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« Extend to other substance use disorders as
polysubstance use is common in the general population.
« Empirically test the conceptual framework.

Eligibility Criteria and Study Selection
» See Figure 1

Data Extraction and Coding
» Eligible reviews were double coded, and discrepancies were
resolved during weekly meetings with coders.
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» Cooper’s Checklist (2015) was used to assess quality of
review methodology. Reviews that were low or critically low
were excluded from synthesis (n=3).
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