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Welcome everyone. Thank you for joining us via your screens.  

 

New Histories for Public Spheres and Public Actions 

Before starting my own talk, I want to welcome you at our lecture series New Histories for 

Public Spheres and Public Actions. This is the opening lecture of the series, which was launched 

by today’s seminar host, Alexander Etkind, professor of history at Florence’s European 

University Institute, and me, in my role of professor of Russian and Slavic Studies at the 

University of Amsterdam.  

We started the series in response to the rather wild and deep shifts to different public spheres 

that we are seeing at the moment. Alexander and I felt that this is a good moment to share and 

discuss new histories of public action and public spheres. Public action, after all, has not often 

been more important and public protest more inspired than at this moment; at the same time, the 

underlying public spheres have rarely been more fragmented. What we want to do in our series is 

focus on this peculiar combination, and in particular on its historical roots, its cultural forms, and 

its political fruits. With that aim in mind we will invite a mixture of younger and more senior 

colleagues who examine digital media, Anthropocene and changing materialities, and new or 

shifting public roles. In doing so, we have a special interest in local, gendered, and other aspects 

related to access, inclusivity, and retribution. The idea is to invite historians, media scholars and 

other experts in order to create a new transnational (Zoom) community – one that will contribute 

to changing inherited truths and establishing new ones. 

 

I can already lift one tip of the program veil: on December 9, 5pm, Dr Mischa Gabowitsch from 

the Potsdam-based Einstein Forum will share new research, first, about new theoretical 

understandings of the public sphere, and, second, about the role that Telegram and grassroots 

groups play in Belarusian protests. We will share this presentation and a registration link to that 

second talk in the series after today. 

 

This talk 

That was our series as a whole. 



Now I shift to my plans for today. This afternoon I want to do three things: 

- say a few words about two research projects on which I am currently working and that may be 

relevant for some people in this audience, too. 

- revisit the Web Wars project (vintage screenshot). This research project was part of a larger project 

to which I briefly return in a moment; within that project, our team studied the ways in which 

Soviet history was commemorated in social media. I will look back on this project and on the 

question: what did our findings teach us about the relationship between memory and media? 

- finally, after looking back, I conclude by briefly looking forward and asking: which new 

questions merit study today, now that web wars are fought on YouTube and Facebook, but also 

on other media platforms – platforms that our team did not yet study in the early 2010s? 

 

Ongoing projects 

First, as said, I want to briefly introduce two projects that I am currently working on, as these 

may be relevant to some people here.  

- In my most recent book, Sincerity after Communism, I explored how writers, artists, bloggers, 

musicians talk/think about sincerity in a post-Communist era (Dmitrii Prigov, Vladimir 

Sorokin, among others, but also less/not wellknown social media users who reflect on sincere behavior 

online). I examine discussions  

o on what it means to be sincere after the horrors & hypocrisy of the Soviet trauma;  

o commodification concerns – that is, worries that writers are only embracing a 

‘new, post-postmodern sincerity’ to sell books;  

o and I look at the question: what does it mean to be sincere in a digitized age, 

when stories and images about our selves are broadly shared on social media? 

Right now, I am working on two new book publications for a somewhat related research 

project, called Sublime Imperfections – put very briefly, this is research about practices in 

which the non-polished, the imperfect, glitchy is seen not as a problem, but as a hallmark 

for something good (sincerity, authenticity, or inclusivity, for instance). I leave this project 

for what it is here, but if you are interested, do visit the project website for details. 

 

- Before moving to digital memories, I want to briefly introduce a project that I am current 

developing – if only because I am keen on getting in touch with relevant colleagues for 

this. The preliminary title of this upcoming project is Protest Appeals. For Protest 

Appeals, researchers/curators from two leading Dutch art museums and I (and other 

colleagues, including the artist Ksenia Galiaeva, also with us today) are teaming up to study Eastern 

European protest practices. With this project, we want to contribute to correcting 

traditional takes on protest as squarely political practices. We agree with scholars who say: 



no, to truly understand protest dynamics, we should read them not just as political, but 

also as emotional and aesthetic events. Because activism only ‘works’ once it appeals to 

broad audiences. So our main question is: how do Eastern European protesters generate 

public esteem for actions – and how do they mobilize key political and media actors? To 

study this question, we use the museums’ (wonderful) Eastern-European art collections 

to compare the impact of selected activist art objects – posters, photos, fashion, poems, 

songs – in two periods of heightened activism in the region: 1910s and 2010s. I leave it at 

that here, but this is cooking – and as said, I am happy to get in touch with colleagues 

where this is relevant. 

But today, I focus on another project – one that I coordinated at the University of Bergen in 

Norway between 2010 and 2013. This is the research project which I mentioned earlier, titled 

“Web Wars: Digital Diasporas and the Language of Memory in Russia and Ukraine.” The 

remainder of this talk I devote to this project. As said, I look back to some of our findings, and 

then I look forward, in a concluding part in which I ask: which new digital-memory-related 

questions merit study today, now that web wars are fought on YouTube and Facebook, but also 

on such newer platforms as Instagram and TikTok?  

It may be good to clarify my talk title at this point. The ‘old stories’ in my title refer to 

stories about events long gone by (the events whose memory we studied in Web Wars) – 

but also to the stories that we told about digital memories in the early 2010s. These 

analytical stories already feel quite old today, now that media practices and the public 

spheres of which these practices are a part have changed on so many fronts. So by 

promising you ‘old stories, new questions,’ I am referring both to the new questions about 

the past that people asked in the early 2010s and to the new questions that our own 

research (our own ‘old stories’) about memories of the past prompt today. 

 

Screenshots 

So we turn – or rather return – to Web Wars and online Central- and Eastern-European memory. 

I want to introduce that topic by showing you three screenshots. All are linked to a case study 

that was central to our research: Eastern European festivities for “Victory-Day” held on May 9, 

2011. For those not in the know: “Victory Day” is the name for commemorative anniversaries of 

May 9, 1945, the day that is celebrated across different post-Soviet localities as the date of Soviet 

victory over Nazi Germany.  

 

The first still stems from the winning video of a contest titled “Congratulate Granddaddy with 

Victory Day!” The contest was hosted by RuTube (the Russian pendant of YouTube). Its contestants 



were asked to honour veterans with selfmade films. The makers of this clip interview veterans’ 

relatives on the feats of their (fill in:) grandfathers, fathers, and so on. 

 

The second screengrab displays responses to a blog post on Victory-Day celebrations in Lviv in 

2011. Here, festivities were disrupted by riotous actions by pro-Russian activists and Ukrainian 

nationalists. These actions sparked a fierce political debate. Some commentators, including the 

Russian authorities, claimed that it signaled alarming developments in Ukraine – national 

division, or a failure to cope with recent history, for instance. Others said: these same Russian 

authorities staged the unrests, with the goal of deliberately projecting media images of Ukrainian 

segmentation and cultural amnesia. Debates about the riots thrived especially in social media: this 

particular blog discussion, for instance, consists of more than 1200 comments to one post – an 

unusually high number even for the, at that time, generally quite lively Russian blogosphere. 

 

The third screengrab is taken from a YouTube discussion about the same events; or rather, of 

responses to a TV news report that was posted on YouTube. This discussion, which is 

remarkably consistent in its aggressive tone, contains another 500 or so comments. 

 

Web Wars 

I showed you these snapshots as samples of a particular type of memory. This type of memory 

has been called, by a British research collective, “digital memory.” “Digital Memories” is part of 

the very title of this edited volume by a collective of historians (Save As… Digital Memories) who 

define digital memories as memory as it is mediated and produced in online as opposed to 

analogue media. They examine, in the publisher’s words, ‘how digital media technologies require 

us to rethink established conceptualisations of human memory in terms of its discourses, forms 

and practices.’ 

 

Digital memory was also at the heart of the “Web Wars” project. This project, as I said earlier, 

did not stand on itself: it was the new-media pendant of a broader research project called 

Memory at War: Cultural Dynamics in Poland, Russia, and Ukraine. This project was based at the 

University of Cambridge and funded by European funding body HERA. 

Memory at War was led by Alexander Etkind – and it seemed to me apt for this lecture series, 

which Etkind and I co-host – that I briefly mention this larger project too in contextualizing the 

Web Wars project. For Memory at War, we in Bergen teamed up with research teams at the 

Universities of Cambridge, Tartu, Helsinki, Groningen (the leader of that last project, Sander Brouwer, is 

also here today, I understood), to explore how, in Russia, Poland and Ukraine, political conflicts 



invariably take the shape of debates about the past – and especially about World War II and 

Soviet socialism. The five teams all studied these conflicts through a memory prism: together we 

traced the movement of memory across different public spheres in the region by exploring its 

various sociocultural trajectories – in the spheres of history politics, international relations, 

literature, film, and social media.  

That last area was the focus of the Web Wars analyses, which concentrated on the question: how 

is the Soviet experience – and especially the period that was arguably its most turbulent era: the 

Second World War – mediated in digital spheres? We pondered this question with a team of 

three: Vera Zvereva, currently senior lecturer at the University of Jyväskylä, Finland, the 

Amsterdam-based filmmaker Maartje Gerretsen; and myself. Vera conducted most of the 

empirical research, through analyses that unraveled how World War Two was commemorized in 

Russian and Ukrainian Vkontakte and Facebook groups (explain Vkontakte), and on war-related 

websites. She devoted special attention to language, and to the question: how do Russian and 

Ukrainian web users use language to shape their emotions about the past (by using ritualist 

phrases, for instance – as Vera pointed out, online posts and comments are frequently 

interspecked with standardized slogans like “Slava SSSR!” [Glory to the USSR!] or “Vechnaia 

pamiat’ geroiam!” [“Eternal Glory to Our Heroes”]).  

Together with historian Julie Fedor, Vera and I also prepared an edited volume on digital 

remediations of the Soviet trauma. In the edited volume, we present sixteen analyses of post-

socialist digital memories by Slavists, but also historians, an anthropologist, an ethnographer, and 

an IT specialist from across Europe and Australia.  

In my slides I share the table of contents, through somewhat glitchy google books images, but 

they give you an idea of the types of publications that we united in this volume. The empirical 

studies dealt not with all of Central- and Eastern Europe, but we did manage to include materials 

on Georgian, Russian, Polish, Ukrainian, and Rumanian digital memory practices. 

 

Now, it is ofcourse impossible to give you a full-fledged outline of the Web Wars project and all 

its findings and approaches in one talk. So rather than embarking on that mission impossible I 

want to look into one summarizing retrospective question. That is the question: what did the 

Web Wars research project learn us about the relationship between Central- and Eastern-

European memories & media? More specifically, how did this project intervene in existing 

thinking on digital memory – as a cultural practice that is not (as the Digital Memories volume and 

other publications to some extent implied) a “Western” affair only? 

 



I will look into this question by gradually moving from theory to practice. First, I briefly outline 

digital-memory studies as a field, and the tendency of early, groundbreaking work in this field to 

foreground “Western” paradigms (every time when I speak of “Western,” I mean Western-European-and-

Northern-American; similarly, I refer to Post-Soviet or Eastern European digital cultures while, in practice, 

relying mostly on Russian and Ukrainian examples). [So: an introduction to DIGMEM as a field – one 

that initially focused heavily on specific world regions and overlooked others.] Then I explain 

why I believe that this Western bias yielded mangled views of online life; and I conclude my 

retrospective on the project by zooming in on two digital-memory theorems that our analyses of 

Russian and Ukrainian practices challenged.  

 

(Digital) Memory Studies: Interventions 

As said, I start with an introduction to the field of “digital memory” studies. This relatively young 

disciplinary field is driven by an aim to intervene in and refine existing memory theory. Digital-

memory studies arose in the mid-2000s, and the founders of this field were united by the longing 

to show that memory never stands on itself: it is always – digitally or otherwise – mediated. In the 

early 2000s, memory expert Andreas Huyssen already pointed to the impact of digital media on 

today’s memory boom; he pointed out that it is impossible to (I cite him) 

 

discuss personal, generational, or public memory separately from the enormous influence 

of the new media as carriers of all forms of memory. 

 

Later that decade, cultural historians Astrid Erll and Ann Rigney proclaimed cultural memory’s 

very existence dependent on media. Cultural memory is, so they argued, “always shared with the 

help of symbolic artefacts that mediate between individuals and, in the process, create 

communality across both time and space.” 

 

Beyond Western Paradigms 

Huyssen’s and Erll’s and Rigney’s claims say much about what the discipline of digital-memory 

studies has done for memory studies at large: it is a field that advances a heightened sensitivity 

towards memory mediation. However, the same field long lacked another sensitivity that is crucial 

to thinking about online memory practices. This is the perceptiveness to transcultural variation. 

In the early 2010s, it was easy to trace digital-memory studies of, say, American or German online 

memory; but it was much less easy to find discussions of post-Soviet, and more generally, post-

totalitarian digital-memory practices.  



There were exceptions (you see some examples here). But what reigned in leading publications in the 

field at the time was geopolitical bias. More specifically, what dominated was an amplified version 

of the Western bias that has long marked memory studies at large. Digital-memory’s authoritative 

theorists tended to explore Western material while taking its linguo-cultural context for granted. 

When speaking of “the online memory,” they would discuss Western-European or American 

sources without specifying that cultural demarcation. And when speaking of memory on “the 

Web,” they would refer to such popular Western services as Facebook.  

 

Beyond Western Paradigms: Russia & Ukraine 

Now Facebook is a good place to start asking why we found this bias problematic. As this 

“Social-Network World Map” illustrates, by the early 2010s Facebook dominated the social-

network market at large, but substantial world regions did opt for different services. Russia and 

Ukraine were a case a point: here, Vkontakte – not Facebook – was leading. This was a relevant 

deviation, as by 2012, when this map ws compiled, together these two countries constituted a 

prominent section of today’s online population. In the Internet World Stats list of Europe’s “Top 

10 Internet Countries” dating from 2012, they ranked first and tenth, respectively, with a total of 

over 83 million users. These were absolute numbers, but the percentage of Russian and Ukrainian 

web users was steadily growing, too. The same stats said that in 2012, 47.7% of Russians and 

more than 34% of Ukrainians were online. Other surveys suggested that Russians and Ukrainians 

were excessively engaged new-media users, with Russia ranking as the world’s most active social-

media audience in both 2009 and 2010.  

 

Assumptions 

There were, in short, good reasons for more attention for less western-oriented analyses in digital 

memory studies at the time that we were working on our project. So what we tried to do was the 

following: we did build on the rich theoretical framework that digital-memories scholars had been 

developing in the 2000s. That framework was refined and quite useful in many respects: Eastern 

European digital-memory discourse, just as any discourse, is shaped in part by locally defined 

practices, but the regional and national levels interconnect with global concerns; and the practices 

that we studied clearly fed into what some scholars call transnational memory cultures. So in 

relying on Western materials, early digital-memory studies formulated many visions that are, to 

this date, helpful to the scholar of Central and Eastern European digital commemoration. I am 

thinking of the insight that 

 



 online, we deal “[with memories] produced by the audience, … [that are] not simply shared 

and told … but creatively constructed”;  

 or the claim that online memory generates “a new digital temporality of memory” – one 

where “the very condition of remembering is increasingly networked but also actively and re-

actively constructed on-the-fly.” 

 

Assumption 1.  

These and other insights all hold true for post-socialist digital memory cultures. But in mining the 

field, we noticed that experts of relevant studies also articulated insights that were less fruitful 

beyond western confines. Before turning to the here and now, I want to conclude this return to 

Web Wars by sharing two examples of assumptions that built on universalist claims but that 

clashed with the local practices that we studied. 

 

One example – I am moving to the first assumption – we found in Delete, a study by media expert 

Viktor Mayer-Schoenberger. This monograph (which was cited widely in early digital-memory 

publications) criticized the web’s ability to publicly archive all that we post online – or that others 

post about us, including possibly injurious content. Most prominently, Mayer-Schoenberger 

brought up a scandal involving a graduate teaching candidate. The girl was denied a graduate 

certificate because a somewhat shoddy-looking MySpace picture of her, titled “Drunken Pirate,” 

allegedly wouldn’t befit a future teacher. In Mayer-Schoenberger’s view, the incident 

emblematized how digital media memorialize what users may want to forget. Rather than 

embracing new media’s capacity to remember, he plead for reviving our own ability to forget, by 

installing expiration dates on online data. 

Mayer-Schoenberger’s views have, expectedly, triggered debates – especially on the practical and 

philosophical implications of his proposed solution. We took issue with his ideas from another, 

cultural-historical perspective. What we argued was: in advocating a digital “delete” culture, 

Mayer-Schoenberger relies on (mainly Northern-American) examples that all stem from the 

individual-personal realm. But his delete solution would have implications for collective digital 

memory, too; and that solution would quickly loose its metaphorical attraction when applied in 

the region that we were studying with the Web Wars team: post-socialist space. What we were 

witnessing there were local authorities who, in many (!) cases, insisted rather on collective cultural 

forgetting than remembering; and mainstream media that mostly ignored history’s dark pages, 

whereas new-media platforms offered a welcome alternative public space for their 

commemoration. During the Victory Day celebrations of 2011 (I return to the three screenshots), for 

example, Russian television broadcasted glorious chronicles of bygone heroism; but digital media 



displayed much more diverse commemorative narratives. Online, World War II was remembered 

in optimist official initiatives – think of the RuTube video contest (or of online screenings of 

Victory-day parades on the Kremlin website); but it was also memorialized in the markedly 

critical Lviv-focused YouTube and blog comments. Violent as these and similar non-official 

online debates often were, they did present a public memory discourse that – in Russia and, to a 

lesser extent, Ukraine –  was at the time sorely lacking elsewhere.  

Now I do not claim that Mayer-Schoenberger’s appeals are entirely irrelevant to this public 

discourse. Not every potential future employer will, for instance, appreciate this blog comment 

by Aleksandr Antonov – who, please note, appears to have chosen to disclose his full name and 

photograph. Explaining that his own grandfather died in the war, Antonov indignantly rebuked 

Lviv’s nationalists for “licking Europe’s arse.” 

As an individual, a web user like Mr. Antonov might benefit from Mayer-Schoenberger’s plea for 

installing digital expiration dates. But in 2012, he posted his views in a thread of thousands of 

responses to the riots – responses that repeatedly invoked the Soviet trauma. Together, these 

responses formed an indispensable collective testimony to public thinking on this trauma (a 

testimony that, within especially the Russian mediascape, we primarily found in online media). A 

plea for “forgetting” and deleting this cultural testimony seems misplaced and unproductive. 

 

Assumption 2. 

For assumption 2, I return to the authors of Save As… They muse: 

 

If … citizens could be viewed as ‘tourists of history’ [they cite Marita Sturken’s memory 

research] who experience the past ‘through consumerism, media images, souvenirs, popular 

culture, and museum and architectural reenactments’ … then surely digital memories 

would only fuel the connection between memory and consumerism? [the type of consumerism 

that is meant here is such disaster merchandise as World Trade Center snow globes or commemorative t-

shirts devoted to a major bombing in Oklahoma in 1995] 

 

Now we noticed that, when it comes to the darker types of memory consumerism that are 

implicitly referenced here, this postulate sits uneasily with post-socialist online memories. The 

public memory cultures that we saw in many post-socialist states differ somewhat from the US-

based memory cultures that Sturken has analyzed. On the one hand, Russia and Ukraine did and 

do have healthy cultural industries devoted to Soviet history, and online, we saw that multiple 

websites that archived and glorified Soviet material culture flourished. So did top-down digital 

initiatives that invented politically beneficial versions of the past (remember the RuTube contest 



and Victory-parade footage). But these examples all primarily highlighted the past’s positive 

pages. In Russia and Ukraine, critical memory debates – public debates that included history’s less 

cheerful segments – were mostly conducted in different spaces, and they followed other than 

Sturken’s consumerist paradigms. These debates emerged primarily from a favourite discursive 

genre among post-socialist web users – that of the “web war.” We used that metaphor for the 

fierce quests that we witnessed among millions of users of Russian and Ukrainian social-media 

platforms for “what really happened” in Soviet history. These users endlessly debated conflicting 

memories of the countries’ most painful traumas in blog posts, tweets, and other social-media 

formats. Programmatic is the comment to the YouTube video on the Lviv commemorations in 

this screenshot by aloxtr. He reproaches his addressee for not knowing the right facts about 

Ukrainian resistance leader Stepan Bandera – facts to which he then points the other: ‘You need 

to know that Bandera…’  

I must add here that the discussions that my colleagues and I observed, as a rule, had little to do 

with actual historical analysis. As a rule, the insistence on “unearthing the facts” that we saw here 

and elsewhere was quasi-historical: it was oriented on political or social-identity construction 

rather than history proper. Participants showed one another who they were by defining their 

position in the region’s ongoing memory wars; what factually happened in the past hundred years 

was to them of secondary concern.  

Now this longing to provide the final, correct historical interpretation was not surprising against 

the background of cultural forgetting that I sketched earlier. But what matters to our argument is 

that the participants of the “web wars” that we studied rarely relived the difficult sides of the past 

through (I am quoting Sturken again) “souvenirs, popular culture, [or] museum and architectural 

reenactments.” The online commentators of the Lviv riots, for instance, related to the Soviet 

trauma not through consumerism. Representing a culture whose traumatic past did not yet 

crystallize into what Alexander Etkind has called “hard-memory” forms – museums, monuments 

– they commemorate this past online by turning to “soft memory”: by producing creative texts 

and narratives.  

 

Conclusion 

To conclude this part of my talk, like the concept of “digital forgetting,” that of “digital tourists 

of history” works to a limited extent for post-socialist memories. With the web wars project, we 

proposed that, in more inclusive thinking on digital memory, we need different categories instead 

of or next to these existing paradigms. In the online commemorative practices that we 

monitored, for one – to reappropriate the two metaphors – “save” was preferable to “delete,” 



and rather than “digital tourists” we met with “digital archeologists of history”: users who turned to 

digital media to unearth “the bare historical facts.”  

 

New questions 

As said, I would like to conclude by turning from 2011-2012 to the here and now. Our new 

lecture series plan prompted me to think of the very different situation that we would have 

confronted if we would repeat the Web Wars project today, now that digital commemoration is 

practised in (the same but also) different media and in different public spheres, and now that this 

practice can be studied with the help of different tools and existing studies than we had at our 

avaibility in the early 2010s. What I want to conclude with is simply flagging some open questions 

that, in this new situation, merit attention in my view. I hope that we can use the discussion to 

think about these questions together (and I also silently hope that other scholars may be inspired 

by these questions in their own work). 

 

Today Vkontakte is still the social media platform of choice in Russia and Ukraine; but, in 

addition, other social media platforms – TikTok, and Instagram, for instance – are quickly 

attracting large audiences. As recent numbers demonstrate (I limit myself to Russian examples for now), 

by this summer, nearly one third of the Russian population had an Instagram account.  

On these new platforms, the hashtag #denpobedy (Victory Day – the commemorative holiday 

on which I focused in my overview of the Web Wars project) has been used more than 3.5 

million times, so Instagram tells us; on TikTok, posts with the same hashtag have been viewed 

more than 232 million times. Ofcourse, to fully understand these and the other numbers that I 

share here, we need to look into the roll that trolls and bots play. 

Instagram posts range from clear war-themed photos – a recent collage about a user’s 

grandmother who started her own war-memory museum at home attracted more than 10.000 

likes and a vivid discussion about the topic with 113 comments – to, within our context 

somewhat puzzling videos of good-looking young women. In my slides I share a recent 

Instagram post of this type that attracted just under 80.000 views; it is not entirely clear how this 

post relates to victory day (not just to me, as I saw in the comments, but also to other users), but 

my first impression is that the maker used #denpobedy at least in part to boost visitor numbers 

for her video.  

On TikTok, I was expecting the renowned types of microdance videos for which this medium is 

renowned – and accounts like @comradeVasily, from which I borrowed two stills in my slides, 

tell us that Soviet history can serve as an object of playful mockery here. At the same time, the 

Victory-day clips that Russophone TikTok users share were –much more reverent and 



conservative than I had expected on this medium. A black-and-white clip by user @abricoss_a 

that I included in the slides is a case in point. In the clip, we see a young girl dancing to 

retromusic in rural surroundings; this clip attracted more than 124.000 likes and 427 comments. 

How are digital memories (or faux digital memories) constructed in cases like these three? And 

how can studies of, say, hashtag politics – or of Instagram as ‘distinct platform’ (with distinct 

demographics), or Tik Tok’s engagement ‘in fields of propaganda … in alignment with … 

government[al] institutions’ – help us to understand the dynamics of digital memories in the late 

2010s and early 2020s?  

 

The hashtags numbers that I just cited also bring up the problem of quantities. Which methods 

are most suitable to tackle more than 3.5 million hashtagged posts, and which methods suit 

which medium best? How to factor in trolling and bot usage? In the early 2010s, we still used 

qualitative tools to analyze many of our materials. Between then and now, the field of digital 

methods at large has evolutioned drastically, and we have also seen fruitful attempts to 

implement quantitative /digital-humanities tools in post-socialist digital-memory studies. In the 

slides I share a good example. At the same time, large quantities continue to pose troubles. Lisa 

Gaufman – one expert in the field – wrote to me in a conversation about this talk that she is 

currently examining a recent Russian-American memory war, and that ‘My tools can’t even scrape 

all the comments from the posts because there are so many right now.’ How to deal with the 

ongoing social-media problem of large numbers? 

 

A last question is not so much a question as a happy ending to this talk. If we were to re-enact 

the Web Wars project in the current situation, the problems that I just mentioned would exist 

next to many other methodological and conceptual problems – but a very rich body of existing 

studies would help us in dealing with these problems. In my final slide, I pasted a mere handful 

out of a long list of useful recent studies of digital memories and digital practices in general in 

Russia, Ukraine, and post-socialist space at large. Some of their authors are with us today, to my 

pleasure, and I wanted to share their work not so much as a gesture to old and younger academic 

friends, but in an attempt to cluster existing work for new students of digital memory studies. As 

the firm interest in war-era and other Soviet memories on Tik Tok and Instagram illustrates, we 

very much need these new students. 

 

 

 


