Supplemental Information
Supplemental Text 1: Materials and methods
We measured these additional variables. Below are several measures that were included in our study, but not in primary analyses.
Financial literacy
We measured financial literacy with five investment-related questions (e.g., “considering a long period of time (for example, 10 or 20 years), which asset normally gives the highest return?”) (Lusardi & Mitchell, 2014; Peters et al., 2017). Correct answers were summed; higher scores indicated greater literacy (see Table S1 for frequency statistics).
Financial outcomes
We measured financial outcomes with nine yes-or-no questions assessing financial behaviors and knowledge (e.g., “Do you have a savings account or emergency fund?”, “Do you know your credit card limit?”) (Peters et al., 2017). Positive financial outcomes were coded as 1, summed, and divided by the total number of outcomes the participants had the opportunity to experience (for example, not every participant had a credit card); higher scores indicated better outcomes (see Table S1 for frequency statistics). 
Health-related behaviors
We measured health-related behaviors with eight yes-or-no questions assessing health-related behaviors (e.g., “In the past 3 months, have you forgotten to take your medication?”), intentions (e.g., “Do you plan to get a flu vaccine this coming year?”), and habits (e.g., “Do you smoke cigarettes?”) (Peters et al., 2017). Healthy behaviors were coded as 1, summed, and divided by the total behaviors the participants had the opportunity to experience (for example, not every participant took a prescription medication), with higher numbers indicating better health-related behaviors (see Table S1 for frequency statistics).
Math emotions
We assessed feelings toward math using four seven-point scales ranging from -3 (e.g., bad) to +3 (e.g., good) (Peters & Bjälkebring, 2015). These items were averaged together with higher scores indicating more positive feelings toward math (baseline: Cronbach’s α = .93, end-of-the-semester: Cronbach’s α = .94). 
Math person
We also asked participants to indicate on a five-point scale (i.e., 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) the extent to which they agree with the statement “I consider myself a math person” (Peters & Bjälkebring, 2015). This individual item was analyzed as its own dependent variable with higher values indicating stronger identification as a “math person”.
Science interest
We also asked three questions on three-point scales (i.e., 1 = not at all interested, 3 = very interested) assessing participants’ interest in science (e.g., how interested are you in new medical discoveries, the use of new inventions and technologies, etc.). A fourth question was originally on a 6-point scale (i.e., “how likely are you to take classes involving a great deal of science in the future?” 1 = very unlikely, 6 = very likely); we rescaled this item to a 3-point scale with the following equation: (((original 6-point variable – 1)/(original scale – 1))*(new scale – 1) + 1). Because this fourth question was not included at baseline, the baseline index is an average of three questions whereas the end-of-the-semester index is an average of four questions.[footnoteRef:1] Higher scores indicate greater interest in science (baseline: Cronbach’s α = .71, end-of-the-semester: Cronbach’s α = .72). [1:  Results are similar with and without the fourth item in end-of-the-semester science interest index.] 

Decision-making competence
Participants completed decision-making competence measures: delay discounting, ratio bias, base rate heuristics, and risk perception consistency. Scores for each measure described below were standardized and averaged together to form a comprehensive index (Bruine de Bruin et al., 2007) where higher scores indicated greater decision-making competence.
Delay discounting.
Delay discounting assesses individuals’ preference for future versus immediate rewards, with the immediate (vs. future) reward being of lesser value (e.g., indicating preference for either $55 today or $75 in 61 days) (Steinberg et al., 2009). These nine items were averaged together with values closer to 1 (vs. 0) indicating a greater preference for future (vs. immediate) rewards (possible range = 0‒1). 
Ratio bias.
Ratio bias is an error in which respondents choose an option with a larger numerator instead of a greater ratio (e.g., choosing 8/100 over 1/10) (Babai et al., 2006; Denes-Raj & Epstein, 1994; Peters et al., 2006). To measure it, participants were asked to select the box with the higher probability of choosing a black (vs. white) ball five times, for two consistent items (i.e., the correct answer had both the greater ratio and larger numerator) and three inconsistent items (i.e., of the two options, the correct answer had the greater ratio, but not the largest numerator). Since only the inconsistent (vs. consistent) items capture this judgment error, the sum of correct responses for only the inconsistent items was included in the decision-making competency index (possible range = 0‒3).
Base rate heuristics. 
To examine their use of heuristics, participants responded to three-word problems where they determined which option had the highest likelihood of occurring (e.g., Obrecht & Chesney, 2016). For example, we provided them with a sequence of coin flip outcomes, and they determined which outcome was most likely to occur. One of the choices had only five-coin flips specified (e.g., heads, tails, heads, tails, tails) whereas the others had six, therefore making it the most likely to occur. The three items were scored for correctness and summed together with higher scores indicating better likelihood assessments (possible range = 0‒3). 
Risk perception consistency.
To assess consistency of risk perceptions, we asked participants to estimate likelihoods of ten events in two different time frames (e.g., their likelihood of getting a cavity in the next year versus the next five years) (Bruine de Bruin et al., 2007). We compared their answers for consistency within subsets (e.g., the likelihood of visiting the dentist should be higher than visiting the dentist to have a cavity filled), complementary pairs (e.g., the likelihood of passing all classes and failing a class should add to 100%), and time (e.g., the likelihood for an event occurring in the next year should never be higher than its likelihood in the next 5 years). These scores were summed, with higher scores indicating greater consistency in risk perceptions (possible range = 0‒20).
Table S1 
Health-Related Behaviors, Financial Outcomes, and Financial Literacy Measures 
Percentages of responses to financial literacy, financial outcomes, and health-related behaviors measures are below. These percentages are restricted to the participants who participated in both the baseline (T1) and pandemic (T2) measures (N = 399). Situational questions are numbered with S before the number and were not included in the index. For questions that were not contingent on another question, a percentage with the positive outcome was calculated. Indented questions are contingent on the question they follow, and the percentage who have positive outcomes was calculated based only on the participants who had the opportunity to experience that outcome. Only questions with positive outcomes (i.e., not questions that indicated opportunity to experience an outcome) were included in analyses. For financial literacy questions, the questions and answer choices are both given, with the correct answer bolded for each question. The percentages indicate correct answers.
	Financial Literacy

	Question (correct answers in bold)
	Correctly Answered

	
	T1
	T2

	1. If you invest $1,000 today at 4% for a year, your balance in a year will be: 
a. higher if the interest is compounded daily rather than monthly
b. higher if the interest is compounded quarterly rather than weekly
c. higher if the interest is compounded yearly rather than quarterly
d. $1,040 no matter how the interest is computed 
e. $1,000 no matter how the interest is computed
	65.9%
	65.9%

	2. Normally, which asset displays the highest fluctuations over time? 
a. Savings accounts
b. Bonds
c. Stocks
d. I don’t know
	62.2%
	70.7%

	3. Imagine that the interest rate on your savings account was 1% per year and inflation was 2% per year. After 1 year, would you be able to buy more than, exactly the same as, or less than today with the money in this account? 
a. more than 
b. same
c. less than
	62.4%
	61.4%

	4. Considering a long time period (for example 10 or 20 years), which asset normally gives the highest return? 
a. Savings accounts
b. Bonds
c. Stocks
d. I don’t know
	21.6%
	25.3%

	5. Suppose you owe $3,000 on your credit card. You pay a minimum payment of $30 each month. At an Annual Percentage Rate of 12% (or 1% per month), how many years would it take to eliminate your credit card debt if you made no additional new charges?
a. Less than 5 years
b. Between 5 and 10 years
c. Between 10 and 15 years
d. Never, you will continue to be in debt
e. I don’t know
	13.3%
	12.5%



	Financial Outcomes

	Question
	Opportunity to Experience
	Positive Outcome

	
	T1
	T2
	T1
	T2

	1. Do you have a savings account or emergency fund? 
	--
	--
	83.7%
	84.0%

	2. Do you know how much money you have in your savings or emergency fund? 
	--
	--
	82.6%
	83.0%

	S1. Do you have a credit card?
	53.6%
	50.4%
	--
	--

	3. Do you know your credit card balance?
	--
	--
	79.9%
	76.6%

	4. Do you know your credit card limit?
	--
	--
	79.9%
	82.6%

	5. Do you know your credit card interest rate?
	--
	--
	44.9%
	46.3%

	6. In the past 3 months, have you had more than $5,000 in credit card debt? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	93.5%
	94.5%

	7. In the past 3 months, have you had an overdraft or bounced a check from your account? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	89.2%
	92.0%

	8. In the past 3 months, have you used up your funds (e.g., checking, food points) early (for example, before your next paycheck or regular allowance from family)? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	73.9%
	81.0%

	S2. In the past 3 months, have you been responsible for paying utilities (e.g., electricity, gas, cable, or water)?
	34.8%
	34.3%
	--
	--

	9. In the past 3 months, have you ever had a utility (e.g., electricity, gas, cable, or water) shut off due to late or no payment? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	95.7%
	94.2%

	S3. Have you ever been responsible for rent or mortgage payments?
	28.6%
	31.1%
	--
	--

	10. Have you ever been late on a rent or mortgage payment? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	88.6%
	84.7%



	Health-Related Behaviors

	Question
	Opportunity to Experience
	Positive Outcome

	
	T1
	T2
	T1
	T2

	1. Did you get a flu vaccine this past year? 
	--
	--
	58.6%
	60.7%

	2. Do you plan to get a flu vaccine this coming year?
	--
	--
	69.4%
	76.7%

	S1. In the past 3 months, have you taken any prescription medications?
	67.9%
	62.7%
	--
	--

	3. In the past 3 months, have you forgotten to take your medication? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	33.6%
	30.8%

	4. Do you smoke cigarettes? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	97.7%
	97.7%

	S2. Have you had sex in the past 3 months?
	49.6%
	50.1%
	--
	--

	5. In the past 3 months, have you had sex in a non−committed relationship without using a condom? (% ‘no’ is indicated) 
	--
	--
	67.7%
	74.0%

	6. In the past 3 months, have you or your partner worried about an unplanned pregnancy? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	72.2%
	75.5%

	7. In the past 3 months, have worried about having a sexually transmitted disease? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	79.3%
	83.5%

	S3. In the past year, have you been tested for a sexually transmitted disease?
	26.9%
	23.1%
	--
	--

	8. In the past year, have you been diagnosed with a sexually transmitted disease? (% ‘no’ is indicated)
	--
	--
	90.7%
	89.1%





Table S2 
Baseline Versus End-of-the-Semester Descriptive Statistics and t tests (H1)
	Baseline
	End-of-the-semester
	t tests

	
	Mean (SD)
	Range
	Mean (SD)
	Range
	t

	Numeric self-efficacy
	4.13 (1.04)
	1.25 ‒ 6.00
	4.07 (1.09)
	1.00 ‒ 6.00
	–1.49

	Math emotions
	4.26 (1.63)
	1.00 ‒ 7.00
	4.31 (1.62)
	1.00 ‒ 7.00
	1.07

	Math person
	2.91 (1.31)
	1.00 ‒ 5.00
	2.96 (1.27)
	1.00 ‒ 5.00
	1.16

	Decision-making competence
	0.01 (0.57)
	–1.49 – 1.71
	0.03 (0.59)
	–1.74 – 1.91
	
0.75

	Financial literacy
	2.25 (1.15)
	.00 ‒ 5.00
	2.36 (1.16)
	.00 ‒ 5.00
	1.90

	Financial outcomes
	0.80 (0.21)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	0.83 (0.21)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	2.33c

	Health-related behaviors
	0.70 (0.24)
	.13 ‒ 1.00
	0.73 (0.22)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	
3.23b

	Math interest
	2.98 (1.39)
	1.00 ‒ 6.00
	3.05 (1.54)
	1.00 ‒ 6.00
	1.08

	Interest in science
	2.41 (0.49)
	1.00 ‒ 3.00
	2.36 (0.46)
	1.00 ‒ 3.00
	–1.94

	Objective numeracy
	10.50 (3.08)
	.00 ‒ 17.00
	11.09 (3.37)
	.00 ‒ 17.00
	4.36a

	Pandemic disruption
	--
	--
	3.33 (0.70)
	1.40 ‒ 5.00
	--

	Pandemic grades
	--
	--
	86.98 (13.58)
	15.00 ‒ 102.08 
	--

	Age
	19.73 (2.43)
	18.00 ‒ 51.00
	--
	--
	--

	Gender: Female (1), Male (0)
	0.81 (0.39)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	--
	--
	
--

	Race: White (1), Non-White (0)
	0.64 (0.48)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	--
	--
	
--

	Pell Grant
	0.22 (0.42)
	.00 ‒ 1.00
	--
	--
	--


OBJECTIVE NUMERACY AND ACADEMIC INTEREST	   42
a Difference reached statistical significance at the .001 level. b Difference reached statistical significance at the .01 level. c Difference reached statistical significance at the .05 level.
Table S3 
[image: ] Correlations Between all Baseline and End-of-the-Semester Study Variables (H1)
Gender: 1 = female, 0 = male; race: 1 = White, 0 = non-White; Pell Grant: 1 = received a Pell Grant, 0 = did not receive a Pell Grant. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .01 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.

Table S4 
Starting and Final Regression Models for Pandemic Disruption (H1)
	
	Starting model
	Final model

	
	Unstandardized b (se)
	Standardized β
	p
	Unstandardized b (se)
	Standardized β
	p

	(Constant)
	3.30 (0.30)
	
	<.001
	3.48 (0.20)
	
	<.001a

	Objective numeracy
	0.00 (0.01)
	.02
	.753
	−0.00 (0.01)
	−.00
	.963

	Numeric self-efficacy
	−0.07 (0.04)
	−.11
	.079
	−0.08 (0.04)
	−.12
	.024b

	Math emotions
	−0.08 (0.04)
	−.18
	.039b
	
	
	

	Math person 
	0.07 (0.05)
	.13
	.112
	
	
	

	Math interest
	0.03 (0.03)
	.06
	.297
	
	
	

	Science interest
	0.11 (0.07)
	.08
	.122
	
	
	

	Financial literacy
	−0.01 (0.03)
	−.01
	.850
	
	
	

	Financial outcomes
	−0.10 (0.17)
	−.03
	.556
	
	
	

	Health-related behaviors
	−0.16 (0.16)
	−.06
	.297
	
	
	

	Decision-making competence
	−0.02 (0.07)
	−.02
	.778
	
	
	

	Gender
	0.17 (0.10)
	.10
	.075
	0.20 (0.09)
	.11
	.030b

	Race
	0.12 (0.08)
	.08
	.130
	
	
	

	Pell Grant
	0.18 (0.09)
	.11
	.036b
	0.17 (0.08)
	.10
	.038b

	F(df) =
	F(13,382) = 2.252
	
	.007a
	F(4,391) = 4.539
	 
	.001a

	Adjusted R2
	.040
	
	
	.035
	
	


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses, standardized β’s, and p-values are reported. Gender: 1 = female, 0 = male; race: 1 = White, 0 = non-White; Pell Grant: 1 = received a Pell Grant, 0 = did not receive a Pell Grant. All other variables were continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .01 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.
Supplemental Text 2. Pandemic disruption related to fewer healthy behaviors.
Although healthy behaviors increased on average from the beginning to end of the semester, greater self-reported disruption predicted less engagement in healthy behaviors (b(se) = −0.03 (.01), p = .004). This effect was not further moderated by objective numeracy (Table S5).
Table S5
General Linear Models Predicting End-of-the-Semester Study Variables 	
The following model examines each dependent variable with pandemic disruption, objective numeracy, and their interaction as predictors, while controlling for numeric self-efficacy and the baseline version of the dependent variable (H2).[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  If we accounted for a Bonferroni correction based on all 11 analyses above in Table S5, the resulting p-value would be .005. Therefore, all analyses with superscript ‘a’ would remain significant. Both objective numeracy (ONS) and math interest (two of the three dependent variables included in the main text) still produced significant pandemic disruption by ONS interactions. Although pandemic grades no longer produced a significant interaction, there is still a significant main effect of pandemic disruption on pandemic grades. ] 

	

	Disruption
	ONS
	NSE
	Baseline DV
	Disruption*ONS

	
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	p
	b (se)
	p

	Objective numeracy
	−0.323 (.18)
	.075
	0.700 (.04)
	<.001a
	0.099 (.13)
	.453
	------
	--
	−0.173 (.06)
	.003b

	Numeric self-efficacy
	−0.048 (.05)
	.332
	0.046 (.01)
	<.001a
	0.752 (.04)
	<.001a
	------
	--
	−0.021 (.02)
	.176

	Math emotions
	−0.053 (.07)
	.446
	0.011 (.02)
	.506
	0.108 (.06)
	.052
	0.747 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.025 (.02)
	.261

	Math person
	−0.011 (.05)
	.838
	0.049 (.01)
	<.001a
	0.113 (.04)
	.008b
	0.696 (.03)
	<.001a
	−0.019 (.02)
	.260

	Math interest
	−0.086 (.09)
	.313
	0.005 (.02)
	.820
	−0.016 (.06)
	.802
	0.691 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.085 (.03)
	.002b

	Science interest
	0.014 (.03)
	.628
	0.004 (.01)
	.538
	0.045 (.02)
	.029c
	0.487 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.003 (.01)
	.758

	Financial literacy
	−0.093 (.07)
	.181
	0.052 (.02)
	.003b
	−0.049 (.05)
	.334
	0.508 (.05)
	<.001a
	−0.028 (.02)
	.201

	Financial outcomes
	−0.010 (.01)
	.442
	0.006 (.00)
	.054
	−0.014 (.01)
	.129
	0.463 (.04)
	<.001a
	0.008 (.00)
	.057

	Health-related behaviors
	−0.033 (.01)
	.004b
	0.005 (.00)
	.076
	−0.012 (.01)
	.164
	0.655 (.03)
	<.001a
	−0.001 (.00)
	.724

	Decision-making competence
	0.059 (.03)
	.080
	0.014 (.01)
	.135
	0.012 (.02)
	.640
	0.572 (.05)
	<.001a
	−0.010 (.01)
	.361

	[bookmark: _Hlk61520679]Pandemic grades
	−2.646 (.93)
	.005b
	−0.007 (.24)
	.976
	0.206 (.67)
	.758
	0.358 (.06)
	<.001a
	0.597 (.30)
	.044c


 Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. All outcome variables are continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .001 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .01 level. c Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.
Table S6 
Parallel Analyses to Table S5
[bookmark: _Hlk88566372]We also asked participants to indicate the obstacles they encountered due to the pandemic (e.g., lack of internet connection, needing to care for a family member, etc.), but later realized that they could vary widely in disruptiveness (e.g., having an unreliable internet connection is much less severe than not having internet at all). Furthermore, they had lower internal reliability (i.e., Cronbach’s α = .38), so they were not included in analyses here (but for completeness are included in below Table S6). 
The following model examines each dependent variable with pandemic obstacles, objective numeracy, and their interaction as predictors, while controlling for numeric self-efficacy and the baseline version of the dependent variable (H2). These analyses are identical to those in Table S5, but with pandemic obstacles (i.e., number of pandemic-related obstacles experienced) instead of pandemic disruption as a predictor variable. 
	

	Obstacles
	ONS
	NSE
	Baseline DV
	Obstacles*ONS

	
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	p
	b (se)
	p

	Objective numeracy
	−0.092 (.11)
	.413
	0.696 (.04)
	<.001a
	0.127 (.13)
	.337
	------
	--
	−0.030 (.03)
	.345

	Math interest
	−0.038 (.05)
	.460
	0.000 (.02)
	.999
	0.001 (.06)
	.992
	0.694 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.048 (.01)
	.001a

	Pandemic grades
	−0.732 (.57)
	.201
	0.004 (.24)
	.985
	0.341 (.67)
	.613
	0.376 (.07)
	<.001a
	0.130 (.16)
	.418


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. All outcome variables are continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .001 level. 
Supplemental Text 3. Individual pandemic disruption variables as predictors.
We also tested each of the five individual items in the pandemic disruption measure as predictors in place of the pandemic disruption measure (H2). The following model examines each of our primary dependent variable with one of the five disruption variables, objective numeracy, and their interaction as predictors, while controlling for numeric self-efficacy and the baseline version of the dependent variable.
The interactions with individual disruption items varied in strength. Motivation was the only item that did not interact with numeracy to predict any of the outcomes; the items measuring disruption outside of the classroom tended to interact with numeracy. For example, health disruption predicted lower end-of-the-semester numeracy, b(se) = −0.12 (.04), p = .001 (Table S7), and math interest, b(se) = −0.07 (.02), p < .001 (Table S8), for those higher (vs. lower) in baseline numeracy; financial disruption predicted lower interest in math for those higher (vs. lower) in baseline numeracy, b(se) = −0.05 (.01), p = .001 (Table S8), and lower pandemic grades for those lower (vs. higher) in baseline numeracy, b(se) = 0.33 (.16), p = .034 (Table S9). 
Table S7
Objective Numeracy (ONS) as the Dependent Variable
	

	Disruption
	ONS
	Disruption*ONS

	
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	p

	Motivation
	−0.225 (.14)
	.108
	0.705 (.04)
	<.001a
	0.007 (.04)
	.871

	Learning strategies
	−0.168 (.12)
	.152
	0.695 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.092 (.04)
	.019b

	Living situation
	−0.073 (.10)
	.445
	0.703 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.076 (.03)
	.017b

	Health
	−0.066 (.11)
	.562
	0.708 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.118 (.04)
	.001a

	Financial situation
	−0.135 (.10)
	.174
	0.699 (.04)
	<.001a
	−0.043 (.03)
	.169


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. All outcome variables are continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .001 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.

Table S8 
Math Interest as the Dependent Variable
	

	Disruption
	ONS
	Disruption*ONS

	
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	p
	b (se)
	p

	Motivation
	−0.129 (.07)
	.049b
	0.007 (.02)
	.755
	−0.003 (.02)
	.892

	Learning strategies
	−0.012 (.06)
	.832
	0.002 (.02)
	.925
	−0.031 (.02)
	.095

	Living situation
	−0.002 (.05)
	.971
	0.003 (.02)
	.870
	−0.004 (.02)
	.773

	Health
	−0.007 (.05)
	.890
	0.011 (.02)
	.607
	−0.071 (.02)
	<.001a

	Financial situation
	−0.070 (.05)
	.127
	0.006 (.02)
	.757
	−0.047 (.01)
	.001a


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. All outcome variables are continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .001 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.

Table S9 
Pandemic Grades as the Dependent Variable
	

	Disruption
	ONS
	Disruption*ONS

	
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	 p
	b (se)
	p

	Motivation
	−2.540 (.70)
	<.001a
	0.043 (.24)
	.856
	0.091 (.21)
	.663

	Learning strategies
	−1.870 (.60)
	.002b
	0.078 (.24)
	.744
	0.375 (.20)
	.057

	Living situation
	0.133 (.49)
	.786
	−0.032 (.24)
	.895
	0.046 (.16)
	.776

	Health
	−0.421 (.60)
	.480
	−0.042 (.24)
	.861
	0.077 (.19)
	.681

	Financial situation
	−0.853 (.51)
	.094
	−0.060 (.24)
	.801
	0.333 (.16)
	.034c


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. All outcome variables are continuous. a Correlation reached statistical significance at the .001 level. b Correlation reached statistical significance at the .01 level. c Correlation reached statistical significance at the .05 level.
Table S10
[bookmark: _Hlk92705343]Comparison of Participants Who Completed vs. Did Not Complete End-of-the-Semester Measures
	We compared the characteristics of students who participated in the baseline and completed vs. did not complete the end-of-the-semester measure using logistic regression. Our binary dependent variable was those who completed (coded as 1) vs. did not complete (coded as 0) the end-of-the-semester measures. This analysis revealed no significant differences in personal characteristics (i.e., gender, race, Pell-Grant status, and age) nor numeracy between those who did and did not complete the study.
	
	Unstandardized b (se)
	p

	(Constant)
	0.89 (1.43)
	.533

	Objective numeracy
	0.06 (0.04)
	.169

	Numeric self-efficacy
	−0.08 (0.13)
	.553

	Age
	0.01 (0.06)
	.828

	Gender
	0.33 (0.33)
	.311

	Race
	0.03 (0.27)
	.911

	Pell Grant
	−0.24 (0.29)
	.405


Unstandardized b-coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and p-values are reported. Gender: 1 = female, 0 = male; race: 1 = White, 0 = non-White; Pell Grant: 1 = received a Pell Grant, 0 = did not receive a Pell Grant. All other independent variables were continuous.
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