Supplemental Material 2
Note: This supplemental material is part of an article published in Cognition & Emotion, available online: https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1840336
Prior to the experiments reported in the manuscript, two other experiments were conducted. These experiments were similar to Experiments 1 and 2 reported in the article with only one exception: the participants assigned to the L1 condition obtained a score below 16 in the English Cambridge Assessment. This convenience procedure compromised the random distribution of participants into the experimental conditions. Nevertheless, the results converge with those obtained in the two experiments reported in the manuscript. 

Experiment 1 – Recognition task
Experiment 1 replicated the procedure from Experiment 3 of Nairne and colleagues (2007): participants rated words in the survival and the moving scenarios and then performed a surprise recognition task. To test our specific hypothesis, some participants performed the task in L1 and others in L2.

Method
Participants. A sample of 68 participants was determined by a priori power analysis (G*Power) using as reference the effect size obtained in the experiment we are replicating (ηp2 = .17) and a power 1-β = 0.95. Given that data collection was set to stop at the end of the day the required number of participants was reached, the final sample is slightly larger than pre-determined (N = 80 Portuguese native speakers; 65 F; Mage = 28.95; SD = 8.40). Forty of the participants who volunteered for this experiment were proficient in English (as assessed by the Cambridge English assessment; M = 20.15; SD = 2.58; Range: 16-24) and responded to the experiment in English (L2 group); the remaining responded in Portuguese (L1 group). 

[bookmark: _Hlk2006017]Materials and design. The same as described in Experiment 1 of the article.
Procedure. Similar to Experiment 1 described in the article with two exceptions: (1) participants were invited through social network websites to collaborate on a word evaluation survey; and (2) if participants test score on the Cambridge English assessment was lower than 16, they completed the experiment in Portuguese. Otherwise, the experiment was presented in English. 

Results[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The raw data and the syntax used in the reported analyses are available at OSF (https://osf.io/hqfje/?view_only=3614d0558c4e4470bd3b14361cc5d120)] 

Ratings. The main effects of Scenario and Language were significant as confirmed by a two-way mixed ANOVA, F(1,78) = 61.20, p < .001, ηp2 = .440, 95% CI [.27, .56], and F(1,78) = 6.12, p = .016, ηp2 = .073, 95% CI [.00, .20], respectively. Words were rated significantly higher in the survival (M = 3.15, SD = 0.54) than in the moving scenario (M = 2.61, SD = 0.60), and higher in L1 (M = 3.01, SD = 0.07) than in L2 (M = 2.75 SD = 0.07). The interaction Scenario X Language was not significant, F(1,78) = .024, p = .721.
Recognition. Recognition hits correspond to items rated during encoding that were classified as “Old”. A two-way mixed ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of Scenario, F(1,78) = 6.75, p = .011, ηp2 = .080, 95% CI [.00, .21], indicating that recognition was significantly higher for the words rated in the survival than in the moving scenario, replicating the SPE. The main effect of Language was not significant, F(1,78) = .363, p = .549, nor the Scenario X Language interaction, F(1,78) = 1.22, p = .273 (see Figure 1). 


Figure 1. Proportion of correct recognition by language and scenario (left and middle bars) and total performance by scenario (right-side bar) (error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals)
To specifically examine the SPE in L1 and L2, we conducted planned comparisons for each language. As expected, while in L1 the effect was replicated, F(1,78) = 6.85, p = .011, ηp2 = .081, 95% CI [.00, .21], the difference in correct recognition between scenarios in L2 was not significant, F(1,78) = 1.12, p = .295. 
Influence of L2 proficiency on the SPE. To further test our hypothesis, we examined whether the level of proficiency affected the magnitude of the SPE (i.e., the difference between the proportion of hits in each scenario- S-M). We conducted a regression analysis, using the English test score as the independent variable, and the SPE as the dependent variable. The result was not significant, β = .16, p = .338, suggesting that L2 proficiency did not moderate the SPE in recognition. 
[bookmark: _Hlk22832439]Hits and Ratings. Given the significant rating difference between scenarios, we explored whether the difference in ratings predicted the SPE in each language. The results of these regressions were not significant (L1: β = -.078, p = .633, L2: β = .208, p = .199).

Experiment 2 – Recall task
Experiment 2 replicated the procedure from Experiment 2 of Nairne and colleagues (2007). In a mixed design, participants rated words in the survival and the moving scenario and then performed a surprise recall task. To test our specific hypothesis, some participants performed the task in L1 and others in L2.

Method
[bookmark: _Hlk22911881]Participants. The required sample size was determined by a priori power analysis (G*Power) as in Experiment 2 reported in the article (N = 226; 196 F; Mage = 27.00; SD = 10.49). Half of the Portuguese native speakers who volunteered for this experiment were proficient in English (M = 20.95; SD = 2.57; Range: 16-25) and performed the experiment in L2; the other half responded in L1 following the criteria used in the above-described Experiment 1. 

Materials and design. These were the same as described in Experiment 2 reported in the article. Ratings were blocked in trials of 8 words in the form SMSM (n = 61 in L1, and n = 54 in L2) or MSMS (n = 52 in L1, and n = 59 in L2); participants were randomly assigned to one of these conditions. 

Procedure. The same as described in Experiment 2 of the article. 

Results
[bookmark: _Hlk22832899]Ratings. Participants rated the words as more relevant to the survival (M = 2.67, SD = 0.56) than to the moving scenario (M = 2.40, SD = 0.71), as denoted by a significant main effect of scenario on the two-way mixed ANOVA, F(1,224) = 33.22, p < .001, ηp2 = .129, 95% CI [.06, .21]. The main effect of Language was not significant, F(1,224) = 2.93, p = .088, but the Scenario X Language interaction was, F(1,224) = 4.43, p = .036, ηp2 = .019, 95% CI [.00, .07]. Planed comparisons revealed that participants rated the words as more relevant to the survival (ML1 = 2.65, SD = 0.54; ML2= 2.68, SD = 0.58), than to the moving scenario (ML1 = 2.29, SD = 0.86; ML2 = 2.51, SD = 0.51), F(1,224) = 30.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .121, 95% CI [.05, .20], for L1 and, F(1,224) = 6.69, p =.010, ηp2 = .029, 95% CI [.00, .08], for L2; the interaction seems to derive from a larger difference in the ratings between scenarios in L1 than in L2. 
Recall. A two-way mixed ANOVA on the proportion of recall revealed that the main effects of Scenario, F(1,224) = 2.94, p = .088 and of Language were not significant, F(1,224) = .005, p = .944. The Scenario X Language interaction was also not significant, F(1,224) = 2.66, p = .104 (see Figure 2).


Figure 2. Proportion for correct recall by language and scenario (left and middle bars) and total performance by scenario (right-side bar) (error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals)

To test our main hypothesis, planned comparisons between the proportion of correctly recalled words across scenarios were conducted. As expected, a significant SPE was obtained in L1, F(1,224) = 5.60, p =.019, ηp2 = .024, 95% CI [.00, .08]. Critically, it was not significant in L2, F(1,224) <1.
[bookmark: _Hlk22834436]Influence of L2 proficiency on the SPE. To further examine the role of L2 proficiency in the SPE we conducted a regression analysis similar to that reported in Experiment 1. This analysis revealed that as L2 proficiency increases, so does the SPE, R2adj = .07, β = .27, p = .003. 
[bookmark: _Hlk22832517]Recall and Ratings. Given the significant rating difference between scenarios, we explored the relation between ratings and recall as in Experiment 1. The results were not significant in L1 (β = .044, p = .642) and in L2 (β = .176, p = .062). 
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