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Search Task Analyses by Block
Here we report, for each experiment, analyses of data from single-distractor trials as a function of trial blocks to examine how the attentional bias to the high-variance (HV) distractor over the low-variance (LV) distractor emerged over the course of training. For each experiment, the search task consisted of 16 blocks of 42 trials. The first 8 of these blocks consisted of 14 trials with each type of single-distractor trial. The latter 8 blocks contained 12 trials with each type of single-distractor trial, and 2 trials with each type of double-distractor trial.
Experiment 1
Figure S1a shows the proportion of single-distractor trials with gaze on each distractor across blocks of the search task in Experiment 1 (data from one participant were excluded from this analysis as they did not have any valid LV distractor trials in the first two blocks). We analysed these data using a 2 (distractor type: HV, LV) × 16 (block) ANOVA, applying Greenhouse-Geisser correction to degrees of freedom as appropriate to correct for non-sphericity. This analysis revealed a significant main effect of distractor type, F(1, 29) = 16.7, p < .001,  ηp2 = 0.365, with a higher proportion of trials with gaze on the HV distractor than the LV distractor. The main effect of block was not significant, F(8.17, 237.02) = 1.51, p = .154, ηp2 = 0.049, nor was the distractor type × block interaction, F(9.69, 281.14) = 0.81, p = .613,  ηp2 = 0.027.
In order to further explore how the attentional bias to the HV distractor over the LV emerged over the course of training, we conducted a paired samples t-test comparing the proportion of trials with gaze on the HV and LV distractors in the first block of the search task. This difference was non-significant, t(29) = 1.04, p = .309, dz = 0.19. A Bayesian paired-samples t-test on these data indicated moderate support for the null hypothesis, BF01 = 3.16, suggesting that there was no difference in the rate of looking at the HV and LV distractors in the first block of the task.
Experiment 2
Findings were similar to those of Experiment 1: ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of distractor type, F(1, 35) = 10.2, p = .003, ηp2 = 0.226, with greater capture by the HV distractor than the LV distractor when averaged across blocks (see Figure S1b). The main effect of block, F(8.51, 297.69) = 1.67, p = .101, ηp2 = 0.045, and a distractor type × block interaction, F(9.76, 341.56) = 0.57, p = .838, ηp2 = 0.016, were both non-significant. There was no significant difference in the proportion of trials with gaze on the HV and LV distractors in the first block of trials, t(35) = 1.62, p = .115, dz = 0.27. A Bayesian paired samples t-test indicated anecdotal support for the null hypothesis over the alternative, BF01 = 1.72. 
Experiment 3
For Experiment 3, ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of distractor type, F(1, 59) = 4.93, p = .030, ηp2 = 0.077, with greater capture by the HV distractor than the LV distractor (see Figure S1c). There was also a significant main effect of block, F(9.71, 573.01) = 2.10, p = .024, ηp2 = 0.034, indicating that the proportion of trials with gaze on either distractor varied over the course of training. The trial type × block interaction was non-significant, F(10.73, 633.13) = 1.33, p = .203, ηp2 = 0.022. There was no significant difference in the proportion of trials with gaze on the HV and LV distractors in the first block, t(59) = 0.943, p = .350, dz = 0.12, with a Bayesian analysis indicating moderate support for the null hypothesis of no difference, BF01 = 4.64.
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Figure S1. Proportion of trials in which participants looked at the distractor for single-distractor trials featuring a high-variance (HV) or low-variance (LV) distractor, across blocks of the search task in (a) Experiment 1, (b) Experiment 2, and (c) Experiment 3.

Discussion
Across all three experiments, ANOVA analysis of the single-distractor trial data across blocks revealed a significant main effect of trial type and non-significant trial type × block interaction. One possible interpretation of this pattern of results is that the UMAC effect does not vary as a function of participants’ experience of reward uncertainty, such that the attentional bias to the HV distractor was present from the first trial on which it was presented. However, analysis of the data from the first block of the search task indicated that there was no significant difference in the rate at which participants looked at the HV and LV distractors early in training, with Bayes factors supporting the null hypothesis of no difference over the alternative in all three experiments. On this point, it is important to note that the only difference between the HV and LV distractors in these experiments was participants’ experience of their paired outcomes: participants were provided with no instructions to differentiate the distractors prior to each experiment, and the distractor colours were counterbalanced across participants to account for any potential differences in rates of capture driven by their physical characteristics. Therefore, any differences in the rate of capture between the HV and LV distractors must be a consequence of participants learning about which outcomes were paired with each distractor as a consequence of trial-by-trial experience.
Consequently, we take the findings of ANOVA analyses and Bayesian t-tests to suggest that the UMAC effect developed rapidly via learning based on reward feedback, and then remained relatively stable throughout the remainder of the task. This pattern of results is similar to that typically observed in studies of value-modulated attentional capture, where a learned attentional bias to a distractor signalling high-value reward versus a distractor signalling low-value reward develops rapidly (often within one or two blocks of trials) and then remains stable throughout the subsequent task (e.g., Le Pelley et al., 2015; Pearson et al., 2015, 2020; Pearson & Le Pelley, 2020). 
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