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Table S1
The Original 27-item EMS
	Item
	Decision

	1. I find it easy to accomplish things that require coordinating several tasks (e.g., cooking a complicated meal, organising an event).
	Proposed Performance a

	2. I prefer to work on multiple tasks at the same time rather than do one task at a time.
	Proposed Preference b

	3. I like to save time by doing several things at once.
	Proposed Preference

	4. Regardless of how boring the task is, I try to complete it with no distractions.
	Removed c

	5(r). I struggle to remember what to do if I need to switch between different tasks.
	Proposed Performance

	6(r). I can only concentrate on one thing at a time.
	Proposed Performance

	7(r). I find switching between different tasks exhausting.
	Proposed Performance

	8. It’s hard for me to keep the track of timings when I’m working on more than one task at a time.
	Removed d

	9. I like looking at multiple things at the same time (e.g., my phone and TV).
	Proposed Preference

	10(r). I feel comfortable switching between different tasks to get them all done.
	Proposed Performance

	11(r). I find it difficult to work on more than one task at a time.
	Proposed Performance

	12(r). I would prefer to first complete a task before starting a new one.
	Proposed Preference

	13(r). It always takes me longer to complete multiple tasks at the same time than when completing the same tasks one after the other.
	Proposed Performance

	14. I prefer doing a single task with no distractions.
	Removed c

	15. I enjoy switching between doing different things.
	Proposed Preference

	16. I find it easy to remember what to do next when I’m doing several things at once.
	Proposed Performance

	17(r). I cannot have a conversation whilst doing another task at the same time (e.g., listening to the music, messaging someone else).
	Proposed Performance

	18. When I have a task to complete, I like to break it up by switching to other tasks intermittently.
	Proposed Preference

	19. I find it easy to write whilst doing something else at the same time (e.g., listening to the lecture, or music/TV, or talking to someone).
	Proposed Performance

	20. When I feel bored with one task, I engage in other tasks at the same time.
	Removed d

	21(r). I am less efficient when I work on several tasks at a time.
	Proposed Performance

	22. The more tasks I do at the same time, the more efficient I feel.
	Proposed Performance

	23(r). I dislike doing more than one thing at the same time. 
	Proposed Preference

	24. I lose interest in what I am doing if I have to focus on the same task for long periods.
	Removed d

	25. I enjoy doing more than one task at the same time.
	Proposed Preference

	26. Doing multiple things at the same time makes me feel more productive.
	Proposed Performance

	27. I spend too much time dividing my attention between things when I should be concentrating on one thing.
	Removed d


Note. a The item in the original factor structure proposed to measure multitasking performance. b The item in the original factor structure proposed to measure multitasking preference. c Removed because a second task may not necessarily be distraction. d Removed because of being too ambiguous, which could be applicable to anyone at some point and may be related to both preference and performance. Such item is also usually accompanied by a premise. Reverse-scored items are denoted with an (r).

Table S2.
Descriptive Statistics of the final 22-item EMS
	Item
	M (SD)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	
	
	

	1. I find it easy to accomplish things that require coordinating several tasks (e.g., cooking a complicated meal, organising an event).
	3.39 (1.07)
	-0.49
	-0.44

	2. I prefer to work on multiple tasks at the same time rather than do one task at a time.
	2.89 (1.09)
	0.01
	-0.95

	3. I like to save time by doing several things at once.
	3.54 (1.05)
	-0.50
	-0.65

	5(r). I struggle to remember what to do if I need to switch between different tasks.
	3.01 (0.99)
	0.03
	-1.08

	6(r). I can only concentrate on one thing at a time.
	3.10 (1.09)
	-0.34
	-0.83

	7(r). I find switching between different tasks exhausting.
	2.99 (1.08)
	-0.02
	-0.98

	9. I like looking at multiple things at the same time (e.g., my phone and TV).
	3.42 (1.20)
	-0.31
	-1.06

	10(r). I feel comfortable switching between different tasks to get them all done.
	3.27 (0.99)
	-0.28
	-0.81

	11(r). I find it difficult to work on more than one task at a time.
	2.94 (1.08)
	-0.07
	-0.93

	12(r). I would prefer to first complete a task before starting a new one.
	2.46 (0.94)
	0.31
	-0.87

	13(r). It always takes me longer to complete multiple tasks at the same time than when completing the same tasks one after the other.
	2.93 (0.93)
	-0.25
	-0.90

	15. I enjoy switching between doing different things.
	3.11 (0.95)
	-0.07
	-0.84

	16. I find it easy to remember what to do next when I’m doing several things at once.
	2.86 (1.00)
	0.05
	-1.15

	17(r). I cannot have a conversation whilst doing another task at the same time (e.g., listening to the music, messaging someone else).
	3.08 (1.18)
	0.00
	-1.05

	18. When I have a task to complete, I like to break it up by switching to other tasks intermittently.
	3.32 (1.00)
	-0.19
	-1.02

	19. I find it easy to write whilst doing something else at the same time (e.g., listening to the lecture, or music/TV, or talking to someone).
	2.81 (1.21)
	0.01
	-1.14

	21(r). I am less efficient when I work on several tasks at a time.
	2.63 (0.97)
	0.14
	-0.95

	22. The more tasks I do at the same time, the more efficient I feel.
	3.17 (1.04)
	-0.20
	-0.74

	23(r). I dislike doing more than one thing at the same time.
	3.08 (0.94)
	-0.34
	-0.81

	25. I enjoy doing more than one task at the same time.
	3.18 (0.84)
	-0.27
	-0.76

	26. Doing multiple things at the same time makes me feel more productive.
	3.59 (0.97)
	-0.59
	-0.44


Note. Reverse-scored items are denoted with an (r). 


Table S3
Descriptive Statistics of the Self-reported Measures
	Variable
	Valid Response
	M (SD)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	
	
	
	

	 EMS Performance
	155
	3.00 (0.74)
	-0.18
	-0.73

	 EMS Preference
	155
	3.04 (0.73)
	-0.39
	-0.20

	 SDQ ADHD
	148
	4.28 (2.24)
	0.24
	-0.51

	 ATQ EC
	153
	3.97 (0.82)
	0.13
	0.28

	 ATQ OS
	153
	4.62 (0.72)
	0.00
	-0.52

	 QDQ DA
	156
	3.05 (0.83)
	-0.10
	-0.08


Note. EMS = Everyday Multitasking Scale, SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire, ATQ = Adult Temperament Questionnaire, EC = Effortful Control, OS = Orienting Sensitivity, QDQ = Quick Delay Questionnaire, DA = Delay Aversion

Results from Table S2 indicated that all items (M = [2.46, 3.59], SD = [0.84, 1.21]) had a skewness between -0.59 and 0.31. Therefore, there was no floor or ceiling effects. Six items, including the previously mentioned Item 5, 9, and 18, had a kurtosis slightly lower than -1.00, but none were higher than 1.00. Table S3 showed that, overall, the self-reported questionnaires were normally distributed.


Power Calculation
First, WebPower (https://webpower.psychstat.org/wiki/) was applied to determine the sample size for our correlation and regression analysis. According to Brysbaert (2019), Cohen's d = .40 is a good first estimate of the smallest effect size in psychology research, requiring a sample size of at least 200. However, we counterargued that finding such a small correlation may not be actually meaningful. Indeed, Himi et al. (2022) showed the median sample sizes for research investigating cognitive and personality correlates of multitasking were 150 and 131, respectively. Although findings in this area were still inconsistent, we believed our sample size was sufficient for our interest. Determining the sample size in mediation analysis is more complex, but a recent study by Sim et al. (2021) suggested that a conservative sample size between 50 to 150 will be enough for a similar partial/complete mediation analysis with a medium/large effect size. Therefore, our sample would be sufficient to detect mediated effects with such effect sizes, but may be underpowered to detect a smaller effect size.
For factor analysis, some guidelines recommended a minimum number of 200, which is also the median number for research (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). Here, we took an exploratory approach by using a recently developed online software (https://yilinandrewang.shinyapps.io/pwrSEM/), which enabled us to perform Monte Carlo simulations under the theory by Wang and Rhemtulla (2021). To estimate the average factor loading and the correlation between constructs in the EMS, we employed the data collected from Himi et al. (2022) and made conservative estimations for the data that are not available. After simulations with 1000 replications, the power for detecting our estimated covariance with a sample size of 155 was around 85-93%. Unfortunately, splitting the total data into two equal-sized halves for cross-validation (one for EFA, the other for CFA; Owen & Wang, 2016) may not be possible, as power drops drastically below 67%.
Transparency and Openness
While we acknowledge the importance of scientific rigour of open science and transparency, our study did not include the request for approval to share data, and the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) provided to participants did not involve information about potential data sharing. As a result, public sharing of data is not possible.
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