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All behavioral data and the PPC data presented in the manuscript are available via the following figShare repository: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.5192567.
Requests for other data, such as intermediate processing steps or derived iEEG data that are not presented in the paper can be addressed to the corresponding
author (m.j.terwal@bham.ac.uk), but raw iEEG data and information that would allow for identification of individual participants (such as patient specific electrode
locations), cannot be provided due to consent and privacy restrictions.

Sample sizes for the behavioral studies were predetermined based on the original research question they were designed to address; the
relevant considerations are described in Linde-Domingo et al., 2019, referenced in the Methods section. The sample size of the iEEG dataset
was deemed sufficient prior to the start of data analysis based on the existing literature and a good coverage of bilateral hippocampus (> 40
electrodes).

Participant's behavioral data were excluded when their memory performance was indistinguishable from chance level and/or if the number of
data points was low (<10). These exclusion criteria were set a priori and are described in the Results section and the Methods section of the
paper. For the iEEG data, recording channels and/or time points containing epileptic activity, movement artifact or electrical artifact were
excluded, in line with common practice. These procedures were designed before data analysis started and are described in the Methods
section.

We included two different versions of the memory task in the paper (group 1 and group 2), which differed in the design of the retrieval phase,
as they originally aimed to accommodate electrophysiological recordings and direct comparison with the visual task, respectively. Each group
contained several different experiments, with slightly different experimental designs and/or stimulus sets: the memory task was repeated in a
total of 9 experiments and the visual task in a total of 4 experiments. These groups and experiments function as internal replications for the
main behavioral effects reported, producing qualitatively and quantitatively similar results, as shown in Figures 3 and 4 and Supplementary
Figure S4. For the PPC analyses, data from individual patients, as well as a consensus analysis, and data split into different hemispheres and
subregions of the hippocampus are included in the Supplementary Information to demonstrate consistency across patients/regions. The
results were also replicated in the same patients using recordings from the macro contacts.

Healthy participants were recruited for either the visual task or the memory task to comply with consent and ethics regulations. To avoid
differences between groups, the same inclusion criteria were used for both tasks (normal or corrected vision; no history of neurological or
psychiatric disorders). Furthermore, the same communication channels were used to recruit participants, and data were recorded in the same
facilities (with the exception of the participants in the MRI experiment). Demographics of the groups are reported below and in the
Supplementary Information. All patients performed the same task, so randomization was not applicable here.

All participants and experimenters had a basic understanding of the aim of the study, but all were unaware of the research question and data
analysis approach presented in this manuscript during data collection. MtW and MW were aware of the hypothesis whilst analyzing the data.
Participants and data collectors were not blinded to the group (memory or visual) they were assigned to, as this knowledge was essential for
instructing (for data collectors) and for consenting to and performing (for participants) the task (the groups performed different tasks, see
Figure 1).




