Reaction Time Data
[bookmark: _GoBack]Experiment 1. In all experiments, we trimmed reaction time (RT) data by establishing a cutoff score of 2.5 standard deviations above each participant’s mean trial RT with which to replace extreme values (Ratcliff, 1993). Of the original sample, we excluded data from n=4 participants (n=1 participant had more than 5% of trials in excess of this cutoff score; n=3 participants assigned to the high mismatch prevalence condition exhibited perfect match accuracy). We analyzed RTs using a 2 (Match Type-within: match, mismatch) X 3 (Mismatch prevalence-between: 80%, 50%, 20%) X 2 (Accuracy-within: correct, incorrect) mixed methods ANOVA. We found a main effect of match type, F(1,85) = 4.41, p = .033, η2p = .05, and no main effect of mismatch prevalence, F(2,85) = 1.80, p =.171, η2p = .04, and a main effect of accuracy, F(1,85) = 88.34, p < .001, η2p = .51. More importantly, these main effects were qualified by a three-way interaction, F(2,85) = 9.99, p < .001, η2p = .19. Although this three-way interaction was significant, longer reaction times were associated with poorer identification performance. Therefore, our data do not support that inaccurate trials, regardless of mismatch prevalence and match type, were the result of early search termination.  However, errors did not appear to be attributable to early search termination — participants simply took longer before making any type of incorrect decisions and longer RTs was associated with decreased accuracy. Therefore, we do not find any support for an early search termination explanation of the LPE.
 
Experiment 2. Of the original sample, we excluded data from n=1 participant (assigned to the low prevalence condition who exhibited perfect mismatch accuracy). We found a significant interaction between match type, mismatch prevalence, and feedback for correct trials, F(1,74) = 4.63, p = .001, η2p = .20, and incorrect trials  F(1,74) = 3.30, p = .015, η2p = .15. Again, however, early search termination did not produce a sufficient explanation for the accuracy differences. Instead, our evidence points to feedback generally increasing RT, but that additional time was insufficient to combat LPE errors.
Participants who took longer to make their decision were less likely to be correct. Extra consideration and decision time did not improve task performance. These data follow many other works dealing with the relationship between facial identification and decision processes. Unlike object processing, many studies in the eyewitness domain find that shorter reaction times are predictive of higher accuracy (e.g., Bornstein, Deffenbacher, Steven, & Mcgorty, 2012). 
Experiment 3. Of the original sample, we excluded data from n=6 participants (n=3 participants had more than 5% of trials in excess of this cutoff score; n=3 participants assigned to the high prevalence condition exhibited perfect match accuracy). We found a significant interaction between match type, prevalence, and feedback for correct trials, F(1,68) = 3.01, p = .011, η2p = .210, and incorrect trials F(1,68) = 3.76, p = .003, η2p = .249. Again, however, early search termination did not produce a sufficient explanation for the accuracy differences. Instead, our evidence points to feedback generally increasing RT, but that additional time was not sufficient to combat LPE errors.
Overall, the early search termination account would have manifested as faster erroneous mismatch responses in low-prevalence conditions compared to high and medium prevalence conditions. We found no such evidence across the current experiments. In fact, only the longest reaction times reliably predicted errors. Of course, decision reaction time is only an approximation of search termination in a self-paced task such as ours, so early search termination cannot be completely disregarded by our results. Nevertheless, this pattern fits with the extant literature regarding the inverse relationship between decision time and facial identification accuracy. Future research will need to more strongly compare object and facial recognition paradigms to identify the shared and distinct mechanisms that may be guided by stimulus type.

Experiment 1 Accuracy (Full)

High	1.9478317682177133E-2	1.4743933351063726E-2	1.9478317682177133E-2	1.4743933351063726E-2	Match	Mismatch	0.8482993197278913	0.89064625850340129	Medium	1.3936675970828552E-2	1.7856560907088162E-2	1.3936675970828552E-2	1.7856560907088162E-2	Match	Mismatch	0.9055190058479532	0.8411915204678363	Low	1.1440994912080355E-2	2.3798399120012598E-2	1.1440994912080355E-2	2.3798399120012598E-2	Match	Mismatch	0.91743197278911592	0.7683673469387754	



Experiment 1 Reaction Time

High	347.24698755152343	358.7118748845632	609.2397835507586	644.92519015148946	347.24698755152343	358.7118748845632	609.2397835507586	644.92519015148946	Match	Mismatch	Match	Mismatch	Correct	Incorrect	4091.7988724875186	3809.7015316393126	4653.0912880035812	6772.1477624336676	Medium	337.47624388488208	483.34211908996969	982.96684533646942	722.69820544885795	337.47624388488208	483.34211908996969	982.96684533646942	722.69820544885795	Match	Mismatch	Match	Mismatch	Correct	Incorrect	3575.0252086923051	4046.8913535378701	5649.868155260785	5792.8808651636336	Low	305.18548434406847	366.29569578688751	627.28675377880415	588.86657149806342	305.18548434406847	366.29569578688751	627.28675377880415	588.86657149806342	Match	Mismatch	Match	Mismatch	Correct	Incorrect	3752.7886177948199	4386.6223940154441	6341.6811256057072	5640.9230518817112	Match	Mismatch	Match	Mismatch	Correct	Incorrect	
Reaction Time (ms)




