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Appendix B
Supplementary Details for Variable Computation
Table B1
Calculation for Six Multitasking (MT) Performance Measures
	Variable
	Calculation

	Reaction Time (RT) Measures

	Mixing Cost
	Average RT (mixed-repeat trials) − Average RT (single-repeat trials)

	Relative Mixing Cost (%)
	(Mixing Cost ÷ Average RT (single-repeat trials)) × 100

	Switch Cost 
	Average RT (mixed-switch trials) − Average RT (mixed-repeat trials)

	Accuracy Measures

	Mixing cost
	Calculated in the same way as the respective RT measures using the proportion of correct trials

	Relative Mixing Cost (%)
	

	Switch Cost 
	


Note. RT measures are in milliseconds.
Exploratory Coping Profile Analysis
An exploratory k-means cluster analysis was conducted on standardised scores of 14 subscales from the Brief COPE. Both two- and three-cluster solutions were examined. The three-cluster solution (low, maladaptive, adaptive) was selected for further analysis based on greater cluster separation (maximum cluster centre distance = 4.33), and theoretically meaningful profiles consistent with prior research (see Table B2). For instance, grouping coping into problem-focused, emotion-focused, and dysfunctional coping styles, or adaptive and maladaptive coping styles (Meyer, 2001; Eisenberg et al., 2012).
A TwoStep cluster analysis was conducted to validate the exploratory k-means three-cluster solution. Although the TwoStep method’s automatic selection suggested a two-cluster solution based on Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), the fixed three-cluster solution was retained due to interpretability and consistency with k-means results. The three-cluster solution reported fair cluster quality (average silhouette = 0.3) with a size ratio of 2.12. This indicates moderately distinct clusters with some size imbalance, suggesting meaningful but not perfectly separated coping profiles.
A cross-tabulation was conducted to examine the overlap between the original k-means three-cluster solution and the cluster membership derived from the TwoStep cluster analysis (see Table B3). The majority of cases classified as low coping in the k-means solution (44 out of 51; 86.3%) were assigned to TwoStep Cluster 1 (80.0% within TwoStep Cluster 1), indicating strong agreement for this group. Similarly, all cases classified as maladaptive coping (18 out of 18; 100%) were predominantly assigned to TwoStep Cluster 2 (52.9% within TwoStep Cluster 2), showing moderate alignment.
The adaptive coping cluster showed more dispersion across TwoStep clusters, with 11 cases (20.0%) in TwoStep Cluster 1, 9 cases (26.5%) in TwoStep Cluster 2, and the majority (26 cases, 100.0% within TwoStep Cluster 3) in TwoStep Cluster 3. This suggests that the adaptive coping cluster from k-means corresponds mainly to TwoStep Cluster 3 but also overlaps partially with the other clusters.
Overall, the cross-tabulation indicates a meaningful but not perfect overlap between the two clustering methods, with strongest agreement for the low coping and maladaptive coping groups. This provides evidence supporting acceptable convergent validity of the k-means clustering solution (low coping, maladaptive coping, adaptive coping) with the TwoStep cluster analysis in this exploratory analysis.


Table B2
Cluster Centres for K-Means Two- and Three-Cluster Solutions on Standardised Subscales
	Variable
	Two-Cluster Solution
	Three-Cluster Solution

	
	Cluster 1 Mean
	Cluster 2 Mean
	Cluster 1 Mean
	Cluster 2 Mean
	Cluster 3 Mean

	Self-distraction
	-.49
	.53
	-.57
	.71
	.36

	Active Coping
	-.52
	.57
	-.66
	-.04
	.75

	Denial
	-.35
	.38
	-.40
	1.41
	-.11

	Substance Use
	-.22
	.24
	-.25
	1.32
	-.24

	Emotional Social Support
	-.47
	.51
	-.41
	.43
	.29

	Instrumental Support
	-.47
	.51
	-.49
	.31
	.42

	Behaviour Disengagement
	-.15
	.16
	-.20
	1.49
	-.36

	Venting
	-.51
	.55
	-.53
	.92
	.22

	Positive Reframing
	-.63
	.69
	-.72
	.19
	.72

	Planning
	-.59
	.64
	-.74
	.21
	.74

	Humour
	-.25
	.27
	-.23
	.67
	-.01

	Acceptance
	-.48
	.52
	-.58
	-.09
	.68

	Religion
	-.45
	.49
	-.50
	.25
	.46

	Self-blame
	-.10
	.11
	-.15
	1.00
	-.22

	Cluster Size (n, %)
	60 (52.17%)
	55 (47.83%)
	51 (44.35%)
	18 (15.65%)
	46 (40%)





Table B3
Cross-Tabulation of Cluster Membership: K-Means versus TwoStep Cluster Analysis
	
	TwoStep Solution
	Total (n)
	% within TwoStep Cluster

	K-Means Cluster
	Cluster 1
	Cluster 2
	Cluster 3
	
	

	Low Coping
	44
	7
	0
	51
	80%

	Maladaptive Coping
	0
	18
	0
	18
	52.9%

	Adaptive Coping
	11
	9
	26
	46
	100%


Note. Percentages indicate the proportion of cases in each k-means cluster that fall into the corresponding TwoStep cluster.


Appendix C
Data Preparation for Perceived Workplace Support
To assess the frequency of workplace support for coping with MT demands, participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale (Never = 1, Rarely = 2, Sometimes = 3, Often = 4, Always = 5). Fifteen participants selected multiple response options, and their ratings were averaged to reflect intermediate responses. One case was excluded for selecting all five options. To facilitate interpretation and maintain consistency with the original response scale, these averaged scores were recoded into ordinal categories aligned with the Likert anchors (Never = 1 – 1.49, Rarely = 1.50 – 2.49, Sometimes = 2.50 – 3.49, Often = 3.50 – 4.49, Always = 4.50 – 5).
Participants also indicated which workplace support types they found useful: (1) task prioritisation, (2) autonomy in task management, (3) recovery opportunities, (4) peer and supervisory support, (5) work process tools and technologies, (6) emotional wellbeing and mindfulness programs, (7) skills development and training, (8) others. As participants could endorse multiple types, the variables were analysed as a dichotomous multiple-response set in SPSS. Frequencies and percent of cases were reported to reflect the proportion of participants who perceived each support type as helpful. This approach enabled accurate representation of overlapping endorsements across support types.


Appendix D
Descriptive Statistics for Variables
Table D1
Descriptive Statistics by Gender and Stress Condition
	Variable
	Male- Low  Stress (n=30)
	Male- High Stress (n=31)
	Female- Low Stress (n=33)
	Female- High Stress (n=21)

	Sample Characteristics

	Age
	35.87 (8.73)
	36.45* (10.45)
	36.70* (11.73)
	35.81* (11.19)

	Perceived Stress
	4.00* (2.30)
	5.81* (2.54)
	2.73* (2.14)
	6.10* (2.26)

	Multitasking Measures

	Mixing Cost RT
	256.85* (246.01)
	163.01 (128.22)
	257.81* (228.80)
	235.67* (140.22)

	Relative Mixing Cost RT (%)
	41.71 (38.14)
	28.29* (23.39)
	41.61 (33.92)
	41.28* (24.69)

	Switch Cost RT
	206.81 (174.63)
	247.20* (116.67)
	215.30* (223.06)
	194.00* (100.39)

	Mixing Cost Accuracy
	-0.09* (0.16)
	-0.01* (0.08)
	-0.06* (0.15)
	-0.12* (0.17)

	Relative Mixing Cost Accuracy (%)
	9.81* (17.53)
	1.75* (9.78)
	6.27* (18.90)
	12.82* (18.01)

	Switch Cost Accuracy
	0.03 (0.09)
	0.04 (0.08)
	0.01* (0.12)
	0.02* (0.11)

	Stress Coping (14 Subscales)

	Self-distraction
	5.13* (1.31)
	4.42* (1.69)
	4.48 (1.56)
	4.62* (1.69)

	Active Coping
	6.77* (1.17)
	5.71* (1.68)
	5.85* (1.82)
	5.33* (2.03)

	Denial
	3.33* (1.35)
	3.23* (1.71)
	3.06* (1.30)
	3.10* (1.45)

	Substance Use
	2.63* (1.38)
	2.68* (1.42)
	2.48* (1.00)
	2.38* (1.02)

	Emotional Social Support
	4.50* (1.74)
	4.84* (2.05)
	5.55* (1.50)
	4.57 (1.54)

	Instrumental Support
	4.70* (1.69)
	5.00* (1.88)
	5.45* (1.56)
	4.86 (1.56)

	Behaviour Disengagement
	2.97* (1.67)
	2.74* (1.26)
	2.67* (1.16)
	2.95* (1.32)

	Venting
	4.23 (1.36)
	3.81* (1.42)
	3.64* (1.39)
	3.10* (1.00)

	Positive Reframing
	5.60* (1.52)
	5.10* (2.01)
	5.33 (1.49)
	5.38 (1.72)

	Planning
	6.50* (1.28)
	5.42* (2.06)
	5.76* (1.77)
	5.43* (1.78)

	Humour
	3.97* (1.65)
	3.97* (1.49)
	3.70* (1.65)
	3.71* (1.90)

	Acceptance
	5.73* (1.60)
	5.45* (1.39)
	5.33 (1.53)
	4.76 (1.73)

	Religion
	4.67* (2.26)
	4.48* (2.31)
	5.55* (1.97)
	5.14* (2.10)

	Self-blame
	3.87* (1.66)
	3.35* (1.45)
	3.09* (1.59)
	2.90* (1.00)

	Stress Coping (Three-Factor Structure)

	Problem-focused Coping
	5.99* (1.06)
	5.38* (1.63)
	5.69* (1.27)
	5.21* (1.57)

	Emotion-focused Coping
	4.89* (1.13)
	4.77* (1.39)
	5.09 (0.96)
	4.71 (1.18)

	Dysfunctional Coping
	3.69* (0.83)
	3.37* (1.14)
	3.24* (0.70)
	3.17* (0.81)


Note. The 14 Brief COPE subscales (Carver, 1997) were grouped into three higher-order coping styles based on previous research (Meyer, 2001; Eisenberg et al., 2012): problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, and dysfunctional coping. Normality was assessed using histograms, Q–Q plots, and the Shapiro–Wilk test (p < .05). Variables identified as non-normally distributed are marked with an asterisk (*).
Table D2
Descriptive Statistics for the 14 Subscales and Three-Factor Structure of the Brief COPE
	Variable (N=115)
	Mean (SD)
	Median (range)

	14 Subscales
	
	

	Self-distraction
	4.66 (1.57)
	4.00 (2–8)

	Active Coping
	5.96* (1.73)
	6.00 (2–8)

	Denial
	3.18* (1.44)
	3.00 (2–8)

	Substance Use
	2.56* (1.22)
	2.00 (2–8)

	Emotional Social Support
	4.90 (1.76)
	5.00 (2–8)

	Instrumental Support
	5.03 (1.69)
	5.00 (2–8)

	Behaviour Disengagement
	2.82* (1.36)
	2.00 (2–8)

	Venting
	3.74 (1.36)
	4.00 (2–7)

	Positive Reframing
	5.35 (1.68)
	5.00 (2–8)

	Planning
	5.80* (1.78)
	6.00 (2–8)

	Humour
	3.84* (1.64)
	4.00 (2–8)

	Acceptance
	5.37 (1.56)
	5.00 (2–8)

	Religion
	4.96* (2.18)
	6.00 (2–8)

	Self-blame
	3.33* (1.50)
	3.00 (2–8)

	Three-factor Structure

	Problem-focused Coping
	5.59 (1.40)
	6.00 (2.33–8)

	Emotion-focused Coping
	4.88 (1.17)
	4.80 (2.40–8)

	Dysfunctional Coping
	3.38* (3.33)
	3.33 (2–7)


Note. Normality was assessed using histograms, Q–Q plots, and the Shapiro–Wilk test (p < .05). Variables identified as non-normally distributed are marked with an asterisk (*).
The distributions of problem-focused coping (M = 5.59, SD = 1.40) and emotion-focused coping (M = 4.88, SD = 1.17) were approximately normally distributed. Dysfunctional coping was moderately positively skewed (Skewness = 1.03, Mdn = 3.33, range = 2–7). Inspection of the outlier concluded that it should be retained as it reflected plausible coping responses and internal consistency was in an acceptable range.
The internal consistency of the three-factor structure of the Brief COPE was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Problem-focused coping (α = .73) and dysfunctional coping (α = .71) demonstrated acceptable reliability. Emotion-focused coping yielded an alpha slightly below the conventional threshold (α = .67), falling just below the conventional cutoff. However, it was retained in subsequent analyses due to its strong theoretical grounding and prior validation in similar research contexts (Meyer, 2001).


Appendix E
Data Preparation and Handling of Non-Normal Distributions
Several MT performance variables exhibited significant deviations from normality, as indicated by skewness, kurtosis, and visual inspection of histograms and Q–Q plots. To enable transformations that require strictly positive values, all MT variables were "positified" by adding a constant so that their minimum value equaled 1. Logarithmic base 10 (log₁₀), square root, and cube root transformations were applied, and for each variable, the transformation that most effectively reduced skewness and improved normality was selected. Normality was reassessed within each gender × stress condition subgroup using Shapiro–Wilk tests, histograms, and Q–Q plots. Table E1 presents the changes in non-normal variables before and after transformation.
Table E1
Non-Normal Variables Before and After Transformation by Gender and Stress Condition
	Measure
	Male- Low Stress (n=30)
	Male- High Stress (n=31)
	Female- Low Stress (n=33)
	Female- High Stress (n=21)

	Non-normal variables before transformation
	3
	3
	5
	2

	Non-normal variables after transformation
	5
	2
	3
	1

	Significant p-values
	< .001
	.02, .003
	< .001
	.01

	Interpretation
	No  improvement
	Moderate improvement
	Moderate improvement
	Noticeable improvement



Given these results, transformed variables were used for all primary parametric analyses when group sizes were ≥30 and assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were reasonably met (Field, 2018). In cases where distributional assumptions remained strongly violated or Levene’s test indicated heterogeneity of variance, non-parametric alternatives (e.g., Mann–Whitney U tests) were conducted as sensitivity checks. Where parametric and non-parametric results diverged, both sets of findings were reported to ensure transparency and strengthen the robustness of conclusions.
Several Brief COPE subscales also exhibited non-normal distributions, particularly those reflecting rarely endorsed strategies such as substance use and denial. This pattern is common in coping research due to floor effects (Carver, 1997; Eisenberg et al., 2012). To preserve conceptual clarity and interpretability, raw (untransformed) subscale scores were retained for most analyses. These subscales are composite scores derived from bounded 1–4 Likert-type items, making transformation both theoretically and statistically inappropriate (Zumbo & Zimmerman, 1993). Moreover, the primary analyses involving these scores (Mann–Whitney U tests, k-means and TwoStep clustering) are non-parametric or robust to non-normality (Field, 2018; Norušis, 2012).
1

For clustering models that required coefficient comparability and reduced multicollinearity, all 14 subscales and the three-factor coping structure (Problem-Focused, Emotion-Focused, Dysfunctional; Meyer, 2001) were standardised (z-scores) prior to inclusion. Standardisation enabled clearer interpretation and supported the statistical assumptions of these models (Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson, 2014). 

	
	



Appendix F
Summary Tables of Statistical Analysis Results

Table F1
Chi-Square Tests for Gender and Types of Workplace Support
	Variable
	Male n (%)
	Female n (%)
	χ²
	df
	p

	Task Prioritisation

	52 (85.2)
	41 (75.9)
	1.61
	1
	.21

	Autonomy in Task Management

	30 (49.2)
	26 (48.1)
	.01
	1
	.91

	Recovery Opportunities

	47 (77)
	39 (72.2)
	.35
	1
	.55

	Peer and Supervisory Support

	30 (49.2)
	31 (57.4)
	.78
	1
	.38

	Work Process Tools and Technologies

	26 (42.6)
	23 (42.6)
	.00
	1
	1.00

	Emotional Wellbeing and Mindfulness Programs

	15 (24.6)
	18 (33.3)
	1.07
	1
	.30

	Skills Development and Training
	25 (41)
	22 (40.7)
	.001
	1
	.98


50



	
	



Table F2
One-way MANOVA and Mann-Whitney Test Results for Stress Condition on MT Performance
	Dependent Variable
	Levene’s Test p
	Stress Condition
	Mann-Whitney Test

	
	
	df
	F
	p
	η²
	Mann-Whitney U
	p
	Low Stress Mean Rank
	High Stress Mean Rank

	Mixing Cost RT
	.03*
	1,113
	1.12
	.29
	.01
	1222
	.02*
	64.60
	50.00

	Relative Mixing Cost RT (%)
	.12
	1,113
	.37
	.55
	.003
	1306
	.06*
	63.27
	51.62

	Switch Cost RT
	.01*
	1,113
	.93
	.34
	.008
	1505
	.46
	55.89
	60.56

	Mixing Cost Accuracy
	.43
	1,113
	.45
	.50
	.004
	1493.50
	.42
	55.71
	60.78

	Relative Mixing Cost Accuracy (%)
	.57
	1,113
	/09
	.76
	.001
	1510.50
	.47
	60.02
	55.55

	Switch Cost Accuracy
	.96
	1,113
	.26
	.62
	.002
	1554.50
	.64
	56.67
	59.61


Note. For Levene’s Test p < .05, non-parametric sensitivity check Mann–Whitney U was conducted.

Table F3
Two-way ANOVA Results for Effect of Gender and Stress Conditions on Transformed MT Performance
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3k82v8caekv]Dependent Variable
	Levene’s Test p
	Gender
	Stress Condition
	Stress x Gender

	
	
	df
	F
	p
	η²
	df
	F
	p
	η²
	df
	F
	p
	η²

	Mixing Cost RT
	.048*
	1,111
	1.31
	.25
	.01
	1,111
	.74
	.39
	.007
	1,111
	.34
	.55
	.003

	Relative Mixing Cost RT (%)
	.18
	1,111
	1.56
	.21
	.01
	1,111
	.17
	.69
	.001
	1,111
	.33
	.57
	.003

	Switch Cost RT
	.049*
	1,111
	.34
	.56
	.003
	1,111
	.66
	.42
	.006
	1,111
	.85
	.36
	.008

	Mixing Cost Accuracy
	.02*
	1,111
	1.80
	.18
	.02
	1,111
	.12
	.74
	.001
	1,111
	6.13
	.02*
	.05

	Relative Mixing Cost Accuracy (%)
	.22
	1,111
	.87
	.35
	.008
	1,111
	.00
	.98
	.00
	1,111
	5.79
	.02*
	.05

	Switch Cost Accuracy
	.81
	1,111
	1.69
	.20
	.02
	1,111
	.12
	.73
	.001
	1,111
	.01
	.92
	.00


Note. For Levene’s Test p < .05, non-parametric sensitivity check Mann–Whitney U was conducted.


Table F4
Mann–Whitney U Results for Effect of Gender on Raw MT Performance Filtered by Stress Condition
	Dependent Variable
	Low Stress
	High Stress

	
	Mann-Whitney U
	p
	Male Mean Rank (n=30)
	Female Mean Rank (n=33)
	Mann-Whitney U
	p
	Male Mean Rank (n=31)
	Female Mean Rank (n=21)

	Mixing Cost RT
	449
	.53
	 33.53
	30.61
	207
	.03*
	22.68
	32.14

	Relative Mixing Cost RT (%)
	454
	.57
	33.37
	30.76
	206
	.03*
	22.65
	32.19

	Switch Cost RT
	464
	.67
	33.03
	31.06
	238
	.10
	29.32
	22.33

	Mixing Cost Accuracy
	454
	.57
	30.63
	33.24
	195
	.02*
	30.71
	20.29

	Relative Mixing Cost Accuracy (%)
	451.50
	.55
	33.45
	30.68
	195
	.02*
	22.29
	32.71

	Switch Cost Accuracy
	451.50
	.55
	33.45
	30.68
	297
	.60
	27.42
	25.14




Table F5
Descriptives and One-way MANOVA Results for Effect of Gender on Coping Strategies
	Dependent Variable
	Male
	Female
	Levene’s Test p
	Gender

	
	
	
	
	df
	F
	p
	η²

	Stress Coping (14 Subscales)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-distraction
	4.77 (1.54)
	4.54 (1.60)
	.53
	1,113
	.63
	.43
	.01

	Active Coping
	6.23 (1.53)
	5.65 (1.91)
	.07
	1,113
	3.28
	.07
	.03

	Denial
	3.28 (1.53)
	3.07 (1.34)
	.17
	1,113
	.57
	.45
	.01

	Substance Use
	2.66 (1.39)
	2.44 (1.00)
	.07
	1,113
	.86
	.36
	.01

	Emotional Social Support
	4.67 (1.90)
	5.17 (1.58)
	.06
	1,113
	2.28
	.13
	.02

	Instrumental Support
	4.85 (1.78)
	5.22 (1.57)
	.49
	1,113
	1.38
	.24
	.01

	Behaviour Disengagement
	2.85 (1.47)
	2.78 (1.22)
	.28
	1,113
	.09
	.77
	.001

	Venting
	4.02 (1.40)
	3.43 (1.27)
	.80
	1,113
	5.58
	.02*
	.05

	Positive Reframing
	5.34 (1.79)
	5.35 (1.57)
	.13
	1,113
	.001
	.98
	<.001

	Planning
	5.95 (1.79)
	5.63 (1.76)
	.94
	1,113
	.93
	.34
	.01

	Humour
	3.97 (1.56)
	3.70 (1.73)
	.34
	1,113
	.74
	.39
	.01

	Acceptance
	5.59 (1.49)
	5.11 (1.62)
	.70
	1,113
	2.73
	.10
	.02

	Religion
	4.57 (2.27)
	5.39 (2.01)
	.08
	1,113
	4.11
	.045*
	.04

	Self-blame
	3.61 (1.56)
	3.02 (1.38)
	.13
	1,113
	4.52
	.04*
	.04

	Stress Coping (Three-Factor Structure)

	Problem-focused Coping
	5.68 (1.40)
	5.50 (1.40)
	.86
	1,113
	.46
	.50
	.004

	Emotion-focused Coping
	4.83 (1.26)
	4.94 (1.06)
	.06
	1,113
	.28
	.60
	.002

	Dysfunctional Coping
	3.53 (1.01)
	3.21 (.74)
	.04*
	1,113
	3.62
	.06
	.03



Table F6
Two-way MANOVA Results for Gender and Stress Condition on Coping Strategies
	Dependent Variable
	Levene’s Test p
	Gender
	Stress Condition
	Gender x Stress

	
	
	df
	F
	p
	η²
	df
	F
	p
	η²
	df
	F
	p
	η²

	Stress Coping (14 Subscales)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-distraction
	.38
	1,113
	.58
	.45
	.005
	1,113
	.96
	.33
	.009
	1,113
	2.06
	.15
	.02

	Active Coping
	.02*
	1,113
	4.15
	.04*
	.04
	1,113
	6.11
	.02*
	.05
	1,113
	.73
	.40
	.007

	Denial
	.45
	1,113
	.53
	.47
	.005
	1,113
	.02
	.90
	.00
	1,113
	.07
	.80
	.001

	Substance Use
	.29
	1,113
	.91
	.34
	.008
	1,113
	.02
	.90
	.00
	1,113
	.10
	.75
	.001

	Emotional Social Support
	.14
	1,113
	1.41
	.24
	.01
	1,113
	.94
	.34
	.008
	1,113
	4.00
	.048*
	.04

	Instrumental Support
	.72
	1,113
	.92
	.34
	.008
	1,113
	.22
	.64
	.002
	1,113
	1.98
	.16
	.02

	Behaviour Disengagement
	.28
	1,113
	.03
	.86
	.00
	1,113
	.01
	.91
	.00
	1,113
	.97
	.33
	.009

	Venting
	.44
	1,113
	6.77
	.01*
	.06
	1,113
	3.7
	.06
	.03
	1,113
	.05
	.82
	.00

	Positive Reframing
	.04*
	1,113
	.001
	.98
	.00
	1,113
	.51
	.48
	.005
	1,113
	.74
	.39
	.007

	Planning
	.03*
	1,113
	1.23
	.27
	.01
	1,113
	4.54
	.04*
	.04
	1,113
	1.29
	.26
	.01

	Humour
	.75
	1,113
	.69
	.41
	.006
	1,113
	.001
	.98
	.00
	1,113
	.001
	.98
	.00

	Acceptance
	.83
	1,113
	3.44
	.07
	.03
	1,113
	2.11
	.15
	.02
	1,113
	.24
	.62
	.002

	Religion
	.21
	1,113
	3.51
	.06
	.03
	1,113
	.51
	.48
	.005
	1,113
	.07
	.79
	.001

	Self-blame
	.22
	1,113
	4.78
	.03*
	.04
	1,113
	1.55
	.22
	.01
	1,113
	.34
	.56
	.003

	Stress Coping (Three-Factor Structure)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem-focused Coping
	.04*
	1,113
	.81
	.37
	.007
	1,113
	4.34
	.04*
	.04
	1,113
	.06
	.80
	.001

	Emotion-focused Coping
	.06
	1,113
	.11
	.75
	.001
	1,113
	1.28
	.26
	.01
	1,113
	.32
	.57
	.003

	Dysfunctional Coping
	.09
	1,113
	3.75
	.06
	.03
	1,113
	1.31
	.26
	.01
	1,113
	.60
	.44
	.005
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Table F7
Descriptive and Inferential Statistics for MT Performance by Coping Cluster
	Dependent Variable
	Maladaptive Coping M (SD)
	Adaptive Coping M (SD)
	Low Coping M (SD)
	Welch’s F
	df₁
	df₂
	p
	Post-hoc (Games–Howell)
	Kruskal–Wallis H (p)

	Mixing cost RT
	25.14 (7.10)
	24.81 (4.23)
	25.25 (3.28)
	0.16
	2
	40.28
	.850
	n.s.
	0.57 (.752)

	Relative mixing cost RT (%)
	4.72 (1.02)
	4.79 (.44)
	4.85 (.40)
	0.34
	2
	39.84
	.720
	n.s.
	0.54 (.764)

	Switch cost RT RT
	23.09 (3.49)
	21.57 (5.11)
	22.82 (2.80)
	1.25
	2
	44.87
	.300
	n.s.
	2.87 (.239)

	Mixing cost accuracy
	1.16 (0.02)
	1.13 (0.05)
	1.15 (.03)
	4.25
	2
	61.95
	.020
	Maladaptive < Adaptive (p = .010)
	4.00 (.135)

	Relative mixing cost accuracy (%)
	6.71 (0.65)
	7.35 (1.28)
	6.76 (1.14)
	3.91
	2
	62.47
	.030
	Maladaptive < Adaptive (p = .030)
	4.00 (.135)

	Switch cost accuracy
	1.12 (.02)
	1.11 (.03)
	1.11 (.02)
	1.05
	2
	49.15
	.360
	n.s.
	1.49 (.475)


Note. n.s. = non-significant. Welch’s ANOVA used due to variance heterogeneity for some variables. Post-hoc comparisons are shown only for significant Welch’s ANOVA results. Kruskal–Wallis H values are provided for robustness checks; p-values in parentheses.


Table F8
Descriptive and Inferential Statistics for Perceived Stress by Coping Cluster
	Dependent Variable
	Maladaptive Coping M (SD)
	Adaptive Coping M (SD)
	Low Coping M (SD)
	F
	df₁
	df₂
	p
	Post-hoc (Games–Howell)
	Kruskal–Wallis H (p)

	Perceived stress
	5.50 (2.69)
	4.46 (3.02)
	4.20 (2.30)
	1.62
	2
	112
	.20
	n.s.
	3.30 (.19)


Note. n.s. = non-significant. Games–Howell post-hoc comparisons were used due to variance heterogeneity (Levene’s test p = .014). Kruskal–Wallis H value is included as a non-parametric robustness check.
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Brief COPE

These items deal with ways you've been coping with the stress in your life since you found out you were going
10 have to have this operation. There are many ways to try to deal with problems. These items ask what you've
been doing to cope with this one. Obviously, different people deal with things in different ways, but Im
interested in how you've tried to deal with it. Each item says something about a particular way of coping. | want
1o know to what extent you've been doing what the item says. How much or how frequently. Don't answer on
the basis of whether it seems to be working or not—just whether or not you're doing it. Use these response
choices. Try to rate each item separately in your mind from the others. Make your answers as true FOR YOU as

you can.

1=1 havent been doing this at all
2= I've been doing this 3 little bit

3= I've been doing this a medium amount
4= ve been doing this a lot

1. Ive been tuming to work or other activities to take my mind off things.
2.'ve been concentrating my efforts on doing something about the situation fm in.
3.I've been saying to myself ‘this isn' real”.

4.Ive been using alconol or other drugs 1o make myself feel better

5. I've been getting emotional SUPPOTt from others.

6. 've been giving up trying to deal with it

7. I've been taking action to try to make the situation better.

8. Ive been refusing to believe that it has happened.

9. Ive been saying things 1o let my unpleasant feelings escape.
10. Ive been getting help and advice from other people.

. Ive been using alcohol or other arugs to help me get through it

12. Ive been trying to see it in a different light, 1o make it seem more positive.

13. Ive been criticizing myseff

14. Ive been trying to come Up With a strategy 3bout what to do.

5. I've been getting comfort and understanding from someone.

16. Ive been giving up the attempt to cope.

17. Ive been looking for something good in what is happening

18. Ive been making jokes about it

19. Ive been doing something to think about it less, suich as going 1o movies, watching TV, reading, daydreaming, sieeping, or shopping.
20. Ive been accepting the reality of the fact that it has happened.

21 Ive been expressing my negative feelings.

22.Ive been trying 1o find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs.

23 Ive been trying 1o get advice or help from other people about What to do.

24, Ive been leaming to live with it

25 Ive been thinking hard about What steps 1o take.
26.Ive been blaming myself for things that happened.

27.Ive been praying or medating.

28, Ive been making fun of the situation.




