
Supplemental Figure 1. Recruitment and retention flowchart 

 

 

Note: aParticipants were stratified based on their frequency of alcohol and marijuana use; those 

that used both alcohol and marijuana in the past month were over-sampled in an effort to ensure 

a robust sample for the daily survey portion of the study. bEligible participants were classified 

into four categories based on co-use frequency (3+ times in past month versus 1-2 times) and 

gender. A cap was put on each category within each school, favoring frequent co-users of 

alcohol and marijuana and males (to increase balance of gender in the daily sample) and 

generally inviting an equal number of participants from each school. 

Winter daily participant (n=316) 

Invited to screen (n = 24,000) 

Screening responses (n=7,000) 

Eligible (n=2,874) 

Excluded (n=4,126) 
- No contact info (n=386) 
- Invalid e-mail (n=116) 
- Not on “invited” list (n=245) 
- Duplicate respondent (n=53) 
- Did not attend 1 of 3 universities (n=21) 
- Did not meet inclusion criteria (n=3,305) 

Invited to baseline (n=2,501) 

Excluded due to selection (n=373) a 

Completed baseline (n=1,390) 

Did not complete baseline (n=1,003)  
- No consent (n=891) 
- Consented but did not complete (n=87) 
- Technical problems (n=25) 

Ineligible based on baseline data (n=108)  

Daily eligible (n=693) 

Daily invited (n=596) 

Did not meet inclusion criteria (n=697) 

Excluded due to selection (n=97) b 

Fall daily participant (n=341) 

Did not participate (n=253)  
- No response to invite (n=90) 
- Accepted but did not respond (n=36) 
- Accepted after enrollment quota (n=127) 

Excluded (n=2)  

Lost to follow-up (n=25) 



Supplemental Figure 2. Daily survey application screenshots of substance selection, subjective intoxication grid and subsequent 

assessment of substance use timing 

 

  



Supplemental Figure 3. Example identification of regions of significance 
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Note: Actual analyses involved operationalizing SAM as co-use occurring within 1-240 minutes in increments of 1 minute rather than 

limited to 1-30 minutes as presented for this example. ROS = region of significance. (A) Predictor A is significant in all models 

regardless of operationalization. As it meets the criteria for being an ROS (10 continuous minutes of significance) the ROS is 1-30. 

(B) There are two regions of significance meeting criteria for Predictor B, 1-10 and 21-30. The region in between those (11-20) meets 

the criteria for delineating the end of an ROS once it has been established (10 continuous minutes of non-significance). (C) Despite 

being significant in operationalization models 1-2, this region is NOT included in the ROS because of the non-significant observations 

in models 3-4. The conservative ROS is thus 5-30, reducing the potentially spurious findings in models 1-2. (D) The ROS for Predictor 

D has been identified as meeting criteria across all operationalizations, models 1-30. Despite non-significant findings in models 14-15 

for Predictor D, this span does not reach criteria for delineating the end of an ROS inside an established ROS (again, 10 continuous 

minutes of non-significance) that would eliminate a potentially spurious finding. (E) Despite a number of significant findings, there is 

no point at which criteria for an ROS are met by predictor E, thus eliminating a potentially spurious finding. 


