Supplementary Materials
Experiment 1 results under different participant exclusion criteria
To adhere to our preregistered plan and confirm that our results were not due to the participant exclusion criteria we have added following preregistration, we conducted the analysis on a sample in which only the preregistered participant exclusion criterion of above-chance performance in post-test was used (N=195). No interaction between instruction and target type was observed in RT (F(1, 175) = 0.049, p = 0.825, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.110; note that 19 participants of this sample did not have any usable trials in at least one of the experimental conditions in RT, and hence the F-statistic degree of freedom of 175). Similarly, no interaction was found for response accuracy (F(1, 177) = 0.407, p = 0.524, p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.145; here, 17 participants did not have any usable trials in one of the experimental conditions).
Exclusion of participants according to post-test performance raises the concern that effects are a spurious result of regression to the mean (Shanks, 2017). This is less of a concern here, as no effect was found. Yet, in line with our preregistered protocol, analysis was also performed on another sample containing fifty-three participants who were excluded solely for producing above-chance performance in at least one of the post-tests, yielding a sample of size N=179. Still, no interaction between instruction and target type was found in RT (F(1, 178) = 0.172, p = 0.679, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.129). A marginal interaction was found in response accuracy, yet it was deemed inconclusive using Bayesian analysis (F(1, 178) = 2.929, p = 0.089, p = 0.016, BF10 = 0.686). Follow-up analysis revealed that this is driven by a marginal effect of target type within the ‘feel’ instruction: 'feel' trials in which the target equaled the sum of the masked digits yielded higher accuracy than trials when the target did not equal the sum of the masked digits (M = 98.0% & 97.5%, SD = 3.5% & 3.6% for target equal to sum and not equal to sum, respectively; t(178) = 1.91, p = 0.058). No such effect was found in ‘add’ trials, which was the critical condition hypothesized to drive a priming effect in this study (t(178) = -0.55, p = 0.584).
Experiment 1 results under different trial exclusion criteria
To further assess the robustness of our results, and in line with our preregistered plan, we tested if they change when different RT cutoff values are used for trial exclusion, hereby minimizing bias caused by the preprocessing method (Ratcliff, 1993; Rougier et al., 2018). Namely, all combinations of lower cutoff values of 250 ms, 300 ms, 350 ms and 400 ms, with upper cutoff values of 1000 ms, 1500 ms and 2000 ms were examined, along with an individualized cutoff of trials 1.5 SD below or above each participant’s mean RT. No interaction effect in RT nor in response accuracy was found in either analysis. See Table S1 and Table S2 below. 
To mitigate the concern that the failure to replicate the original priming effect stems from the different number of trials used in the current study, unconscious priming analyses were carried out on the first 112 trials only, matching the number used in the original study. These analyses also did not yield any evidence for unconscious priming (RT: F(1, 125) = 0.024, p = 0.878, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.139; Accuracy: F(1, 125) = 1.285, p = 0.259, p = 0.010, BF10 = 0.277). Note, however, that due to an oversight on our side, the current study was not designed in a block-wise fashion, and thus, while the first 112 trials contain 14 trials of each experimental condition on average (M = 14.2, 14.3, 14.5 & 13.5, SD = 3.2, 2.4, 2.9 & 2.9 for conditions ‘add sum’, ’add not-sum’, ‘feel sum’ & ‘feel not-sum’ respectively), they do not necessarily contain 14 trials of each condition per each participant. Therefore, in addition to analyzing the first 112 trials of each participant, we also conducted analyses considering the first 14 trials of each condition per participant, irrespective of the block. These analyses also did not yield evidence for an unconscious priming effect (RT: F(1, 125) = 0.108, p = 0.743, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.149; Accuracy: F(1, 125) = 0.239, p = 0.626, p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.153). 

	              Upper
  Lower
	1000 ms
	1500 ms
	2000 ms
	1.5 SDs

	250 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.210, p = 0.648
	F(1, 125) = 0.091, p = 0.764
	F(1, 125) = 0.000, p = 0.987
	

	300 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.192, p = 0.662
	F(1, 125) = 0.101, p = 0.751
	F(1, 125) = 0.001, p = 0.980
	

	350 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.430, p = 0.513
	F(1, 125) = 0.278, p = 0.599
	F(1, 125) = 0.044, p = 0.835
	

	400 ms
	F(1, 122) = 1.115, p = 0.293
	F(1, 125) = 0.784, p = 0.378
	F(1, 125) = 0.303, p = 0.583
	

	1.5 SDs
	
	
	
	F(1, 125) = 0.016, p = 0.900


Table S1. Experiment 1 priming effects in RT under different RT cutoff values. Columns represent different criteria for excluding slow trials (i.e., different upper bounds on RT), and rows represent different criteria for excluding fast trials (i.e., different lower bounds on RT). Note that the first 4 rows and the first 3 columns relate to absolute cutoff values, whereas the last row and the last column relate to individualized cutoff values (1.5 standard deviations away from each participant’s average RT). We therefore have 13 outcomes in this table: 12 combinations of absolute values and a single outcome of the individualized cutoff values. The same convention will be used in tables S2, S3 and S4.

	              Upper
  Lower
	1000 ms
	1500 ms
	2000 ms
	1.5 SDs

	250 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.599, p = 0.440
	F(1, 125) = 1.836, p = 0.178
	F(1, 125) = 0.329, p = 0.567
	

	300 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.757, p = 0.386
	F(1, 125) = 1.980, p = 0.162
	F(1, 125) = 0.388, p = 0.535
	

	350 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.409, p = 0.524
	F(1, 125) = 1.129, p = 0.290
	F(1, 125) = 0.097, p = 0.756
	

	400 ms
	F(1, 122) = 0.019, p = 0.892
	F(1, 125) = 0.263, p = 0.609
	F(1, 125) = 0.000, p = 0.998
	

	1.5 SDs
	
	
	
	F(1, 125) = 1.275, p = 0.261


Table S2. Experiment 1 priming effects in accuracy data under different RT cutoff values.

Experiment 2 results under different participant exclusion criteria
Akin to the above analysis for Experiment 1, here too priming analysis was conducted on the entire sample collected for the experiment (N=154). No interaction between instruction and target type was found in this sample either, not in RT (F(1, 153) < 0.001, p = 0.977, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.129) nor in accuracy (F(1, 153) = 2.118, p = 0.148, p = 0.014, BF10 = 0.413). 
Interestingly, in this sample, a main effect of target type was found in RT (F(1, 153) = 4.802, p = 0.030, p = 0.030). Follow-up analysis revealed that this was driven by quicker responses to targets that were not the sum of the masked digits as compared to targets that were (inversed RT M = 1.92, SD = 0.24 vs. M = 1.91, SD = 0.24 respectively; t(153) = 2.24, p = 0.026). Such negative compatibility effects, in which incongruent primes yield faster responses than congruent primes (in the opposite direction of what could be expected), have been previously reported in the literature, specifically for unconscious primes (Barbot & Kouider, 2012; Eimer & Schlaghecken, 2003). The current demonstration is particularly intriguing as it is elicited by primes 1220 ms prior to the target, which is a long duration for unconscious effects (Greenwald, Draine, & Abrams, 1996; Kouider & Dehaene, 2007). However, as this effect is only found when including the participants who reported seeing the masked stimuli, it could not be taken as compelling evidence for unconscious priming. 
Experiment 2 results under different trial exclusion criteria
As pre-registered, we tested additional trial exclusion criteria in order to validate that our main results do not depend on the certain cleaning method that was selected. Results of all these tests are detailed in Table S3 and Table S4 below. None yielded any interaction effect, not in RT nor in response accuracy.
Next, we considered only the first 112 trials of Experiment 2. This segment of the experiment is a direct replication of experiment 3 in Ric & Muller (2012), in English instead of in French, and so analyzing it in isolation from the rest is especially interesting in Experiment 2. Evidence for unconscious priming was not found in RT of the first 112 trials (F(1, 125) = 0.264, p = 0.609, p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.165), nor in accuracy (F(1, 125) = 0.049, p = 0.826, p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.135). As before, we also analyzed the first 14 trials of each condition per participant, and these did not find evidence for unconscious priming either (RT: F(1, 125) = 0.645, p = 0.423, p = 0.005, BF10 = 0.191; accuracy: F(1, 125) = 0.211, p = 0.647, p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.153).
	              Upper
  Lower
	1000 ms
	1500 ms
	2000 ms
	1.5 SDs

	250 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.064, p = 0.801
	F(1, 125) = 0.011, p = 0.916
	F(1, 125) = 0.109, p = 0.742
	

	300 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.057, p = 0.812
	F(1, 125) = 0.008, p = 0.927
	F(1, 125) = 0.100, p = 0.752
	

	350 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.063, p = 0.803
	F(1, 125) = 0.011, p = 0.918
	F(1, 125) = 0.114, p = 0.736
	

	400 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.016, p = 0.899
	F(1, 125) = 0.002, p = 0.967
	F(1, 125) = 0.053, p = 0.818
	

	1.5 SDs
	
	
	
	F(1, 125) = 2.053, p = 0.154


Table S3. Experiment 2 priming effects in RT under different RT cutoff values.
	              Upper
  Lower
	1000 ms
	1500 ms
	2000 ms
	1.5 SDs

	250 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.489, p = 0.485
	F(1, 125) = 0.045, p = 0.832
	F(1, 125) = 0.074, p = 0.786
	

	300 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.659, p = 0.418
	F(1, 125) = 0.103, p = 0.749
	F(1, 125) = 0.146, p = 0.703
	

	350 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.308, p = 0.580
	F(1, 125) = 0.004, p = 0.952
	F(1, 125) = 0.014, p = 0.904
	

	400 ms
	F(1, 125) = 0.519, p = 0.472
	F(1, 125) = 0.039, p = 0.843
	F(1, 125) = 0.067, p = 0.796
	

	1.5 SDs
	
	
	
	F(1, 125) = 0.212, p = 0.646


Table S4. Experiment 2 priming effects in accuracy data under different RT cutoff values. 
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