Supplementary material to Multidimensional
employment trajectories and dynamic links with mental
health. Evidence from the UK Household Longitudinal

Study

Table S1: Sample description. n (%); Mean (SD)

Characteristic men, N =779 women, N = 812

Ethnic background

White British 645 (83%) 673 (83%)
Not White British 134 (17%) 139 (17%)
Age at baseline 35.4 (3.2) 35.3 (3.2)

Table S2: Overview of Shannon’s entropy

Wave Employment stability = Pay  Working hours = Multiple job-holding

wave 1 0.60 0.91 0.76 0.67
wave 4 0.56 0.90 0.74 0.65
wave 7 0.53 0.90 0.73 0.65




19730 /eAryovur=()/y] ‘peLojduweun=s)
‘pedojdwo-jles=Hg ‘o[irenb dop=¢{) ‘¢/g se[mrent)=¢dH/gd ‘erprenb wopog =19

€20 6'C 1'C G0'0 91 G0 0/V1
G0°0 z’1 ¢0 00 A G0 an
L0°0 6'1 90 11°0 7'e I dS
80°0 e L0 820 7'e 4 70
€0 ze LT €70 9'¢ 6'¢ ¢/ed
120 e e L0°0 L1 90 0

uswiom ‘ourry jo uorprodorg — uswiom ‘(J§  USWIOM ‘URS[N  USW ‘OuIl} JO UOIIOdOIJ  ULW ‘(J§  USW ‘Ues]y  91e1§

Ked ‘soje)s ur quods owry urSN S O[qe],

19130 /eAnyovur=()/y] ‘poLojdweun=s) ‘podojdus
-Jlos=H§ ‘090 Aousge Areiodwe)=p\V ], ‘WIe)-poxy=T,q ‘yuewiojduws juoueuriod =]NYHJ

€20 6C 12 50°0 91 G0 0/ VI
G0°0 ¢l g0 G0°0 ! g0 HN
L0°0 61 90 11°0 ¥e 1 CH
10°0 70 10 10°0 €0 10 MVL
¢00 90 ¢'0 10°0 g0 10 Ld
90 9¢ 9°¢ 940 '€ 69 INYHd
uswrom ‘eurry jo uonrodord — uswiom ‘(S ULSWIOM ‘URS[N  UoW ‘ewnr} Jo uonrodord  uewW ‘(S USW ‘URSIIA 91e)g

Aiqess juowfojdue ‘sogegs ur Juads oW} URIN €S S[qRT,



Iaj0/eanioeul=()/y] ‘peAojdweun=sn
‘padordwdJpg=HS ‘mpoy-qol ordnmu=HrN ‘wpoy-qol odnmur JON=HfIN ON

€20 6C e 50°0 9T G0 0/V1
G00 ¢l g0 G0°0 ! g0 qn
L0°0 61 90 17°0 ¥e 1 qS
900 €1 g0 G0°0 ¢l V0 HIN
6G°0 ge €9 v.°0 €€ 99 HIIN ON
USWIOM ‘OuIl} JO UOII0doId  UsWoMm ‘(S  USWIOM ‘URSJN  UsW ‘@wir) Jo uolprodold — UeW ‘(J§  USWI ‘URSIN 01e1g

surpjoy-qol srdinu ‘seje)s ur yuads ouwir) URSIA 9§ d[R],

19110 /eAnyovur=()/y] ‘pedojduroun=r) ‘poLojdwe-Jog=H§ ‘[€}0} Ul SINOY {F I9A0 = >QF
‘Te30) ur smoy gy> pue qol urewr ur smoy 9T< =gF0I9T ‘qol urew ur smoy 9gr> = <9T

€20 6C e 50°0 91 g0 0/ VI
G0°0 ¢'1 g0 G0°0 Vi g0 qJ0n
00 6T 90 110 K4 1 CH
90°0 a1 g0 910 €C a1 >8y
¢S50 9¢ Ly 19°0 Ve GG 870191
200 91 90 10°0 €0 10 <971
uowom ‘owrry Jo uorprodorq — uswom ‘(S USWIOM ‘URSJN  UoW ‘owiry Jo uorprodord  ueWI (IS USW ‘URSIN EULEATY

SINOY SUIIOM ‘Soje)s Ul Juads owil) URIJA :GS S[qRT,



Ia)0/eA110vuI=0)/ V]
‘pofordwoun=rg) ‘podojdwe-jog=Hs ‘o[prenb dol={)
‘e/z seren®)=¢t/z0 ‘arryaenb wol30g =10

70 080 980 ¢80 S¥0 670 USWOM
1870 €0 8L0 FG0 €80 @80 LEIN
0/VI1 an 4s vO  ¢/cd 10 pr

99e)s Aed ure)ed e pojrodal IoAdU OYM UWIOM pUe UaW Jo uorrodoid :8S 9[qer,

10130 /oA1yoeul=0)/y] ‘poLorduwoun=r)
‘poLorduo-Jog§=HS 030 AoueBe  Arerodwel= VI,
‘ULI9)-poxy=_1,q “Yuowrdordwo  juouewtod  =]NYHJ

870 080 9%°0 ¢6°0 68°0 1¢°0 USUIOA
180 €80 8L0 G6°0 €6°0 €10 U9

0/V1 A0 dAS  MVIL L4 INYAd pr

a1els AIqess juowdojdure urejroo e polIodol IoASU OM USWIOM PUR UawW Jo uolptodord :)S o[qeR],



130 /eanpeul=0 /Y]

‘poLordwoun=rn ‘poLorduro-Jos=rS ‘1oproy-qol

o[diymw=grN  ‘wproy-qol odimuw JON=HFIN ON
870 08°0 980 8.0 0¢0 UOUWIOAM
180 €80 8L0 ¢80 4NV WO
0/ VI an ds  HfIW  HIWON pr

9ye)s Surpjoy-qol o(diynur urejiad e pajiodol I9ASUT OYM USTIOM pue Uowl Jo uorprodold :0TS o[qR],

10130 /oAnyoeul=0) /y] ‘poLojduwoun=s) ‘posojduo-jos=5xg
‘Tej03 Ul SINOY QF I0A0 = >QF ‘[B10} UI SInoy gy> pue qol
Uretr ut smot 97< =gy0191 ‘qol urewr ut smoy 97> = <91

870 080 980 180 gco 6.0  USWOM
L8°0 €80 8.0 990 LT°0 96°0 RSN

0/VI d0 dAS  >8F  8P0191 <97 pr

9)e)s SINOY SUn{IoM UTe}IdD € PajIodol I9ASU OYM USTIOM pue Uow Jo uorpiodord :6S 9[qe],



Indicators

o
5 - B ASW (0.33/0.5)
O ASWw (0.33/0.51)

Lo

<

S

o

<

o

Lo

o

S

N clusters

Figure S1: Average Silhouette Width per k-cluster solution, women
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Figure S2: Average Silhouette Width per k-cluster solution, men



Table S11: Associations between employment trajectory and subsequent psycho-
logical distress among women. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals). Sen-
sitivity analyses with 3/4 cut-off. Ref: Standard trajectory

Dependent variable:

GHQ-12 caseness - 3/4

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Lower wage 0.94 0.81 0.78
(0.61, 1.44) (0.51, 1.29) (0.49, 1.25)
Precarious 1.32 1.09 1.03
(0.68, 2.55) (0.57, 2.10) (0.54, 1.94)
Inactive 2.54*** 2.31%** 2.02**
(1.64, 3.93) (1.46, 3.66) (1.24, 3.29)
Self-employed 1.08 0.98 0.84
(0.55, 2.11) (0.50, 1.94) (0.43, 1.61)
Observations 994 994 994
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; **p<0.001

Model 1 is adjusted by age, Model 2 is adjusted by age,
partnership status, ethnic background, and educational at-
tainment, Model 3 is additionally adjusted by baseline psy-
chological distress



Table S12: Associations between employment trajectory and GHQ-12 Likert score
among women. Coefficients (and 95% confidence intervals). Ref: Standard tra-

jectory

Dependent variable:

GHQ-12 Likert score

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Lower wage 0.17 —-0.18 —0.21
(—0.83, 1.16) (—1.26, 0.90) (—1.24, 0.82)
Precarious 0.62 0.19 —0.43
(—1.24, 2.49) (—1.61, 1.99) (—2.14, 1.27)
Inactive 3.63*** 3.32%* 2.41**
(1.89, 5.37) (1.65, 4.99) (0.64, 4.17)
Self-employed 0.04 —0.22 —0.82
(—1.34, 1.43) (—1.60, 1.16) (—2.06, 0.42)
Observations 994 994 994
Note: *p<0.05; *p<0.01; **p<0.001

Model 1 is adjusted by age, Model 2 is adjusted by age,
partnership status, ethnic background, and educational at-
tainment, Model 3 is additionally adjusted by baseline GHQ
Likert score



Table S13: Associations between employment trajectory and subsequent psycho-
logical distress among men. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals). Sensi-
tivity analyses with 3/4 cut-off. Ref: Standard trajectory

Dependent variable:

GHQ-12 caseness - 3/4

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
High effort 0.98 0.86 0.90
(0.51,1.88)  (0.44, 1.68) (0.46, 1.79)
Self-employed 1.52 1.51 1.40
(0.67, 3.45) (0.65, 3.52) (0.65, 3.01)
High income 0.88 0.77 0.76
(0.45, 1.71) (0.39, 1.54) (0.38, 1.50)
Precarious 2.47 3.53* 3.66™
(0.99, 6.16)  (1.23, 10.13) (1.18, 11.38)
Observations 609 609 609
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; **p<0.001

Model 1 is adjusted by age, Model 2 is adjusted by age,
partnership status, ethnic background, and educational at-
tainment, Model 3 is additionally adjusted by baseline psy-
chological distress
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Table S14: Associations between employment trajectory and GHQ-12 Likert score
among men. Coefficients (and 95% confidence intervals). Ref: Standard trajectory

Dependent variable:

GHQ-12 Likert score

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
High effort —0.26 —0.50 —0.52
(—1.50, 0.98) (—1.74, 0.74) (—1.71, 0.68)
Self-employed 0.37 0.30 —0.35
(—0.92, 1.65)  (—0.98, 1.59) (—1.51, 0.81)
High income —-0.43 —0.66 —0.51
(—=1.50,0.64) (—1.79, 0.48) (—1.56, 0.55)
Precarious 3.63* 3.95** 3.08*
(0.82, 6.44) (1.49, 6.42) (0.64, 5.52)
Observations 609 609 609
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; **p<0.001

Model 1 is adjusted by age, Model 2 is adjusted by age,
partnership status, ethnic background, and educational at-
tainment, Model 3 is additionally adjusted by baseline GHQ
Likert score
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Figure S3: Average GHQ score (Likert) over time for select trajectories with 95%
CI, women

17.5- T =
. 1
T ! :
! T T 1 1
T T | T 1 1 1 |
o 15.0- | 1 T T T 1 1 y
o 1 1 | ! \ 1 1 - | == +
3 1 1 1 1 | 1 .- ! |
[ S 1 ! 1 o~ !
04 o~ 1 1 X - 1
S -1~ - - - 1 1
S S ACNR T Shbs SR S I
12.5- | 1 T Se- T 1 1 T '
% n 1 ! 1 \ 1 1 n
) I 1 ! 1 | ;
= ! , ! 1 T
| SR S S ]
10.0- i
I I I i
7.5- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Waves
— Standard
Trajectory type
- = Precarious

Figure S4: Average GHQ score (Likert) over time for select trajectories with 95%
CI, men
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