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[bookmark: _1._Supplemental_Methods]1. Supplemental Methods
[bookmark: _1.1_Deriving_ADI]1.1 Deriving ADI and COI Scores
ADI: We factor-analyzed the 17 ADI indicators (Taylor et al., 2020) and selected nine indicators based on factor loadings and structure; these nine indicators were used to derive an ADI factor score. Specifically, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test a one-factor model for these 17 ADI indicators. Indicators with a factor loading smaller than 0.60 were removed (per recommendations by Taylor et al., 2020), resulting in 10 remaining ADI indicators. Taylor et al. (2020) derived 9 ADI indicators using the same method; the additional indicator that survived the threshold in the present study was the percentage of the population aged > 25 years with < 9 years of education (factor loading = 0.62). 
We then tested a one-factor model for the 10 ADI indicators (CFI = 0.783, RMSEA = 0.263, SRMR = 0.078), as well as a one-factor model for the 9 ADI indicators (CFI = 0.927, RMSEA = 0.155, SRMR = 0.041) derived in Taylor et al. (2020), using CFA. Model fit indices and Chi-Square difference test (p < .0001) indicated that the 9-indicator one-factor model fit significantly better than the 10-indicator one-factor model. These nine indicators (Table S2) were standardized and then averaged to derive the ADI composite score, such that higher scores indicated greater area deprivation (i.e., fewer neighborhood socioeconomic resources). Statistical analyses were performed in R (version 4.2.2) using the lavaan package.
COI: The 12 COI indicators (Table S2) were highly correlated (Pearson’s Rs ranged from 0.610 to 0.970) and were averaged to derive the COI composite score (all COI indicators ranged from 0 to 100). Higher scores indicated greater child opportunity (i.e., greater neighborhood socioeconomic resources related to child opportunity). Statistical analyses were performed in R (version 4.2.2).
[bookmark: _1.2_Dimensionality_Reduction][bookmark: _1.3_Deriving_Groups]

[bookmark: _2._Supplemental_Results]2. Supplemental Results
[bookmark: _2.1_Dimensionality_Reduction]2.1 Dimensionality Reduction
Factor analyses were conducted to reduce the dimensionality of our data and facilitate theoretical interpretation. See Table S4 for model fit indices, and Table S5 for the selected variables and factor loadings of these variables.
EFA: At Baseline, four variables with factor loadings less than 0.35 were removed from the model: neighborhood safety (youth-report), subject material hardship, cumulative trauma exposure, and youth’s prosociality (parent-report). A four-factor solution (i.e., neighborhood SES, family SES, family risk, and protective factor) best explained our data, with 49% variance explained by the solution and the four factors individually accounting for 15%, 12%, 12%, and 9% of the variance, respectively. 
At Year-1, six variables with factor loadings less than 0.35 were removed: neighborhood safety (youth-report), subject material hardship, cumulative trauma exposure, lifetime adverse events count (both parent- and youth-report), and youth’s prosociality (parent-report). A four-factor solution (i.e., neighborhood SES, family SES, family risk, and protective factor) best explained our data, with 51% variance explained by the solution and the four factors individually accounting for 18%, 13%, 12%, and 8% of the variance, respectively.
At Year-2, twelve variables with factor loadings less than 0.35 were removed: neighborhood safety (youth-report), neighborhood cohesion, neighborhood social control, subject material hardship, days of missing/absence of school, delinquent peer involvement, peer prosocial behavior, cumulative trauma exposure, lifetime adverse events count (both parent- and youth-report), and youth’s prosociality (parent-report). A four-factor solution (i.e., neighborhood SES, family SES, family risk, and protective factor) best explained our data, with 42% variance explained by the solution and the four factors individually accounting for 15%, 10%, 10%, and 8% of the variance, respectively.
Notably, a few measures were incorporated into the ABCD Study at Year-2 (e.g., School Attendance and Grades Questionnaire, Peer Behavioral Profile, Peer Network Health Protective Scale). Using a cutoff of 0.35 for factor loadings in EFA, most of these measures were removed from the model, resulting in comparable measure composition across Baseline, Year-1, and Year-2, except that at Year-2, there was an additional measure of prosocial peer involvement of the youths (e.g., having peers who are good students and who provide support). 
	CFA: At Baseline, the four-factor model fit derived from EFA well descriptively (CFI = 0.967, RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR = 0.044). All standardized factor loadings were generally large and statistically significant for neighborhood SES (range: 0.543 - 0.937), family SES (0.765 - 0.808), family risk (0.457 - 0.888), and protective factor (0.390 - 0.625). See Table S4 for Year-1 and Year-2.
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[bookmark: _3._Supplemental_Tables]3. Supplemental Tables
[bookmark: _3.1_Table_S1.]Table S1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at Year-1 and Year-2
	Year 1 (N = 9,275)

	Age
	Mean (years)
	SD [range]

	
	10.91
	0.63 [9.75-12.42]

	Race
	N
	Percentage

	White
	5,919
	64%

	Black/African American
	1,399
	15%

	Asian
	234
	3%

	Pacific Islander
	10
	<1%

	Native American/Alaskan/Hawaiian
	52
	1%

	Biracial or multiracial
	1,113
	12%

	Other
	424
	5%

	Ethnicity

	Hispanic or Latino
	1,925
	21%

	Not Hispanic or Latino
	7,239
	78%

	Sex Assigned at Birth
	
	

	Female
	4,383
	47%

	Parental Education

	Less than High School
	433
	5%

	High School Degree or Equivalent
	792
	9%

	Some College
	1,128
	12%

	College Degree
	2,324
	25%

	Associates or Occupational Degree
	1,246
	13%

	Masters or Professional Degree
	3,269
	35%

	Year 2 (N = 8,399)

	Age
	Mean (years)
	SD [range]

	
	11.99
	0.66 [10.58-14]

	Race
	N
	Percentage

	White
	5,453
	65%

	Black/African American
	1,179
	14%

	Asian
	210
	3%

	Pacific Islander
	9
	<1%

	Native American/Alaskan/Hawaiian
	43
	1%

	Biracial or multiracial
	1,012
	12%

	Other
	381
	5%

	Ethnicity

	Hispanic or Latino
	1,750
	21%

	Not Hispanic or Latino
	6,550
	78%

	Sex Assigned at Birth
	
	

	Female
	3,966
	47%

	Parental Education

	Less than High School
	380
	5%

	High School Degree or Equivalent
	758
	9%

	Some College
	947
	11%

	College Degree
	2,153
	26%

	Associates or Occupational Degree
	1,049
	13%

	Masters or Professional Degree
	3,061
	37%




[bookmark: _3.2_Table_S2.]Table S2. Measurement Details for Each Developmental Context
	A. Neighborhood

	Item
	Response
	Scoring

	Residential History Derived Scores

	Residential History Derived – Area Deprivation Index (ADI)

	1. Percentage of civilian labor force population aged >=16 y unemployed (unemployment rate)
	Derived from the primary address
	ADI Composite Score

Higher scores = more area deprivation


	2. Percentage of families below the poverty level 
	
	

	3. Percentage of population below 138% of the poverty threshold
	
	

	4. Percentage of single households
	
	

	5. Percentage of occupied housing units without a motor vehicle
	
	

	6. Percentage of population aged >=25 y with at least a high school diploma *
	
	

	7. Percentage of homeowner *
	
	

	8. Median family income *
	
	

	9. Income disparity defined by Singh as the log of 100 x ratio of the number of households with <10000 annual income to the number of households with >50000 annual income
	
	

	Child Opportunity Scores – Nationally Normed

	1. Overall COI: Nationally-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the overall COI
	Derived from the primary address
	COI Composite Score

Higher scores = more child opportunity

	2. Education domain: Nationally-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the education domain
	
	

	3. Health and environment domain: Nationally-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the health and environment domain
	
	

	4. Social and economic domain: Nationally-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the social and economic domain
	
	

	Child Opportunity Scores – State Normed

	1. Overall COI: State-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the overall COI
	
Derived from the primary address

	COI Composite Score

Higher scores = more child opportunity

	2. Education domain: State-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the education domain
	
	

	3. Health and environment domain: State-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the health and environment domain
	
	

	4. Social and economic domain: State-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the social and economic domain
	
	

	Child Opportunity Scores – Metro-Normed

	1. Overall COI: Metro-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the overall COI
	Derived from the primary address
	COI Composite Score

Higher scores = more child opportunity

	2. Education domain: Metro-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the education domain
	
	

	3. Health and environment domain: Metro-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the health and environment domain
	
	

	4. Social and economic domain: Metro-normed Child Opportunity Scores (from 1 to 100) for the social and economic domain
	
	

	Neighborhood Safety/Crime Survey Modified from PhenX (NSC) – Parent and Youth Report 

	P: Parent Report

	1. I feel safe walking in my neighborhood, day or night.
	1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral (neither agree nor disagree); 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

Higher scores = better-perceived neighborhood safety/less neighborhood crime
	Average Score

Higher scores = more perceived neighborhood safety

	2. Violence is not a problem in my neighborhood.
	
	

	3. My neighborhood is safe from crime
	
	

	Y: Youth Report

	1. My neighborhood is safe from crime.
	1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral (neither agree nor disagree); 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

Higher scores = better-perceived neighborhood safety/less neighborhood crime
	Total Score

Higher scores = more perceived neighborhood safety

	B. School Environment and Peer Interactions

	Item
	Response
	Scoring

	School Risk and Protective Factors Survey (Y)

	1. In my school, students have lots of chances to help decide things like class activities and rules.
	1 = NO!; 2 = no; 3 = yes; 4 = YES!

Mark (the BIG) YES! if you think the statement is definitely true for you; Mark (the little) yes if you think the statement is mostly true for you; Mark (the little) no if you think the statement is mostly not true for you; Mark (the BIG) NO! if you think the statement is definitely not true for you.
	Total Score

Higher scores = more protective school environment

	2. I get along with my teachers.
	
	

	3. My teacher(s) notices when I am doing a good job and lets me know about it.
	
	

	4. There are lots of chances for students in my school to get involved in sports, clubs, or other school activities outside of class.
	
	

	5. I feel safe at my school.
	
	

	6. The school lets my parents know when I have done something well.
	
	

	7. I like school because I do well in class.
	
	

	8. I feel I'm just as smart as other kids my age.
	
	

	9. There are lots of chances to be part of class discussions or activities.
	
	

	10. In general, I like school a lot.
	
	

	11. Usually, school bores me. *
	
	

	12. Getting good grades is not so important to me. *
	
	

	School Attendance and Grades (P)

	1. How many days did your child miss school with an acceptable excuse during the past 4 weeks?
	
	Higher scores = more days of school missing or absence

	2. How many days did your child miss school without an acceptable excuse during the past 4 weeks?
	
	

	3. How many excused absences from school did your child have in the last 12 months?
	
	

	4. How many unexcused absences from school did your child have in the last 12 months?
	
	

	Youth Peer Behavior Profile (Y)

	1. Are athletes (PPI)
	1 = None or almost none; 2 = A few; 3 = Half; 4 = Most; 5 = All or almost all; 999 = Don't know

	
Total Score for PPI and DPI

Higher scores for PPI (Prosocial Involvement) = more prosocial behavior involvement

Higher scores for DPI (Delinquent Peer Involvement) = more delinquent behavior involvement

	2. Have skipped school (DPI)
	
	

	3. Go to church once a month or more often (PPI)
	
	

	4. Have been suspended from school (DPI)
	
	

	5. Are excellent students (GPA 3.5 [B+] or higher) (PPI)
	
	

	6. Have shoplifted occasionally (DPI)
	
	

	Peer Network Health Protective Scaler (Y)

	1. During the last 6 months, have any of your close friends ever suggested that you not use drugs or alcohol?
	0 = No; 3 = Yes
	Total Score

Higher scores = more prosocial peer involvement

	2. During the last 6 months, have any of your close friends given you help with school, with money, with transportation, or help by talking through problems?
	0 = No; 2 = Yes
	

	3. How much help did your close friends give you? Pick a number between 1 and 10.
	1 = 1 – a little help; 2 = 2; 3 = 3; 4 = 4; 5 = 5; 6 = 6; 7 = 7; 8 = 8; 9 = 9; 10 = 10 – lots of help
	

	4. During the last 6 months, have any of your close friends encouraged you to get or stay involved with sports/exercise, school teams or clubs, volunteering, or religious activities?
	0 = No; 2 = Yes
	

	5. How much did your close friends encourage you? Pick a number between 1 and 10.
	1 = 1 – a little encouragement; 2 = 2; 3 = 3; 4 = 4; 5 = 5; 6 = 6; 7 = 7; 8 = 8; 9 = 9; 10 =10 – lots of encouragement
	

	6. Did any of those activities include art, music, dance, or theater?
	(Not listed)
	

	C. Family Dynamics

	Item
	Response
	Scoring

	Children's Report of Parental Behavioral Inventory (Y)

	1. First caregiver (caregiver participating in study/completing protocol). Makes me feel better after talking over my worries with him/her
	






1 = Not like him/her; 2 = Somewhat like him/her; 3 = A lot like him/her


	





Total Score

Higher scores = more parental acceptance/warmth

	2. First caregiver (caregiver participating in study/completing protocol). Smiles at me very often.
	
	

	3. First caregiver (caregiver participating in study/completing protocol). Is able to make me feel better when I am upset.
	
	

	4. First caregiver (caregiver participating in study/completing protocol). Believes in showing his/her love for me.
	
	

	5. First caregiver (caregiver participating in study/completing protocol). Is easy to talk to.
	
	

	If second caregiver is present:
	
	

	1. Second caregiver. Makes me feel better after talking over my worries with them.
	
	

	2. Second caregiver. Smiles at me very often.
	
	

	3. Second caregiver. Is able to make me feel better when I am upset.
	
	

	4. Second caregiver. Believes in showing their love for me.
	
	

	5. Second caregiver. Is easy to talk to.
	
	

	Parental Monitoring Survey (Y)

	1. How often do your parents/guardians know where you are?
	1 = Never; 2 = Almost Never; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Often; 5 = Always or Almost Always

	Total Score

Higher scores = higher levels of parental monitoring

	2. How often do your parents know who you are with when you are not at school and away from home?
	
	

	3. If you are at home when your parents or guardians are not, how often do you know how to get in touch with them?
	
	

	4. How often do you talk to your parent or guardian about your plans for the coming day, such as your plans about what will happen at school or what you are going to do with friends?
	
	

	5. In an average week, how many times do you and your parents/guardians, eat dinner together?
	
	

	Family Environment Scale-Family Conflict Subscale Modified from PhenX (FES) – Parent and Youth Report

	1. We fight a lot in our family.
	1 = True; 0 = False
*0 = True; 1 = False (reverse score items)

	Total Score

Higher scores = more frequent/severe family conflict

	2. Family members rarely become openly angry. *
	
	

	3. Family members sometimes get so angry they throw things.
	
	

	4. Family members hardly ever lose their tempers. *
	
	

	5. Family members often criticize each other.
	
	

	6. Family members sometimes hit each other.
	
	

	7. If there is a disagreement in our family, we try hard to smooth things over and keep the peace. *
	
	

	8. Family members often try to one-up or outdo each other.
	
	

	9. In our family, we believe you don't ever get anywhere by raising your voice. *
	
	

	Adult Self Report Scores Aseba (ASR) (P)

	Syndrome Subscales:
	
	
Raw Score

Higher scores = more problems

	Internalizing Syndromes
	
	

	Externalizing Syndromes
	
	

	D. Prosocial Behavior and Traumatic Experiences

	Item
	Response
	Scoring

	Prosocial Behavior Survey – Parent and Youth Report

	P: Parent Report

	1. My child is… Considerate of other people's feelings.
	0 = Not True; 1 = Somewhat True; 2 = Certainly True 


	
Total Score

Higher scores = more prosocial behaviors of the youths

	2. My child is… Helpful if someone is hurt, upset, or feeling ill.
	
	

	3. My child is… Often offers to help others (parents, teachers, other children). 
	
	

	Y: Youth Report

	1. I try to be nice to other people. I care about their feelings.
	0 = Not True; 1 = Somewhat True; 2 = Certainly True 
	Total Score

Higher scores = more prosocial behaviors of the youths

	2. I am helpful if someone is hurt, upset, or feeling sick.
	
	

	3. I often offer to help others (parents, teachers, children).
	
	

	Diagnostic Interview for DSM-5 (KSADS) Traumatic Events (P)

	1. A car accident in which your child or another person in the car was hurt bad enough to require medical attention
	0 = No, 1 = Yes
	Total Score

Higher scores = more cumulative trauma exposure

	2. Another significant accident for which your child needed specialized and intensive medical treatment
	
	

	3. Witnessed or caught in a fire that caused significant property damage or personal injury
	
	

	4. Witnessed or caught in a natural disaster that caused significant property damage or personal injury
	
	

	5. Witnessed or present during an act of terrorism (e.g., Boston marathon bombing)
	
	

	6. Witnessed death or mass destruction in a war zone
	
	

	7. Witnessed someone shot or stabbed in the community
	
	

	8. Shot, stabbed, or beaten brutally by a non-family member
	
	

	9. Shot, stabbed, or beaten brutally by a grown up in the home
	
	

	10. Beaten to the point of having bruises by a grown up in the home
	
	

	11. A non-family member threatened to kill your child
	
	

	12. A family member threatened to kill your child
	
	

	13. Witness the grownups in the home push, shove or hit one another
	
	

	14. A grown up in the home touched your child in their privates, had your child touch their privates, or did other sexual things to your child
	
	

	15. An adult outside your family touched your child in their privates, had your child touch their privates or did other sexual things to your child
	
	

	16. A peer forced your child to do something sexually
	
	

	17. Learned about the sudden unexpected death of a loved one
	
	

	E. Psychopathology

	Item
	Response
	Scoring

	Child Behavior Checklist Scores Aseba (CBCL) (P)

	Syndrome Subscales:
	

	
Raw Score

Higher scores = more problems

	Internalizing Syndromes
	
	

	Externalizing Syndromes
	
	


*P = parent report; Y = youth report;
*Reverse scored items are marked with * at the end.

[bookmark: _3.3_Table_S3.]Table S3. Measure Availability at Each Time Point
	Measure
	Baseline
	Year-1
	Year-2

	A. Neighborhood

	1. Residential History Derived Scores (ADI, COI)
	X
	*
	*

	2. Neighborhood Safety/Crime Survey Modified from PhenX (NSC) – Parent and Youth Report
	X
	X
	X

	B. School Environment and Peer Network

	1. School Risk and Protective Factors Survey – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X

	2. School Attendance and Grades – Parent Report
	N/A*
	N/A*
	X

	3. Youth Peer Behavior Profile – Youth Report
	N/A*
	N/A*
	X

	4. Youth Peer Network Health Protective Scale – Youth Report
	N/A*
	N/A*
	X

	C. Family Dynamics

	1. Children's Report of Parental Behavioral Inventory – Youth Report
	X
	X
	*

	2. Parental Monitoring Survey – Youth Report
	X
	X
	X

	3. Family Environment Scale-Family Conflict Subscale Modified from PhenX (FES) – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X

	4. Family Environment Scale-Family Conflict Subscale Modified from PhenX (FES) – Youth Report
	X
	X
	X

	5. Adult Self Report Scores Aseba (ASR) – Parent Report
	X
	*
	X

	6. Family Income-to-Needs Ratio – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X

	7. Subjective Material Hardship – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X

	8. Family Income-to-Needs Ratio – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X

	D. Prosocial Behavior and Traumatic Experiences

	1. Prosocial Behavior Survey – Parent and Youth Report
	X
	X
	X

	2. Diagnostic Interview for DSM-5 (KSADS) Traumatic Events – Parent Report
	X
	*
	X

	E. Psychopathology

	1. Child Behavior Checklist Scores Aseba (CBCL) – Parent Report
	X
	X
	X


X = available; 
*Residential History Derived Scores (ADI, COI): Despite that data were available at all three time points, the ABCD Study recommended using the Baseline scores only, and thus we substituted Year-1 and Year-2 scores with the Baseline scores;
*Children's Report of Behavioral Inventory: This questionnaire was not administered at Year-2, and we used Year-1 scores for Year-2;
*Adult Self Report Scores Aseba (ASR): This measure was not administered at Year-1, and we used Baseline scores for Year-1;
*Diagnostic Interview for DSM-5 (KSADS) Traumatic Events: This measure was not administered at Year-1, and we used Baseline scores for Year-1;
NA*Additionally, these three measures, School Attendance and Grades, Youth Peer Behavior Profile, and Youth Peer Network Health Protective Scale, were not incorporated into the ABCD Study until Year-2 and thus were not included in Baseline or Year-1.


[bookmark: _3.4_Table_S4.]Table S4. CFA Model Fit Indices
	
	
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	Chi-Square Difference Test

	Baseline

	3
	1523.286
	<.001
	0.915
	0.077
	0.057
	

	4
	624.380
	<.001
	0.967
	0.049
	0.044
	<.001

	Year 1

	3
	1371.316
	<.001
	0.922
	0.074
	0.051
	

	4
	594.001
	<.001
	0.968
	0.049
	0.039
	<.001

	Year 2

	3
	1326.707
	<.001
	0.911
	0.071
	0.054
	

	4
	660.728
	<.001
	0.958
	0.050
	0.044
	<.001


*Both 3-factor and 4-factor CFA models were fitted; model-fit indices, Chi-Square difference test, and theoretical interpretability suggested that a 4-factor model fit better overall. The 4-factor model was thus selected for subsequent analyses (i.e., LPA and LTA).


[bookmark: _3.5_Table_S5.]Table S5. Variables Identified in EFA and Factor Loadings in CFA
	
Factors: Indicators
	Baseline 
Factor Loadings
	Year-1 
Factor Loadings
	Year-2 
Factor Loadings

	Factor 1: Neighborhood SES

	ADI
	0.922
	0.916
	0.925

	COI
	0.937
	0.937
	0.932

	Neighborhood Safety (P)
	0.543
	0.531
	0.476

	Factor 2: Family SES

	Parental Highest Education
	0.765
	0.757
	0.753

	Income-to-Needs Ratio
	0.808
	0.800
	0.786

	Factor 3: Family Risk

	Family Conflict (P)
	0.457
	0.355
	0.459

	Parental Internalizing Syndromes
	0.760
	0.734
	0.708

	Parental Externalizing Syndromes
	0.888
	0.896
	0.916

	Factor 4: Protective Factor

	School General Protective Environment
	0.625
	0.643
	0.589

	Family Conflict (Y)
	-0.390
	-0.494
	-0.444

	Parental Warmth/Acceptance
	0.620
	0.655
	0.447

	Parental Monitoring
	0.539
	0.633
	0.621

	Youth Prosocial Behavior
	0.562
	0.599
	0.588

	Prosocial Peer Involvement
	N/A
	N/A
	0.385


*P = parent report; Y = youth report;
*Prosocial Peer Involvement was a measure incorporated into the ABCD Study at Year-2 and thus was not available at Baseline or Year-1.


[bookmark: _3.6_Table_S6.]Table S6. LPA and LTA Model Fit Indices 
	Profile
	Entropy
	AIC
	sBIC
	LMRT
(p-value)
	BLRT
(p-value)
	Smallest Class (percentage)

	LPA - Baseline

	2
	0.883
	338057.849
	338218.56
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.33824

	3
	0.901
	331591.2
	331808.16
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.10473

	4
	0.885
	327296.553
	327569.762
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.09215

	5
	0.862
	324049.303
	324378.761
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.07571

	6
	0.868
	321415.153
	321800.86
	<.001
	<.0001
	0.04506

	LPA - Year 1

	2
	0.880
	318672.112
	318830.401
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.32302

	3
	0.901
	312821.779
	313035.47
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.09876

	4
	0.892
	307939.898
	308208.99
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.08323

	5
	0.865
	304887.706
	305212.199
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.07181

	6
	0.866
	302361.359
	302741.254
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.05466

	LPA - Year 2

	2
	0.884
	310904.127
	311070.023
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.32206

	3
	0.903
	305463.574
	305687.341
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.10573

	4
	0.884
	302034.403
	302316.04
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.08358

	5
	0.857
	299568.818
	299908.327
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.07203

	6
	0.860
	297527.018
	297924.398
	<.01
	<.0001
	0.04322

	LTA

	
	0.957
	708221.255
	708468.726
	--
	--
	--


*The best-fitting LPA model was determined using both model fit indices and theoretical interpretability, which suggested that a 4-profile model fit best across time points; see Figure 1, Figure S1a, and Figure S1b for characteristics of all four profiles at Baseline, Year-1, and Year-2, respectively
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[bookmark: _4.1_Figure_S1a.]Figure S1a. Latent Profile Characteristics at Year 1
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[bookmark: _4.2_Figure_S1b.]Figure S1b. Latent Profile Characteristics at Year 2
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Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
COI: Child Opportunity Index
ADI: Area Deprivation Index
NBS: Neighborhood Safety
EDU: Parental Education (highest)
INR: Income-to-Needs Ratio
INTP: Parental Internalizing Syndromes
EXTP: Parental Externalizing Syndromes
CONFP: Family Conflict (parent-report)
ACCPT: Parental Acceptance
MNTP: Parental Monitoring
CONFY: Family Conflict (youth-report)
SCH: School Protective Environment
PROS: Youth Prosociality
PPI: Peer Prosocial Involvement (only available at Year-2)

*Blank boxes indicate non-significant correlation.
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