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These supplemental materials report our exploratory analyses. 
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Results
Non-cued Items in Recall 2 
Non-cued items in Recall 2 refer to studied items that did not serve as cues in Recall 1 and were, therefore, the to-be-recalled items in both Recall 1 and Recall 2. A one-way ANOVA showed significant differences in the recall of non-cued items in Recall 2 across conditions, F(2, 138) = 6.72, p < .001, η2 = .089. Collaborative individuals recalled a smaller proportion of non-cued items (M = .25, SD = .10) than control individuals (M = .32, SD = .08), t(91) = -3.64, p < .001, d = -0.75, 95% CI [-0.11, -0.03]. Similarly, part-list cued individuals recalled fewer items (M = .27, SD = .10) than control individuals, t(92) = 2.62, p = .01, d = 0.54, 95% CI [0.01, 0.09]. Recall of non-cued items did not differ between collaborative and part-list cued conditions, t(93) = -0.97, p = .33, d = -0.20, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.02]. These findings suggest that collaborative and part-list cued recall performance was inhibited and did not fully rebound after the cues were removed in Recall 2 (Aslan et al., 2007; Barber et al., 2015). We removed three outliers from these analyses.
[bookmark: _heading=h.smlsiadhsw00]Collective Memory Organization
	 We examined the degree to which previous group members continued to recall items in similar output positions via the shared organization metric analysis (i.e., SOMA; Congleton & Rajaram, 2014). This measure is similar to the collective memory measure reported in the manuscript, except it focuses on recall structure rather than recall content. In other words, going beyond the overall in what former group members recalled (i.e., overlap in the contents of their recall), SOMA gives an index of the overlap in the units of sequence in which they recalled the information. Higher SOMA scores suggest that participants who earlier belonged to the same group reported items in similar output positions when recalling alone in Recall 2 (for more information, see Congleton & Rajaram, 2014). 
We observed identical patterns to our collective memory analysis such that there were significant differences in collective organization across conditions, F(2, 45) = 8.50, p < .001, η2 = .27. Moreover, previous collaborative group members had higher SOMA scores (M = 4.48, SD = 1.87) than both previous nominal group members (M = 2.29, SD = .90; t(30) = 4.22, p < .001, d = 1.49, 95% CI [1.13, 3.25]) as well as previous part-list cued group members (M = 3.09, SD = 1.62; t(30) = 2.26, p = .032, d = 0.80, 95% CI [0.133, 2.67]). There was no significant difference in collective organization between nominal and part-list cued groups, t(30) = -1.71, p = .098, d = -0.60, 95% CI [-1.74, 0.16]. Overall, these results suggest that collaboration is a powerful tool such that previous group members later recall the same items and in the same output positions more often than those did not collaborate regardless of if they were provided cues. No outliers were removed from these analyses.
Experiment 2
Results
Non-cued Items in Recall 2 
We examined differences in the proportion of non-cued items reported in Recall 2 to assess the extent of rebound in recall across conditions, F(2, 122) = 0.34, p = .71, η2 = .006. We did not observe significant differences in non-cued items suggesting a rebound effect in both the part-list cuing (M = .28, SD = .12) and collaborative conditions (M = .30, SD = .19). These results diverge from Experiment 1 in which there was no rebound in either the collaborative nor part-list cuing conditions compared to the control conditions (M = .31, SD = .11). 
Collective Memory Organization
	 We once again examined differences in collective organization across our three main conditions and found differences across the board, F(2, 39) = 18.14, p < .001, η2 = .48. We once again saw previous collaborative group members had higher SOMA scores (M = 3.53, SD = 1.87) than both part-list cued participants (M = 1.34, SD = 0.74; t(26) = 4.09, p < .001, d = 1.54, 95% CI [1.09, 3.29]) and control participants (M = 0.85, SD = 0.83; t(26) = 4.91, p < .001, d = 1.85, 95% CI [1.56, 3.80]). There was no significant difference between part-list cued and control participants in collective organization, t(26) = 1.65, p = .11, d = 0.62, 95% CI [-1.10, 0.12]. These findings corroborate our findings for collective memory organization from Experiment 1 as well as the consistent collective memory findings reported in the manuscript.
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