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Abstract
Although social scientists have examined how political speeches may help forge and/or shape collective memories, they have done so with little to no input from psychologists. We address this deficit, demonstrating how a modified version of a well-established and empirically derived psychological phenomenon – socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting – helps explain the mnemonic consequences associated with political speeches, in this case, the Belgian King’s 2012 summer speech. To this end, we analyzed the responses of 43 French-speakers and 49 Dutch-speakers. Of these individuals 35 of them attended to the speech (16 French-speakers; 19 Dutch-speakers). Our results suggest that the Belgian King’s speech induced French-speaking Belgians who attended the speech to recall less information related to what the King mentioned in the speech. We found no such deficit for Dutch-speaking Belgians. Rather, the Dutch-speaking Belgians exhibited greater recall of related and unrelated information. These results bolster the importance of including a psychological approach in the study of collective memories and the moderating role of social identity.
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 Do public speeches induce “collective” forgetting? The Belgian King’s 2012 summer speech as a case study
Remembering is inevitably selective.  People recall some aspects of the past, while remaining silent about others, at times, intentionally (see, e.g., Anderson and Green, 2001; see also Anderson and Levy, 2009), at other times, unintentionally (see Rajaram and Pereira-Pasarin, 2010; Stone, Coman, Brown, Koppel and Hirst, 2012, for reviews).  The mentioned material no doubt can reinforce existing memories (Karpicke and Roediger, 2007, 2008; Roediger and Karpicke, 2006; Roediger, Zaromb and Butler, 2009). When politicians evoke a memory of the bombing of Pearl Harbor, they are, in many instances, reinforcing a memory that most of their public already has.  By mentioning it in a speech, they are making it more likely to be remembered in the future.
Alternatively, when a public figure remains silent about something the public might know about, these silences are often thought to promote forgetting (see Stone et al., 2012).  In this paper, we examine whether this is indeed the case.  In particular, we ask whether the silences in a political, public speech, rather than simply providing a opportunity for forgetting, actively induces forgetting, a phenomenon psychologists refer to as retrieval-induced forgetting.
Selective remembering and selective forgetting:  A psychological perspective
Retrieval-induced forgetting has been studied extensively in the laboratory (e.g., Anderson, Bjork and Bjork, 1994; Cuc, Koppel and Hirst, 2007; Storm, Bjork and Bjork, 2007; see Murayama, Miyatsu, Buchli and Storm, 2014 for a review).  In a typical laboratory experiment, participants first learn a list of category-exemplar word pairs, for example, animal-cat, animal-dog, vegetable-pea, vegetable-broccoli (Anderson et al., 1994).  They then selectively practice some of these word pairs.  The experimenter specifies which pairs will be practiced by asking the experimental participants to complete the fragment animal-c___ with an item from the original list.  Some items from some of the categories are practiced, whereas all the items from other categories remain unpracticed.  Thus, cat is practiced, while dog, pea and broccoli are not.  A final recall test follows, in which participants are asked to recall, for instance, all the animals and all the vegetables.
Selective practice can affect the final recall in two ways.  Not surprisingly, participants can recall the practiced items better than the non-practiced ones, producing a retrieval practice effect (Anderson et al., 1994).  More critical for the present concerns, participants also find it harder to recall unpracticed items related to the practiced one than unrelated, unpracticed items, the retrieval-induced forgetting effect. Thus, they are more likely to forget dog, which is related to the practiced item cat, than pea and broccoli, which are unrelated.
This pattern of forgetting cannot be accounted for by appealing solely to the notion of decay, that is, that, if not rehearsed, memories begin to fade over time.  If decay were the sole explanation, then all the unpracticed items should be forgotten uniformly.  There are several alternative explanations of why the observed selective forgetting might occur.  A frequently cited one involves inhibition (Anderson, 2003).  The act of retrieving cat elicits response competition from related memories such as dog.  In order to successful remember cat, the rememberer must inhibit these competing items.  This inhibition lingers.  As a result, the rememberer is more likely to forget — or have trouble accessing — the related dog than the unrelated pea and broccoli, which have not been inhibited.
The phenomenon of retrieval-induced forgetting is relevant to the act of listening to public speeches in that such speeches often address issues about which the public already knows a great deal.  The speech provides an opportunity for selective practice of this pre-established knowledge.  Although most experiments on retrieval-induced forgetting examine the effect of selective practice on the memory of the individual undertaking the practice, similar patterns of selective forgetting can be found not just in those who actively and selectively practice the memory, but also in those who listen to others practice the memory (see, e.g., Cuc et al., 2007).  For instance, when the selective practice takes the form of a free-flowing conversation about a previously studied story, at any point in the conversation, there is a speaker and at least one listener. In a recall test done after the conversation, retrieval-induced forgetting is found for both speaker and listeners.   Both are more likely to forget unmentioned material related to what was mentioned in the conversation than unmentioned, unrelated material.  When this selective forgetting is found in listeners, it is referred to as socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting.
	Socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting occurs, it is argued, when the listener is motivated to concurrently recall along with the speaker (see Cuc et al., 2007).  When they do so, they are essentially replicating the retrieval pattern of the speaker, albeit covertly.  This motivation can occur for several reasons, including relational motives (see Coman and Hirst, 2015 for a discussion).  With respect to relational motives, if one member of a couple reminisces with the other about their first date, it would behoove the listening member of the couple to concurrently retrieve along with his or her partner, that is, if the intimacy this exchange is presumably meant to engender is to be achieved.  More generally, when speaker and listener belong to the same group, the listener should be motivated to retrieve concurrently, albeit covertly, along with the speaker.  Coman and Hirst provided support for this claim by showing that socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting is more likely to be observed when speaker and listener are members of the same social group than when they belong to different social groups. 
Moving beyond the laboratory
The present study moves out of the laboratory and examines whether retrieval- induced forgetting can be found in individuals who listen to political speeches.  Specifically, it examined the mnemonic consequences of listening to a televised speech of the King of Belgium.  One might expect a straightforward extension of the laboratory work.  After all, the phenomenon is robust, in that it has been found using a wide range of material, including not just paired-associates (Cuc et al.), but also stories (Cuc et al.; Stone et al., 2010), science articles (Koppel et al., 2014), and autobiographical memories (Coman et al., 2009; Stone, et al., 2013).  Moreover, although most studies of socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting involve dyadic exchanges, there has been some work with larger publics (e.g., Coman, Kolling, Lewis, and Hirst, 2012; Coman, Momennejad, Drach and Geana, 2016; Momenejad, Duker, and Coman, 2019; Yamashiro and Hirst, 2014, 2019).  In theory, a public figure addressing their public is in effect a collection of dyadic exchanges:  Public Figure to Public Member 1, Public Figure to Public Member 2, and so on.
	Alternatively, it is difficult to establish a direct mapping between situation unfolding in the laboratory and the situations found in the real world.  As noted, the speech itself would map onto the “selective practice” phase of the experiment.  As to the study phase, in most laboratory experiments, one controls what participants knows by giving them new material to learn before selectively practicing this material.  One can then test the memory of participants for the originally studied material in the final test.  But in the case of the public listening to a speech, one cannot control what the public knows prior to the speech.  In most instances, they usually have extensive knowledge, but differences no doubt exist across individuals, and even within an individual, what they know cannot be fully or easily assessed.  As a result, we cannot test participants’ memory by asking them to recall everything they know about a topic.
We therefore adopt a modified “socially shared retrieval-induced” procedure.  We posit that when an issue arises within a speech, listeners will generate, covertly, facts or facets related to this issue.  If a politician mentions the challenge of addressing climate change, the audience may bring to mind various arguments or evidence for or against climate change, albeit covertly.  However, inasmuch as speeches usually move forward from one issue to another at a fairly good clip, as listeners attend to the speech, they will not be able to generate to themselves an exhaustive list of everything they know about the issue, even covertly (Marsh, 2007).  In other words, they might covertly practice some information, but leave related information unpracticed.
In such a situation, one might expect retrieval-induced forgetting for the ungenerated, but related items.  Of course, one cannot know what someone covertly generates, but one can assess what easily comes to mind about a specific topic before the speech and then contrast it with what easily comes to mind after the speech.  If retrieval-induced forgetting is occurring because of the selective covert generation, then one should find it more difficult to generate, let’s say, six items about climate change after hearing the speech than before hearing the speech.  This modified procedure, of course, assesses the ability to generate previous known facts rather the ability to remember previously studied, experimentally design material.  As a result, it may not allow one to differentiate between the various models of RIF, as many of the laboratory experiments do.  On the other hand, it will determine whether listening to a speech will make it harder to bring to mind aspects of the discussed topic relative to (1) undiscussed topics and (2) the performance of those who failed to listen to the speech.  In doing so, it will permit one to determine whether listening to a speech has a detrimental effect on one’s knowledge of topics of public interest.   We have, then, what might be a counterintuitive and perhaps troubling prediction:  What is usually considered a public good, listening to a political speech, decreases one’s accessibility to the related facts and facets of the issues discussed in the speech.
The Present Study
	On July 21, 2012 (Belgium’s National Day), the former King of Belgium, Albert II, gave one of his biannual televised speeches to the nation.  Inasmuch as the speech occurred seven months after the end of Belgium’s world-record-breaking period without a government (Cendrowicz, 2011) and the assent of the Prime Minister on the 6th of December, 2011, we expected greater attention by the Belgian public than may have occurred in previous years. These speeches are the only times the King address the public so widely and are simultaneously broadcast in both Dutch and French.  (Belgium has three official languages, with all but 73,000 German speakers being classified as Dutch or French speakers).  Both prior to and after the speech, we surveyed both Dutch- and French-speaking Belgians about what they knew about four politically relevant issues.  We asked them to generate six facts or facets related to each of the four topics.  Although we were uncertain what the King would talk about, the four issues were current enough for us to suspect that he would talk about some of them. The bet was that he would not talk about all of them, thereby setting up a situation in which we could examine the effects of selective practice.  We should note that, whatever he talks about, the form of address is politically neutral.  A Federal governmental committee consisting of representatives from at least four French-speaking and Dutch-speaking political parties must approve his speech before he delivers it.  We expected that those who listened to the speech would list fewer items after the speech than before the speech, but only for the issues covered in the speech.  For those who did not listen to the speech, the number of generated items should be the same before and after the speech, for topics covered in the speech and for topics left uncovered.
Method
Participants
	Using G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996), we found that we needed a total sample of at least 68 in order to confidently test for an interaction between two within-factors and one-between factor, with a medium effect size and a power of .80.  Inasmuch as we could not determine how many participants would complete both the pre- and post-speech surveys, we cast a wide net, recruiting participants through ads in Belgian magazines and through political organizations associated with Dutch-speakers and French-speakers across Belgium.  Although three hundred and sixteen participants completed the first portion of our study (French-speakers: 119; Flemish-speakers: 197), only 92 completed the second survey (43 French-speakers; 49 Dutch-speakers; Mage = 48.33 years; ranging from 21 to 81 years old; 39 female; four did not report their gender).  We did not compensate respondents for their participation. Among these 92 participants, 35 attended to the speech (16 French-speakers; 19 Dutch-speakers).  
Procedure and Materials
	The present study consisted of two questionnaires completed by the same participants, respectively, at two different times over the course of two weeks.
Time 1 Questionnaire. Time 1 questionnaire occurred one week before the King’s speech. Once they agreed to participate, participants moved onto the next page and were presented with the following instructions:
You will find a topic related to Belgium (at the top of the page). Take your time to think carefully about the 6 most important issues, facts, or facets related to each topic and related to Belgium and write them down. After thinking and typing these six issues, facts, or facets, you can move on to the next page. You can move to the first topic as soon as you are ready.  Please number each of the issues, facts, or facets you list.
That is, as indicated, we assessed four Belgian-related politically relevant topics.  We also had two fillers, Summer and Winter.  The two fillers were presented first and last, respectively. These topics were included to remove the possibility of any primacy or recency effects in our results. We did not include them in our analyses in that they did not bear on our central concerns about the effects of public speeches.  The four political topics assessed in our questionnaire were: The economic concerns of Belgium; the “linguistic” issue (Belgium has been beset by a longstanding linguistic conflict between Dutch- and French-speakers, see Luminet, Licata, Klein, Rosoux, Heenen-Wolff, van Ypersele, and Stone, 2012); issues related to the capital-city of Brussels (a bilingual city -- French and Dutch -- whose relation to the two linguistically French and Dutch distinct regions of Belgium is contested); and Belgian history (how to frame the history given the present concerns about the future of Belgium).1 After the participants finished the questionnaire, they provided their email address so that we could contact them for the second portion of the study.
We translated the questionnaire into French and Dutch (using native speakers and back translated to assess the reliability of the translation).  We distributed them to both French-speaking and Dutch-speaking Belgians, respectively, one week before the King’s public speech. 
Time 2 Questionnaire. Exactly one week after the King’s public speech, we sent a similar questionnaire to the same participants. In the Time 2 questionnaire, participants were, again, provided the same six topics from the first questionnaire. For each topic, participants were again asked to provide six issues, facts, or facets for each topic. Notably, we did not instruct participants to include what was in the King’s speech, nor to avoid what they mentioned in the pre-speech questionnaire.  That is, they were told that they could repeat what was mentioned in the first questionnaire, but could also mentioned other issues, facts, or facets.
At the end of the second survey, we asked respondents whether they had listened, read, or watched the speech and how often they did so. Moreover, although we did not design the experiment with the issue of identity in mind (we simply wanted to test whether we could observe socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting), because the linguistic divide is so strong in Belgium, we also asked questions relevant to this issue.  Specifically, we probed for the importance of the new Prime Minister’s appointment (e.g., how important is the appointment of a French-speaking Prime Minister for the first time in decades to you? 1 = not all important; 7 = very important), whether participants believe Belgium should be separated (e.g., How strongly do you agree with the following statement: It would be desirable to have Belgium separated within the next 5 years; 1 = not at all; 7 = very strongly), and how much they identified with Europe, Belgium, and Flanders/Wallonia2 (e.g., How strongly do you agree with the following statement: I feel attached to Belgium; 1 = not at all; 7 = very strongly), among other items.3 
As we anticipated, the King’s speech was selective. He discussed economic and linguistic topics, but did not discuss issues involving Brussels or Belgian history (see the Appendix for a transcript, in English, of the King’s speech).
Results
Coding and Preliminary Analyses
	As requested, participants numbered each of the listed issues, facts, or facets.  In many instances, what they listed was specific, e.g., for linguistic issues, the participant may say that the French-speakers were ousted from the Catholic University of Leuven and formed the Catholic University of Louvain.  In other instances, they were general, e.g., for issues surrounding Belgian history, the participant may state that Belgium was bombed during World War II. Two coders went through the listings to check whether the participants’ numbering did indeed capture individual issues, facts, or facets, specifically looking for redundancy across listed items. The interrater reliability (Cohen’s kappa) across the two measures was .92.  Any disagreements were resolved with the help of the first author.
General observation
	Although the study was not designed to probe for a linguistic difference, we began our analysis by examining whether any difference between the two linguistic groups arose.  We explored this issue by examining performance both before and after the speech. The French-speakers who attended to the speech elicited significantly fewer, related issues, facts, or facets post-speech (M = 3.03; SD = 1.58) than the Dutch-speakers (M = 4.53; SD = 1.47), t(33) = -2.90, p = .007, d = -0.98, 95% [-2.54, -.45].  There was no difference between the two linguistic groups in the first questionnaire, French-speakers (M = 5.50; SD = .90); Dutch-speakers (M = 5.23; SD = .83), t(90) = .99, p = .15  This result suggests that the French speakers and the Dutch speakers may differ in the way that they reacted to the speech.  In retrospect, we might have expected a difference.  The King is meant to represent the whole of Belgium, and we, perhaps naively, began the experiment with this in mind.  However, King Albert II speaks substantially better French than Dutch and is often perceived as closer to the French-speaking group than the Dutch-speaking group (Mnookin and Verbeke, 2009).  Moreover, since World War II, support for the monarchy has decreased more in the Dutch-speaking than in the French-speaking part of the country (Maddens et al., 2014). As the embodiment of the unity of the Belgian State, the monarchy has been viewed as an obstacle to the autonomy of Flanders. As a result, the King might be viewed as an outgroup member by at least some of our Flemish participants.  Consequently, following the lead of Coman and Hirst (2015), we might expect less robust socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting among Flemish listeners than French-speaking listeners.
	An ANOVA examining time, retrieval, speech attendance and language group as factors found only a trend towards a four-way interaction between these factors, F(1, 88) = 1.90, p = .17, ηp2 = .02).  This result is not unexpected, in that our initial power analysis did not include language as a factor.  Ideally, we would redo the study, now with a sample size large enough to obtain the necessary statistical power, though it is noteworthy that detecting interactions in field studies can often prove difficult (relative to experimental studies) without an extremely large sample (McClelland and Judd, 1993).  Unfortunately, we cannot redo the present study.  After all, there is no possibility of rebroadcasting the King’s speech.  Future research might examine another setting and another political speech.  Given the distinctive nature of the present result, we decided to proceed and divide the sample into two separate groups – the French speakers and the Dutch speakers – and then analyzed them separately.  Given the exceptional nature of this undertaking, attention to confidence intervals becomes more critical.  Additionally, we treat any lower-order significant results with caution.
	Of course, the French and Dutch-speakers may differ in ways other than language.  Specifically, given the current political strife in Belgium around Flemish autonomy, we expected that the extent to which people might identify as Belgian, as well as the degree to which participants viewed the appointment of a French-speaking Prime Minister as important, should covary with linguistic group.  And, indeed, the French-speakers more strongly identified as Belgian, as well as assigned more importance to the newly appointed French-speaking Prime Minister, than the Dutch-speakers, t(86) = 3.00, p < .001, d = 0.28, 95% [.04, .23] and t(88) = 2.15, p = .03, d = 0.46, 95% [.01, .15], respectively (see Table 1).  Consequently, we treated these specific variables as covariates in our subsequent analyses.  It is noteworthy that these variables did not differ between those who attended to the speech and those that did not (all p’s > .10).
(Please insert Table 1 here: Table 1: Average proportion (Total and by linguistic group) of responses to questions about the importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister for the first time in decades (PM Importance) and the extent to which they identify with Belgium (ID Belgium).)

The effects of the speech on mnemonic accessibility
	In what follows, we probe for the effects of the speech on the ability of participants to list up to 6 facets about each of the political issues.  In coding our questionnaire responses, as well as what the King said, we found virtually no overlap between what the King mentioned in the speech and what participants provided in either the first or second questionnaire.  The number of issues, facts, or facets that were not mentioned in the first questionnaire, were mentioned in the speech, and were subsequently mentioned in the second questionnaire was extremely small (M = .57 facets; SD = 1.04).  
We undertook a 2 x 2 x 2 ANCOVA4 with Attended (Did attend to the speech vs. Did not attend to the speech) as a between-subject factor and Mention (the two topics mentioned in the speech vs. the two topics that went unmentioned), and Time (pre-speech vs. post-speech) as within-subject factors. The dependent variable was the average number of issues, facts, or facets generated across the relevant categories (Linguistic issues and Economy for the Mentioned category; Brussels and History for the Unmentioned category).  As noted, we undertook the ANCOVAs separately for the two linguistic groups.  
French-speakers. For the French-speakers, our results revealed a significant main effect for Attended, F(1, 36) = 4.84, p = .03, ηp2 = .12 and two-way interactions between Time and Attended, and Time and Mention, F(1, 36) = 5.23, p = .02, ηp2 = .14 and F(1, 36) = 15.45, p = .001, ηp2 = .30, respectively and, more critically, a three-way interaction between Attended, Mention and, Time, F(1, 36) = 4.83, p = .03, ηp2 = .12 (see Figure 1). We found no other significant main effects or interactions.
(Insert Figure 1 here: Figure 1: Average recall of memories for French-speakers by Attended, Time and Relatedness. (Perceived importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister and identifying as Belgian were included as covariates in the analysis. The error bars represent 5% of variability in our results.))

An examination of three-way interaction reveals the ways our various factors affected facet generation.  Although the number of issues, facts, facets listed for mentioned topics (M = 5.36; SD = .87) did not differ from the number listed for unmentioned topics (M = 5.43; SD = .99) in the pre-speech questionnaire, t(91) = .76, p = .45, a difference did emerge in the post-speech questionnaire.  In their post-speech responses, French-speakers who attended to the speech generated fewer facets for topics mentioned by the King than for topics that went unmentioned by the King, t(15) = 3.22, p = .006, d = 0.82, 95% [.43, 2.13] (see Figure 1). Additionally, for the topics mentioned by the King, in the post-speech responses, French-speaking attendees generated fewer facets than did French-speaking non-attendees, t(15) = 3.04, p = .016, d = 0.93, 95% [.49, 2.45] (see Figure 1).  For the French-speaking non-attendees, there was only a trend toward a difference between the number of facets recalled for topics mentioned and not mentioned by the King after the speech, t(15) = 1.98, d = 0.30, p = .06 95% [-.02, 0.87], but, now, mentioned topics tended to be better remembered than unmentioned topics (see Figure 1). It would appear listening to the speech made it more difficult for French-speakers to generate issues, facts, or facets of discussed topics.
Dutch-speakers. For the Dutch-speakers, our results failed to reveal any significant main or interaction effects, including a three-way interaction between Attended, Mention, and Time, F(1,43) = .07, p = .80 (see Figure 2). 
(Insert Figure 2 here: Figure 2: Average recall of memories for Dutch-speakers by Attended, Time and Relatedness. (Perceived importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister and identifying as Belgian were included as covariates in the analysis. The error bars represent 5% of variability in our results))
Discussion
	The role of public speeches in forging and shaping a public’s memories has largely been a topic of discussion within the social sciences at the societal level (De Cillia et al., 1999; Heer et al., 2008; Olick and Levy, 1997; Zerubavel, 1995). The present results underscore the need to incorporate psychological factors into the discussion (see also Coman and Hirst, 2012, 2015; Harris et al., 2008; Hirst and Echterhoff, 2008, 2012; Hirst, Yamashiro and Coman, 2018; Stone et al., 2010; Stone et al., 2012; Weldon and Bellinger, 1997). We took a psychological paradigm, retrieval-induced forgetting (Anderson, 2003; Anderson et al., 1994) and were able to extend it to a socially embedded, real world context: public speeches. The results suggest that such speeches may induce large groups of attendees to exhibit reduced accessibility to memories or information semantically related to the topics mentioned in the speech, relative to topics that go unmentioned in the speech. These results support and extend those of Yamashiro and Hirst (2019), who had four participants listen to a central speaker where by the selective nature on the part of the central speaker induced forgetting in the four listeners. And, again, similar to Yamashiro and Hirst, we found that such impairment was only observed for those who listened to the speech and for those with similar social identity as the speaker himself.  Indeed, the inclusion of the importance of the Prime Minister and identifying as a Belgian as covariates suggest that our results may be due to identity issues and/or other factors concerning identity as a French or Flemish speaker other than the importance ascribed to the new Prime Minister or identifying as a Belgian. 
	The present findings are particularly interesting because they might be considered counter-intuitive. Listening to political speeches is usually considered a civic virtue. Although their function as a public relations effort is well-appreciated, they also are viewed as a means by which the public can become informed about important issues. We expect that few would predict in advance that they might induce forgetting. But that is exactly what we found, and for good theoretical, if not commonsensical, reasons.
	Several questions arise as we compare the present results with the more laboratory-based studies of socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting.  First, are we actually studying forgetting?  If by forgetting, one means erasure or unavailability, then no.  Even those conducting laboratory studies do not believe that items that fail to be remembered on the final test are necessarily erased or unavailable as a result of selectively practicing related material.  The common assumption is that it is less accessible, either by dint of inhibition or some other psychological mechanism (see Jonker, Seli and MacLeod, 2013, 2015 for reviews).  As a result, it could possibly be remembered if given the appropriate retrieval cue on another occasion.
	Second, why did participants generate fewer items overall in the second survey than in the first, regardless of their linguistic group membership or whether they listened to the speech?  There are several possibilities. Even though participants were instructed that they could generate the same issues, facts, or facets in the post-speech survey as they did during the pre-speech survey, participants may have been exposed to additional, related information within the intervening two weeks, not captured by the present study.  This exposure may have led to a form of retrograde interference that made it difficult for participants to generate items in the post-speech assessment survey (see, e.g., Sosic-Vasic Hille, Kroener, Spitzer and Kornmeier, 2018). Additionally, and alternatively, participants may have viewed the second survey as a time to recall items in addition to what they recalled in the first questionnaire.  If so, then the task required of them in the second survey would be substantially more difficult than the one in the first questionnaire (Schwarz et al., 1991). Moreover, participants may have completed the second questionnaire in a different context, leading to diminished accessibility to the facets elicited during the first survey (see Smith and Vela, 2001; Jonker et al., 2013, 2015). The diminished recollection of issues, facts, and facets at the second survey is likely do to all three possibilities; however, additional research is needed to examine these possibilities as our current study and results cannot speak to the exact mechanisms driving the inaccessibility we observed.  We should note that none of these explanations are meant to account for the selective forgetting we observed, only the lower level of generation overall in the post-speech survey.
	Finally, what are the mechanisms leading to our retrieval-induced forgetting pattern of results for the French-speakers?  Generally, the agreed upon mechanism is inhibition of the Rp- items (see Anderson, 2003). However, as noted, the present effort was not meant to and cannot be used to differentiate between the various accounts of retrieval-induced forgetting (see Kliegl and Bauml, 2016 for a review of these).  We would need careful experimental controls to accomplish this task.  One can, however, ask whether it is the covert retrieval while listening to the speech that is inducing the forgetting in the present experiment.  One often mentioned alternative to the inhibition account of retrieval-induced forgetting is output interference (see also Tulving and Arbuckle, 1966).  That is, the practiced items become more memorable and hence are first remembered in the final recall test.  This recollection, in turn, then interferes with the recall of related memories, creating the pattern associated with retrieval-induced forgetting.  The usual means of circumventing this concern is to ensure that the most memorable items are not routinely recalled first.  We did so to a degree in this experiment by ensuring the filler categories always came first and last.   Moreover, we examined the items participants initially generated post-speech. There was neither a preference for items generated pre-speech nor for items presented in the speech.
	Although this line of reasoning brings into question output interference as a possible explanation, it does not provide clear evidence that our participants are indeed concurrently retrieving as they listen to the King deliver his speech.  It is, of course, difficult to get into the participant’s mind.  Even if we asked participants what they were doing while listening to the speech, the results would be suspect.  Introspection is notoriously unreliable (see, e.g., Nisbett and Wilson, 1977; Peels, 2016).  The fact that we found the standard retrieval-induced forgetting pattern only for those who listened to the speech and only those who were seemingly in the same linguistic social group of the King argues for the presence of concurrent, albeit covert, retrieval.  After all, the results were predicted from and parallel the laboratory results.  Moreover, the pattern is consistent with what one might expect if concurrent retrieval is taking place.  It would not be consistent with mere listening (see Cuc et al., 2007).  Although we cannot definitively rule out that something other than concurrent retrieval was eliciting the pattern of forgetting, whatever the mechanisms underlying the result, the findings clearly speak to a mnemonic consequence of attending to a public speech.  We predicted that listening to a public speech would induce selective forgetting on the basis of a host of laboratory studies.  We found what we predicted.
Finally, the results for the Dutch-speakers deserve comment.  We did not design the study to test for a difference between Dutch and French speakers, so caution is needed in interpreting results.  However, the finding that Dutch-speakers did not show retrieval-induced forgetting is consistent with the laboratory results on group membership and our understanding of social relationship between the King and his Flemish public (Coman and Hirst, 2015).  One might be tempted to see the study as further implicating the role of social identity in motivating socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting, but any strong conclusion would need to wait for further research (see also Stone, Mercy et al., 2013 for a further discussion of the role social identity plays in cognitive processing). 
Limitations
	As already noted, the differences we observed in the French and Flemish speakers was unexpected and, as a result, we did not have sufficient power to directly compare the recollections of the Dutch-speakers and French-speakers after listening to the King’s speech or not. Although we attempted to recruit as many participants as possible prior to the speech, we could not control which of those participants would a) listen to the speech or not and b) participate in our post-speech survey. Additionally, given that the study was based on a specific speech at a specified day/time, we could not recruit additional participants. Despite this limitation, we still found evidence of selective forgetting following listening to the speech for French-speakers.  This result accords with laboratory work on socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting and the role of social group membership as a moderator (e.g., Coman and Hirst, 2015; Yamashiro and Hirst, 2019).  Future research would explore the present finding using other speeches and larger samples.  In this regard, the present study could be viewed as exploratory rather than confirmatory.
	Second, caution needs to be made concerning whether we are indeed studying socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting in the present study, in that we assessed pre- and post-speech knowledge using a generation test.  Thus, the present study would be properly viewed as an extension or variant of the retrieval-induced forgetting paradigm that produced similar findings, in the present instance, that listening to someone discuss topics one already knows about makes it harder to access facets or aspects of this topic. Unlike the laboratory work, we could not ensure that all the participants shared the same understanding of the topics the King might or might not talk about. Indeed, we did not even know what the King would talk about!  Nevertheless, we found variations in level of accessibility that reflect what is found in more controlled laboratory settings.  
	Finally, as mentioned above, we could not control for or even know what the King would talk about. We made an educated guess given the issues inherent to Belgium. However, as a result, we could not control which items would act as “Rp+”, “Rp-“ or “Nrp.” It is possible that the Nrp items were simply more memorable than the Rp- items or any differences in terms of memorability for that matter. However, even if this was the case, it would still speak to group differences given that, for the Dutch-speakers, the Rp- items, based on the graphs were more memorable than the Nrp items or at least trending and the Dutch-speakers recalled more Rp- items relative to the French-speakers, again, though, purely based on observation. Thus, it is unlikely that our results were due to any inherent memorability for either the Nrp or the Rp- items. Again, however, a controlled lab study could address this possibility more rigorously.
Implications
	In spite of these limitations, the present results have a couple of important implications. First and foremost, speeches on the part of public speakers may have the unintended (intended) consequence of inducing audience members who identify with the speaker to find related information less accessible. Alternatively, those who do not will not exhibit any such said mnemonic consequences. Thus, for example, in the US, the State of the Union (SOTU) address tends to focus on the positives that have occurred. Thus, when President Trump gives his SOTU in January, 2020, such a selective rendering may facilitate other Republicans and/or conservatives to forget negative aspects of his presidency or the US that are related to what Trump states. No such effects should be found for Democrats and/or liberals. Similar effects may also be found through historical analyses focusing on famous speeches, for example, the Gettysburg Address, and examining the newspaper articles published before and after in both the North and the South. Thus, the present research opens up a number of avenues for further research. 
	In turn, the present results also suggest that public speakers may have a powerful influence on shaping a community’s collective memory. We define collective memory as memories shared across individuals or who have a shared rendering of the past (Hirst and Manier, 2008, but see, e.g., Olick, 1999). We did not measure the extent to which the participants actually shared memories surrounding these categories either before or after the speech, but much like Americans that may possess shared memories of Abraham Lincoln, they will have idiosyncratic differences when probed, and the sharedness in the present study stems from the categories provided (indeed, most individuals had no issue providing facets for each) as well as the shared content imparted by the King. Clearly, further research is needed to better ascertain the extent to which shared memories exist across a community as well as whether public speeches shape said memories in such a way so as to create a more uniform collective memory across a population (but see Stone et al., 2010).
	The present results may also extrapolate to other social artifacts (e.g., museums, monuments, etc.) Indeed, such social artifacts never encapsulate the totality of any individual or event. They are selectively designed and built. For example, the Lincoln Memorial depicts President Lincoln as a Greek God. How might this selective rendering shape the individual and collective memories of those who visit the memorial? Such questions beg for further research.	 
Concluding Thoughts
	Despite the “noise” that often obscures the presence of basic cognitive mechanisms in real world settings, we found evidence of socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting when examining the effects of a political speech on the public’s memory. The results were surprising and subtle, in that it appears that attention to a speech may limit, rather than expand, one’s access to knowledge about pressing political topics in certain circumstances. Moreover, there is a suggestion that the extent to which this induced forgetting occurs depends on social identity. Although additional research is needed to further examine these results and under which conditions they may occur, the present results suggest that only by appreciating the complex and nuanced psychological mechanisms involved in this process that researchers will be able to provide a deeper understanding for how and when forms of communication such as public speeches may shape a public’s collective memories of the past.
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Table 1: Average proportion (Total and by linguistic group) of responses to questions about the importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister for the first time in decades (PM Importance) and the extent to which they identify with Belgium (ID Belgium).



			Overall		French-speakers	Dutch-speakers

PM Importance	.68 (.28)	      .72 (.19)*		     .64 (.17)*

ID Belgium		.73 (.23)	      .81 (.21)**		     .66 (.22)**


Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.

* = significant difference at the .05 level
** = significant differences at the .01 level



Figure Caption
Figure 1: Average recall of memories for French-speakers by Attended, Time and Relatedness. (Perceived importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister and identifying as Belgian were included as covariates in the analysis. The error bars represent 5% of variability in our results.)
Figure 2: Average recall of memories for Dutch-speakers by Attended, Time and Relatedness. (Perceived importance of appointing a French-speaking Prime Minister and identifying as Belgian were included as covariates in the analysis. The error bars represent 5% of variability in our results)	
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Appendix
The Belgian King’s 2012 Summer Speech
Underlined text = issues surrounding the economy
Italicized text = issues surrounding language5
Ladies and Gentlemen,
I want to say again to the families of missing children in the bus accident in Switzerland, and to all the families who have lost a child, how the country continues to think about them. For the Queen and for me, the faces of missing children, the courage and dignity of their loved ones will long remain etched in our memory.
There are just over a year, I did share with conviction, my serious concerns following the political deadlock persists. I put policymakers and citizens warned against the dangers of such a situation.
I welcome the agreements reached today on community, social, economic and financial. Solutions were made at the institutional level. They give the different entities of the country greater autonomy and responsibility. In addition, BHV, a problem that has long poisoned our politics has finally been solved.
At the same time, a program was developed strict budget, despite a very difficult international context. In addition, structural measures are defined to cope with the aging of the population and decisions have been taken to promote growth. One can already see the encouraging results of these policies as well as employment growth when compared to the European average.
This is very positive and should give us confidence and encourage us to continue the work started resolutely in both the institutional and socio-economic.
Through these agreements and these reforms, our country has regained its international credibility and can once again resume its pioneering role on the European level. I could see that it was expected and enjoyed during my various meetings with officials of the European Parliament, the Commission and the Presidency of the Council.
Found that credibility allows us to advocate in Europe, alongside the necessary budgetary rigor, we develop a growth policy. Should be given opportunities, sustainable jobs and hope to the young people. To achieve this, we need more Europe and more solidarity. Our country leads the way in developing a recovery strategy in which the social partners and the Regions and Communities are associated.
For us, the next step in the institutional domain is the transfer of skills and finance law.
After our institutions evolve towards a more federal Belgium, let us now put these reforms in place, without nostalgia and efficiently. This will give more stability to our country and ask each manager a considerable effort, the goal is to better serve our citizens.
Finally, I also noted last year are changing our attitudes towards greater openness to cultures of our country Communities and various European nations. This is a better understanding of each other as we build the best unity in diversity, both within our country and in Europe. I welcome the many initiatives taken in this direction in our youth, by movements of citizens, the cultural, and the Prince Philippe Fund, who all do an excellent job. I hope that these projects will increase and thus encourage "living together".
Furthermore, I would like to share how I am amazed by the many talents of our citizens. They express themselves in areas as diverse as scientific research, cultural creation, economic activity, social engagement, humanitarian, sports competition, and much more. I personally have come to realize some impressive achievements in these sectors and I have, until recently, honoring several people who develop their talents in an exemplary manner.
As Belgians, all this will strengthen our confidence in ourselves and in our ability to find solutions to the problems of our society. This will also be encouraged to avoid withdrawal and populism. Two trends that are too evident in Europe today and lead to nothing.
We must pursue all the necessary work for the common good both national and European level.
A frank openness and real structural arrangement is that the Queen and I, and our entire family, we wish you with all my heart during our National Day.
This unabashed open-mindedness and constructive attitude that actually are what the Queen and I and our entire family wish with all my heart to celebrate our national holiday.




















Footnotes
1We did an online search for terms related to each of these topics both before and after the speech in order to gauge the extent to which these topics were mentioned in the media and, in turn, could have influenced the recollections of our participants. There was minimal evidence of any mention of these topics on the part of the media before the speech and between when the speech occurred and when we sent out our post-speech survey.
2Flanders and Wallonia are the two major regions of Belgium.  The former is Dutch speaking; the latter, French speaking.
3For a full list of all the questions listed in our questionnaire, please visit our osf site: https://osf.io/769ek/?view_only=df52984c3c654246bf9254cf38463350
4 For our analyses without the covariates and our overall data, please visit our osf site: https://osf.io/769ek/?view_only=df52984c3c654246bf9254cf38463350
5 Outside of Belgium, it might not be clear as to why the italicized portions constitute linguistic issues. Thus, we will provide some background: For many years, most Flemish political parties were advocating a strict overlap between territories and language spoken (except for the Brussels region, the other regions are unilingual). However, in 2012 some special facilities were still offered to French-speakers living outside the Brussels region and in Flemish regions in order to receive some documents in French or to go to a French-speaking court, for instance. Since the time of the Louvain demonstrations in the sixties, there were attempts from Flemish parties to obtain and enforce strict territorial rules regarding language use within Flemish regions. An agreement on this issue was only reached at the end of 2011. The acronym « BHV » refers to Brussels and two cities (Halle and Vivoorde) that are in the Flemish territory but for which the bilingual rules were still applied up until 2012.
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