., tables, forest plots, harvest plots).
Specify key study characteristics (e.g., study design, risk of bias) used to order the studies, in the text and any tables or graphs, clearly referencing the studies included
	

	8 Reporting results
	For each comparison and outcome, provide a description of the synthesised findings, and the certainty of the findings. Describe the result in language that is consistent with the question the synthesis addresses, and indicate which studies contribute to the synthesis
	8-15

	Discussion
	
	

	9 Limitations of the synthesis

	Report the limitations of the synthesis methods used and/or the groupings used in the synthesis, and how these affect the conclusions that can be drawn in relation to the original review question

	20-21



The citation for the Synthesis Without Meta-analysis explanation and elaboration article is: Campbell M, McKenzie JE, Sowden A, Katikireddi SV, Brennan SE, Ellis S, Hartmann-Boyce J, Ryan R, Shepperd S, Thomas J, Welch V, Thomson H. Synthesis without meta-analysis (SWiM) in systematic reviews: reporting guideline BMJ 2020;368:l6890 http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l6890











Supplement 1: Search strategy 
The following tables show the searches run in PsycInfo, Medline, Sociological abstracts and the Criminal Justice Database. These searches were adapted according to the thesaurus of each database. 
PsycInfo via OVID, searched 06/12/23 and 06/08/25
	
	exp “juvenile delinquency”/ OR exp "criminal offenders"/ OR offend*.ti,ab OR reoffend*.ti,ab OR offenc*.ti,ab OR reoffenc*.ti,ab OR crime.ti,ab OR criminal*.ti,ab OR antisocial.ti,ab OR delinquen*.ti,ab OR recid*.ti,ab OR conduct-disorder.ti,ab	


	AND
	exp "life span"/	OR trajector*.ti,ab OR pathway$.ti,ab OR life-course.ti,ab OR adolescent-limited.ti,ab OR persistent OR persistence.ti,ab OR desistance.ti,ab OR career$.ti,ab

	AND

	female$.mp OR girl$.mp OR gender.mp



Medline via OVID, searched 06/12/23 and 06/08/25
	
	exp "criminals"/ OR exp “criminal behavior”/ OR exp “juvenile delinquency”/ OR offend*.ti,ab OR reoffend*.ti,ab OR offenc*.ti,ab OR reoffenc*.ti,ab OR crime.ti,ab OR criminal*.ti,ab OR antisocial.ti,ab OR delinquen*.ti,ab OR recid*.ti,ab OR conduct-disorder.ti,ab	

	AND

	exp "life course perspective"/ OR trajector*.ti,ab OR pathway$.ti,ab OR life-course.ti,ab OR adolescent-limited.ti,ab OR persistent OR persistence.ti,ab OR desistance.ti,ab OR career$.ti,ab

	AND

	female$.mp OR girl$.mp OR gender.mp



Sociological Abstracts via ProQuest, searched 06/12/23 and 06/08/25
	
	 mainsubject("juvenile delinquency") OR mainsubject("crime") OR title(Offend* OR reoffend* OR offenc* OR reoffenc* OR crime OR criminal* OR antisocial OR delinquen* OR recid* OR "conduct disorder") OR abstract(Offend* OR reoffend* OR offenc* OR reoffenc* OR crime OR criminal* OR antisocial OR delinquen* OR recid* OR "conduct disorder")

	AND

	mainsubject("life course") OR title(Trajector* OR pathway OR life-course OR adolescent-limited OR persistent OR persistence OR desistance OR career) OR abstract(Trajector* OR pathway OR life-course OR adolescent-limited OR persistent OR persistence OR desistance OR career)

	AND

	((gender OR female OR girl)



Criminal Justic Database via ProQuest, searched 06/12/23 and 06/08/25
	
	mainsubject("juvenile delinquency") OR mainsubject("crime") OR title(Offend* OR reoffend* OR offenc* OR reoffenc* OR crime OR criminal* OR antisocial OR delinquen* OR recid* OR "conduct disorder") OR abstract(Offend* OR reoffend* OR offenc* OR reoffenc* OR crime OR criminal* OR antisocial OR delinquen* OR recid* OR "conduct disorder")

	AND

	mainsubject("life course") OR title(Trajector* OR pathway OR life-course OR adolescent-limited OR persistent OR persistence OR desistance OR career) OR abstract(Trajector* OR pathway OR life-course OR adolescent-limited OR persistent OR persistence OR desistance OR career)

	AND

	gender OR female OR girl



Notes: 
· “.ti.ab” represents searching in the title and abstract section 
· “.mp” represents a multi purpose search, searching in all fields
· “exp XXX/” represents exploding a subject heading in Ovid databases 
· *represents truncation 
· $ replaces a single character
· All searches were limited to research published after 1990 to current and the English language
TABLE S3 Study quality assessment
	

	Qs 1-3 adapted from the Newcastle Ottawa Scale for cohort studies
	Qs 4-9 adapted from the Guidelines for Reporting of latent trajectory studies

	Author and year
	1
	 2
	3
	 4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Score (0-9)

	Andersson et al., (2012)
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Blokland & van Os (2010)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	7

	Widom et al., (2018) 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Cohen et al., (2010)  
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	5

	D’Unger et al., (2002)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	7

	Ferrante (2013)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Gushue et al., (2021)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	8

	Evans et al., (2019)  
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5

	Liu (2015) 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Van Halem et al., (2020)  
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Sivertsson et al., (2024)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Kuluk et al., (2024)
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Block et al., (2010)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, (2005)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	7

	Broidy et al., (2015)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	7

	Constantine et al., (2013)  
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	7

	Corrado et al., (2015) 
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Davis et al., (2004)  
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3

	McAra & McVie (2010) 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	McCuish et al., (2014)  
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Papalia et al., (2017)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Van De Rakt et al., (2008)  
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Chung et al., (2002)  
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	7

	Fergusson & Horwood (2002)  
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	8

	Torok et al., (2016)  
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	7

	Ogilvie et al., (2024)
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8


High quality ≥7, Low quality ≤ 6

1.	Was the cohort either truly or somewhat representative of the average in the target population? (e.g. random sample, whole population, purposive sampling to ensure representativeness, or evidence of representativeness) 
2.	Is ascertainment of offending using official records or a named measurement instrument of offending/antisocial behaviour?              
3.	Missing data or loss to follow-up addressed, or unlikely to introduce bias (<20% lost due to attrition or missing data, shown to introduce minimal bias, accounted for in analysis) 	 
4.	Is model specification well-described and clear? E.g., unit of time reported/clear, variables/covariates included in model reported/clear, specifications of within class heterogeneity reported.	 
5.	Is more than one model comparison (and selection) tool used and reported?	 
6.         Are the number of cases per class reported? 
7.	Were posterior probabilities (or posterior probability cut-offs) and/or entropy reported? 
8.	Are the total number of models fitted reported?	 
9.	Are values of the model fit measures reported for all fitted models? 

