Supplementary Materials
1. Analyses of non-conditionalized data - ExcludeThink paradigm
[bookmark: _Hlk144760102]Results of the non-conditionalized data include all target items, including those that were not recalled in the criterion test.
Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests
For the Same-Probe test, a paired samples t-test revealed that recall rates in the No-Think (NT) condition (mean = 0.915, SD = 0.078) did not differ significantly from recall rates in the Study-Only (SO) condition (mean = 0.92, SD = 0.077; t(39) = -0.577, p = .567, 95% CI [−0.026, 0.014], Cohen’s d = -0.075; Figure 1A). Similarly, no differences were found for the Independent-Probe test (mean NT = 0.521, SD = 0.121; mean SO = 0.518, SD = 0.121; t(39) = 0.132, p =.895, 95% CI [−0.043, 0.049], Cohen’s d = 0.025; Figure 1B).
A Bayesian analysis was conducted to further examine the effects of condition in the Same-Probe test and the Independent-Probe test. Results revealed support for the null hypothesis—no differences between conditions for each task (Same-Probe: BF01 = 5.814; Independent-Probe: BF01 = 5.711).
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Figure 1. Results for the Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 

Category verification task
For this analysis, we compared the Response Times (RTs) for words from both the NT condition and the SO condition to the RTs for words from the Test-Only (TO) condition (Figure 2). Faster response times were found in the NT condition (mean = 1413, SD = 217) and in the SO condition (mean = 1439, SD = 245), compared to the TO condition (mean = 1532, SD = 263).
A repeated measures ANOVA on the RTs with condition as the independent measure was conducted. Because the assumption of sphericity was violated, a Green-Geisser sphericity correction was applied. The ANOVA revealed a significant effect of condition (F(1.578, 61.553) = 24.885, p < .001, η2p = .390). Tukey's post-hoc tests showed that the difference between the NT and SO conditions was not significant (t(39) = 1.448,  pHolm = 0.152, 95% CI [17.369, 38.826], Cohen’s d = 0.106). However, significant differences were found both between the TO and the NT conditions (t(39) = 6.704,  pHolm < 0.001, 95% CI [75.220, 161.686], Cohen’s d = 0.489) and between the TO and the SO conditions (t(39) = 5.255,  pHolm < .001, 95% CI [49.627, 92.860], Cohen’s d = 0.383). 
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Figure 2. Results of the Category Verification Task. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 

2. Analyses of conditionalized data - IncludeThink paradigm
Our analyses focused on the effects of retrieval suppression as expressed in both the explicit measures – recall rate in the Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests, and the implicit measure – RT in the category verification test. Since forgetting can only happen for learned items, we report analyses that consider only the conditionalized data; those items that were successfully learned in the study phase, as determined by the criterion test (mean recall success rate = 88.7%, SD = 8.85%). This is a frequently used procedure in TNT experiments (Hulbert et al., 2016).
Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests
Results of the Same-Probe test are presented in Figure 3A. On the descriptive level, results are in line with the typical TNT effect: the probability of recall is highest in the Think condition (mean = 0.989, SD = 0.028), followed by the SO condition (mean = 0.978, SD = 0.026), and lowest in the NT condition (mean = 0.940, SD = 0.082).  A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the recall scores with condition as the independent variable and a Greenhouse-Geisser correction for sphericity. The ANOVA revealed a significant effect of condition (F(1.190, 45.215) = 12.517, p < .001, η2p = .248). To explore the differences between the conditions, we conducted post-hoc tests. These tests found significant differences between the NT and SO conditions (t(38) = 3.703,  pHolm < .001, 95% CI [0.013, 0.063], Cohen’s d = 0.727), as well as between the Think and NT conditions (t(38) = 4.766,  pHolm < .001, 95% CI [0.024, 0.074], Cohen’s d = 0.936). However, the differences between the SO and Think condition were not significant (t(38) = 1.063,  pHolm = .291, 95% CI [-0.036, 0.014], Cohen’s d = 0.209). The absence of effects for the Think versus SO condition has often been observed in prior studies (e.g., Catarino Küpper Werner-Seidler Dalgleish & Anderson, 2015; Hellerstedt Johansson & Anderson, 2016; Küpper Benoit Dalgleish & Anderson, 2014; Streb Mecklinger Anderson Lass-Hennemann & Michael, 2016; Taubenfeld Anderson & Levy, 2019). 
For the Independent-Probe test, the descriptive pattern of the results (Figure 3B) show that the probability of recall is highest in the SO condition (mean = 0.516, SD = 0.152), slightly lower in the Think condition (mean = 0.496, SD = 0.110), and lowest in the NT condition (mean = 0.459, SD = 0.119). A slightly higher (though not significant, see below) recall rate in the SO condition has also been reported previously (Taubenfeld Anderson & Levy, 2019). A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the recall scores with condition as the independent variable and a Greenhouse-Geisser correction for sphericity. The ANOVA revealed a significant effect of condition (F(1.962, 74.569) = 3.553, p = .034, η2p = .086). To further explore the differences between the conditions, we conducted post-hoc tests. These tests found significant differences between the NT and SO conditions (t(38) = 2.629,  pHolm = .031, 95% CI [0.004, 0.109], Cohen’s d = 0.442). The difference between the Think and NT conditions, however, did not reach significance (t(38) = 1.697,  pHolm = .188, 95% CI [-0.089, 0.016], Cohen’s d = 0.285). The differences between the SO and Think condition were not significant either (t(38) = 0.932,  pHolm = .354, 95% CI [-0.033, 0.073], Cohen’s d = 0.157). As mentioned earlier the absence of effects for the Think versus SO condition is in line with previous results (e.g., Catarino Küpper Werner-Seidler Dalgleish & Anderson, 2015; Hellerstedt Johansson & Anderson, 2016; Küpper Benoit Dalgleish & Anderson, 2014; Streb Mecklinger Anderson Lass-Hennemann & Michael, 2016; Taubenfeld Anderson & Levy, 2019).
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Figure 3. Results for the Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 


Category verification task
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Description automatically generated]RTs were fastest in the SO condition (mean = 1510, SD = 262), followed by the NT condition (mean= 1554, SD = 281), the Think condition (mean = 1593, SD = 316), and slowest in the TO condition (mean = 1598, SD = 297). Planned comparisons revealed that significant priming effects (faster RTs compared to the TO condition) were only found for the SO condition (t(114) = 3.302,  p = .001, 95% CI [35.248, 140.939]). The difference in RTs between the SO and Think conditions was significant (t(114) = 3.113,  p = .002, 95% CI [30.208, 135.899]). The difference between the SO and NT conditions approached significance (t(114) = 1.670,  p = .098, 95% CI [-8.304, 97.387]). 


Figure 4. Results of the Category Verification Task. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 

3. Comparison with the standard TNT paradigm: ExcludeThink paradigm (Current) and Taubenfeld et al. (2019)
Our experiment was identical to that of Taubenfeld et al. (2019) in every respect except for the absence of the Think condition. We therefore compared results of the two experiments using a mixed ANOVA with study (current experiment vs. Taubenfeld et al., 2019) as a between-subject factor and condition (SO/NT) as a within-subject factor. These analyses were aimed at examining our prediction that the inclusion (or exclusion) of the Think Condition should only affect performance in the NT condition. Hence, any differences between the two experiments would be specific to the NT condition, or more pronounced in it.
For the Same-Probe test, the results showed a significant main effect of study (F(1, 78) = 12.312, p < .001, η2p = .136; Figure 5A). There was no significant main effect of condition (F(1, 78) = 3.464, p = .066, η2p = .043) and no significant interaction between condition and study (F(1, 78) = 2.945, p = .090, η2p = .036). The significant difference in base rates of recall between the two studies hinders the ability to compare the effect of condition between them. Therefore, for each participant, we calculated a single score corrected for base rates by subtracting their NT recall rate from their SO recall rate. On the descriptive level, this corrected score was greater in the Taubenfeld et al. (2019) study (mean= 0.041, SD = 0.140) than in the current study (mean= 0.002, SD = 0.043), in line with our expectations. However, a Welch's unequal variances t-test found that these results only approached statistical significance (t(46.183)=1.716, p=0.093, 95% CI = [-0.007, 0.086], Cohen’s d = 0.384). 
For the Independent-Probe test, on the other hand, results supported our prediction on both the descriptive and inferential levels. We found a significant main effect of condition (F(1, 78) = 5.713, p = .019, η2p = .068; Figure 4B). There was no significant main effect of study (F(1, 78) = 2.081, p = .153, η2p = .026). Most importantly, there was a significant interaction between condition and study (F(1, 78) = 7.354, p = .008, η2p = .086 (Figure 5B)). To further explore this interaction, we conducted post-hoc tests. For the NT condition, a significant difference was found between the current study and Taubenfeld et al., 2019, with higher recall rates in the current study (mean= 0.539, SD = 0.126) compared to Taubenfeld et al. (2019) (mean= 0.457, SD = 0.149; t(78) = 2.713, pHolm = 0.038, 95% CI = [0.001, 0.162], Cohen’s d = 0.607). In contrast, in the control (SO) condition, there was no significant difference between the current study (mean = 0.534, SD = 0.124) and Taubenfeld et al., 2019 (mean = 0.543, SD = 0.139; t(78) = 0.322, pHolm = 1, 95% CI = [-0.090, 0.071], Cohen’s d = 0.072). 
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Figure 5. Results of the comparison between the current study (light grey) and Taubenfeld et al., 2019 (dark grey) for the Same-Probe and Independent-Probe tests. Black dots denote the mean per condition. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 

Finally, we compared the results of the category verification task between the two studies. There was a significant difference in the baseline performance between the studies, as determined by a significant difference in the TO condition (t(69.61) = 3.18, p = .002). We thus calculated priming effects, which take baseline performance into account.  For each condition, SO and NT, we normalized the RT results with the following formula:

For each subject, the average reaction time in the NT or SO conditions was subtracted from the average reaction time of the baseline condition (TO), and the result was then divided by the standard deviation of TO. 
These normalized priming scores are presented in Figure 6. The scores were analyzed in a mixed ANOVA with study (current experiment vs. Taubenfeld et al., 2019) as a between-subject factor, and condition (SO/NT) as a within-subject factor. The results showed a significant main effect of study (F(1, 78) = 7.731, p = .007, η2p = .090).  There was no significant main effect of condition (F(1, 78) = 0.113, p = .738, η2p = .001). Most importantly, there was a significant interaction between condition and study (F(1, 78) = 5.283, p = .024, η2p = .063). To explore this interaction, we conducted post-hoc tests. A significant difference between the current study and Taubenfeld et al. (2019) was found for the NT condition (t(78) = 3.571, pHolm = .003, 95% CI = [0.090, 0.628], Cohen’s d = 0.799), with greater priming effects in the current study (mean= 0.422, SD = 0.548) than in Taubenfeld et al. (2019) (mean = 0.063, SD = 0.405). For the control (SO) condition, there was no significant difference between the current study and Taubenfeld et al. (2019) (t(78) = 1.172, pHolm = .338, 95% CI = [-0.151, 0.387], Cohen’s d = 0.262). Hence, between-experiment differences in priming effects were specific to the NT condition: the weakening of priming resulting from the NT procedure conducted in conjunction with a Think procedure (seen in Taubenfeld et al. (2019)) was not observed in the current study in which only the NT procedure was employed without a parallel Think procedure.  
[image: ]
Figure 6. Results of the Comparison between the current study (light grey) and Taubenfeld et al., 2019 (dark grey) for the category verification task. Black dots denote the means per condition. Boxes depict the 25th to 75th percentiles of the data, with the median values indicated by the horizontal lines. Whiskers extend up to 1.5 times the Interquartile Range (IQR; the difference between first quartile and third quartile), and points beyond are outliers. 
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