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Supplemental Analyses
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Supplemental analyses examining the ratio score proposed by Khooshabeh and Hegarty (2010; see also Nazareth, Killick, Dick, & Pruden, 2019) are presented below.  As a reminder, this ratio score is computed as the total number of fixations within zones divided by the total number of saccades between zones. In the context of a chronometric task using pairs of stimuli, a ratio around one is interpreted as reflecting holistic processing, whereas a ratio above one is seen as reflecting piecemeal processing. However, it is important to remember that, according to Toth and Campbell (2019) this ratio score is not interpretable for a psychometric task. For example, these authors suggested that the tendency to spend a large amount of time on the correct alternatives is likely to produce the incorrect conclusion that the process relies on a piecemeal strategy in psychometric tests. Therefore, we present these results only for the sake of completeness.  For comparison purposes, all mixed modeling results for each of the experiments are presented in Table S1. For each analysis, the analytic design was the same as used for accuracy analyses. Finally, results are only mentioned if they achieved significance with p < .05.
Experiment 1
	As can be seen from the table, only the effect of test achieved significance in Experiment 1, reflecting a larger ratio score for blocks (M = 3.15, SD = 1.98) than for human figures (M = 2.74, SD = 1.26). Considering that both these values are significantly different from one (both p < .001) these results would suggest the use of a piecemeal strategy in both tests, although even more so for the blocks test.
Experiment 2
	 In Experiment 2, the effect of test achieved significance, but this main effect was qualified by a sex by test interaction. Simple main effect analyses to decompose this interaction showed that, on the blocks test, men (M = 2.50, SD = 2.38) obtained significantly larger ratio scores than women (M = 1.99, SD = 2.10), whereas the sex difference was not significant on the human figures test (M = 1.49, SD = 1.22 for men; M = 1.76, SD = 2.10) . Considering that all these ratio scores are significantly different from one (all p < .025), these results would suggest the use of a piecemeal strategy in both tests and by both men and women, although this finding is most pronounced for men in the blocks test.
Experiment 3
	In Experiment 3, only the effect of test was significant, reflecting again a larger ratio score for blocks (M = 1.17, SD = 0.41) than for human figures (M = 1.04, SD = 0.41). Here however, the ratio score was significantly different from one for blocks (p < .001) but not for human figures (p = .244). Therefore, strictly speaking, these findings suggest a piecemeal strategy for blocks and a holistic strategy for human figures.
General Discussion
	The results of the supplemental analyses would suggest that a piecemeal strategy was generally used by all participants on both tests in Experiments 1 and 2, whereas Experiment 3 showed a switch to a holistic strategy but only for human figures. Although this last finding conforms to expectations, as we have explained above and in the main text, a direct interpretation of the ratio scores is not possible for psychometric tests such as the ones used here.
	With this in mind, even though, to some extent, the results conform to our predictions for Experiments 1 and 2 (i.e., strong piecemeal component in Experiment 1 that is somewhat reduced in Experiment 2), the ratio score results for Experiment 2 are also meaningless considering the underlying manipulation. Specifically, it was impossible for participants to use a piecemeal strategy in Experiment 2 because they were forced to gaze at a small central part of each figure. If they moved their eyes outside this window, the figure disappeared, thereby precluding the ability to conduct a piecemeal analysis of peripheral features. The pattern of results observed in Experiment 2 can be better explained by multiple within-windows eye movement as participants gauged the limits of the invisible window that we used as boundary.  Therefore, the participants did not use a piecemeal strategy in Experiment 2. Instead, they developed a strategy to deal with a difficult task. In this context, the number of within-figures fixations might reflect task difficulty rather than piecemeal or holistic strategy selection. From that perspective, the ratio score does not provide additional information over the results presented in the main text for duration of fixation and the number of saccades between the target and response alternatives. All dependent measures therefore suggest that task difficulty is a crucial component underlying the patterns of fixation. A consequence of these interpretations is that confirmation of strategy differences as a function of test in Experiment 3 are likely to be coincidental and should not be over-interpreted. Essentially, the somewhat strange pattern of results produced by the ratio score across our three experiments should be seen as support for Toth and Campbell’s (2019) argument that the ratio score developed by Khooshabeh and Hegarty (2010) is inappropriate in the context of a psychometric test.
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Table S1
Mixed Models Results for Ratio Scores in All Experiments (degrees of freedom in parentheses after the name of the effect)
	Effect
	Degrees of Freedom
	LR
	p

	Experiment 1
	
	
	

	Sex
	1
	1.14
	.287

	Test
	1
	5.00
	.025

	Sex by Test
	1
	1.11
	.292

	Experiment 2
	
	
	

	Sex
	1
	0.23
	.627

	Test
	1
	20.49
	< .001

	Sex by Test
	1
	4.37
	.037

	Experiment 3
	
	
	

	Sex
	1
	1.09
	.296

	Test
	1
	28.75
	< .001

	Sex by Test
	1
	0.71
	.399



