SUPPLEMENTAL METHODS
Participants
One hundred and thirty-two participants from the University of Oregon completed this experiment online for course credit. Eight participants were excluded for failing to provide audio usable for verbal recall, four participants were excluded for writing down words as indicated on a post-experiment questionnaire, and 20 participants were excluded for not following instructions correctly. Given that this is a yoked design, the 32 yoked partners of these participants were also removed. The final sample size for analysis was 68 participants (43 female, mean age 20.10 ± 5.50 s.d.). Data was collected in three separate batches. The Choice group (n = 34) was collected first in each batch. Their responses were later shown to yoked partners in the Fixed group (n= 34). Sample size was determined based on standards in the literature of free recall (e.g., Polyn et al., 2009) and motivated free recall (e.g., Horwath et al., 2023) and doubled given that this study has a between-subjects manipulation. Consent was obtained in a manner approved by University of Oregon’s Institutional Review Board.
Stimuli
The experiment consisted of 20 unique cartoon figures generated within the Toca Boca application (https:// tocaboca.com/apps). The Toca Boca characters have been used in previous studies in our lab (Murty et al., 2020; Ruiz et al., 2023), and all contained neutral facial expressions. All characters were also given a gender-neutral name written above the character. Toca Boca characters were put into 10 pairs of two characters. Words were 100 two-syllable nouns presented in capitalized letters (e.g., “EARRING”) that were based on object image labels from the Bank of Standardized Stimuli (Brodeur et al., 2014). To generate the final word list, latent semantic analysis (cutoff of .5) was used to ensure that none of the words were too similar to each other or to a one-word description of each Toca Boca character (e.g., “Butterfly”) that we generated. These choices were made to ensure that nothing about the words or the characters themselves could influence participant choices. Presentation order of character pairs and order of the words were randomized for each subject in the Choice group. Also, for participants in the Choice group, which character appeared on the left versus the right side of the screen was counterbalanced across participants. Stimuli were presented using Inquisit 6 [computer software]. (2020). Retrieved from https://www.millisecond.com.
Experimental Procedure
The experiment consisted of 10 lists, each comprising three sequential phases: encoding, distractor, and recall. During the encoding phase, participants were asked to create meaningful gift baskets for two Toca Boca characters displayed in the center of the screen, with their names labeled above them. Below the characters, a word was presented in all capitalized letters. Ten empty circles, five next to each character, were displayed to track the number of items sorted for each character to ensure even division. Participants in the Choice group had 4,000ms per trial to decide which character would receive the item represented by the cue word into their basket, making a response on the keyboard (“z” for the character on the left and “m” for the character on the right). Participants were asked to assign items evenly, giving five to each character across the 10 trials. Critically, participants received no instructions about how to assign items, and the characters themselves offered no inherent cues about how the items should be grouped. Therefore, any meaning assigned to the characters or organization of the items was entirely generated by the participant. To help track this, the corresponding circle next to the chosen character and their name turned blue upon selection. In contrast, participants in the Fixed group were guided by a visual cue—a rectangle around the character’s name-—indicating which character should receive the item. This instruction was based on the previous decisions made by a yoked participant in the Choice group. Even though they could not choose which character should receive the item, they were still required to make a keypress to give the item to the corresponding character based on the cue. For both groups, all stimuli remained on the screen for the full 4,000ms regardless of response time in order to ensure equal encoding duration across trials and groups. Additionally, each list contained a different pair of Toca Boca characters. 
Immediately following each encoding phase, participants completed a math distractor task to reduce rehearsal. Participants were presented with math equations in the form of A + B + C = D, where the values of A, B, and C were set to single digit integers (Howard & Kahana, 1999). Participants were asked to indicate whether the statement was true or false with a key press. The distractor phase lasted 10s in total, but the number of equations completed was variable depending on speed of completion.
After the distractor task, participants were given one minute to verbally recall as many words as possible from the list that they could, without any explicit instructions about the order of the of recall. Participants saw the word “RECALL” appear on the screen, which indicated the start of the recall period. Their responses were recorded via a microphone on their computer that was only turned on for recording during the free recall portion of the experiment. 
Statistical analysis
Statistical analyses were conducted in R 4.2.3 (R Core Team 2020;  https://www.R-project.org/). During encoding, participants in the Choice group could choose which character to give the item to. We calculated the probability that, after making a response, the next item was given to the same character (stay) versus a different character (switch). This analysis could not be conducted for the Fixed group, as their responses were yoked to those in the Choice group. To quantify this behavior, we calculated a ‘switch choice' score by dividing the number of times a participant switched characters on consecutive trials by the total number of choices made (always 9, since the first choice on each list is excluded since it has no prior choice to compare). A one-sample t-test was conducted to determine whether participants in the Choice group were more likely to switch than stay. Because participants were required to assign exactly five items to each character, the expected switch rate under random responding (i.e., randomly sorting five responses for each character without replacement) is 55.60%. This value was derived by computing the average switch rate across all possible permutations of five responses for the character on the left and five responses for the character on the right. The observed switch rates were then compared to this expected value. Additionally, we calculated the number of switch choices, instances where a participant changed their assignment of items between characters, within each list, to later compare to memory performance and organization (as difference scores). We also calculated the longest streak of consecutive switch choices during encoding to determine the distribution of switch choices. 
We measured free recall accuracy on a word-level basis by determining whether each encoded word was recalled. A mixed-effects logistic regression model (glmer function from the lme4 package) was used to determine whether group (Choice vs. Fixed) predicted the likelihood of recalling a given word. The binary outcome variable was whether or not a given item was recalled on a given trial (1 = word recalled, 0 = word not recalled). A yoked pair subject identifier (e.g., Pair A = Subjects 1 & 2) was assigned to pairs of participants who were matched across groups to account for shared variance between yoked participants. Yoked pair subject and word identity were included as random effects. List number was included as a fixed effect to control for potential list-related variation. We used multilevel models in order to account for subject-level differences in the effect of choice on memory and differences in memorability across encoded words. 
Verbal recall responses were digitally recorded and annotated offline using Penn Total Recall (http://memory.psych.upenn.edu/TotalRecall). Two undergraduate research assistants, who were blind to which participants were randomly assigned to which group, transcribed the verbal responses. A recall was classified as valid if the item recalled was present in the current list. Words from previous lists, words not in the wordpool, or other vocalizations (e.g, “umm”) were not included in analysis. 
Temporal clustering analysis. We investigated how having a choice influenced the order in which items were recalled from memory, as measured by the degree of temporal clustering in recall. Temporal clustering is the tendency to successively recall items that were encoded in nearby positions on the study list. We calculated a temporal clustering score for each participant in each group for each of the 10 lists (Polyn et al., 2009). To measure temporal clustering, we determined the temporal distance (in absolute lag) between the just-recalled word and the next word actually recalled, as well as the distances between the just-recalled word and all words not yet recalled (possible lags) for every recall transition. Next, we compared the actual lag to the set of possible lags. The temporal clustering score is calculated as the proportion of possible lags greater than the actual lag. A score of 1 indicates high temporal clustering, meaning that participants recalled items in the exact order (or reverse order) they were studied, making the shortest possible transitions between recalled items. A score of 0.5 indicates chance-level temporal clustering, meaning that transitions were just as likely to be to a nearby or remote item. Temporal clustering scores were computed using publicly available MATLAB (The MathWorks, Natick, MA) scripts from the Behavioral Toolbox (Version 1.01) from the Computational Memory Lab (http://memory.psych.upenn.edu/Behavioral_toolbox). 
Using the lme4 package in R, we fit a linear mixed-effects model to examine whether group (Choice vs. Fixed) predicted the amount of temporal clustering on a given list, with yoked pair subject identity as a random effect. This model also included the percent of words recalled (calculated separately for each participant in each group for each of the 10 lists) and list number as fixed effects. 
Character clustering analysis. We next investigated the extent to which participants successively recalled items that were given to the same character. To calculate character clustering, we used a method previously used by our group (Horwath et al., 2023). We separately calculated the proportion of recall transitions that stayed within the same character (e.g., Devon to Devon, or Blake to Blake) versus the number of transitions that switched between characters (e.g., Devon to Blake, or Blake to Devon). The transition probability score is determined by subtracting the real and chance probabilities for a given subject. To calculate the real transition probabilities, we computed the number of stay (within-character) and switch (between-character) transitions and divided that by the total number of transitions that started with that character. Then, for each transition, we determined the chance of staying with the same (or switching to the other) character by calculating the total number of recalled words remaining from each character and dividing that by the total number of transitions remaining. This allows for a dynamic, idiosyncratic level of chance performance for each participant. This yields a corrected character clustering score which is calculated as the difference between real and chance transition probabilities for each participant, providing a chance-adjusted measure of clustering by character. 
Using the lme4 package in R, a linear mixed-effects model was used to determine whether group (Choice vs. Fixed) predicted the proportion of transitions that stayed within the same character on a given list, with yoked pair subject identity as a random effect. A separate model was used to determine whether group (Choice vs. Fixed) predicted the proportion of transitions that switch to the other character on a given list, with yoked pair subject identity as a random effect. Both models also controlled for the percent of words recalled (calculated separately for each participant in each group for each of the 10 lists) and list number as fixed effects.
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