	Ukraine and commemoration of World War II
	Our memory stretches far beyond the path of our life. Memory in the social context is not individual, as it is shared and not unique. The shared memory is called "collective memory", this is coincidentally a research field for several academic disciplines, such as history and politics. Collective memory varies depending on the group to which it belongs: it can stretch as wide as to the whole world, and as little as to the ethnic group in one nation, or even smaller for example – the native residents of one village. These collective, shared memories are not necessarily the same as the first hands-on experience, as some of the events shared by a group could have occurred quite long ago. The trait (arguably useful and dangerous) of such a memory is that it is a part of anyone's identity, therefore, becoming a tool for political manipulations. 
	Active discussions on memory had actively begun with the works of French historian Pierre Nora and his works on the “lieux de memoire”, places of memory; the works that studied French memorial culture and named almost all historical remnants that there are to the French nation to be these places/sites of memory (Wood, 1994). However, because these discussions have grown far beyond the borders of France, described and analyzed in Nora's work, as of now there is no clear methodological approach in the memory studies. Collective memory may be located in the world and in the individual (Hirst and Manier, 2008; p. 185). Under the first category fall the places of memory, memorials, monuments, museums, etc.; under the second – opinions, experiences, personal knowledge and knowledge learned in the process of socialization. More modern academic findings provide evidence of the wider space of existence of the memory. There are a couple of dimensions belonging to mediatised memory (O'Connor, 2019; p. 642) and Internet sources (Taha Yasseri et al, 2022; pp. 6-10). In other words, the collective memory is more developed today, than it was back then, when Pierre Nora conducted his studies, and therefore it is also more challenging.
	The question that this research paper is centred on is how the collective memory can change in the conditions of the changing political climate and developing public opinion. Such is the case of Ukraine, a country in the process of reimagining and rebuilding its collective memory. 
	Ukrainian position on the commemoration of World War II has drastically changed over the years of independence. Today the memory policy has become a challenge and a matter of high importance, because of the war against Russia and changing attitudes of Ukrainians towards their Ukrainian identity. The role of World War II perception is associated with the Soviet past and Russian influence. 
	What is the history behind the changing narrative? I agree with the words of Catherina Wanner (1999), that "the symbolic value of what is commemorated is embedded in the symbolic value where it is commemorated" (p. 106), however, with such salient events it is not as simple. World War II became a significant mark in many national memories contributing to their myths of the nation, therefore, it should be assessed progressively, with regard to the process of revaluation. There are two narratives about World War II: one, aligning with Soviet propaganda, and the completely opposite one, perceiving the Red Army as foreign occupiers (Marples, 2012; p. 289).
World War II was a gruesome event in the history of mankind. Four years of active combat on the territory of the Soviet republics left a heavy demographic impact. People had experienced losses and tragedy. However, the USSR had never accepted the true fact that in any war, there are no true "winners". It is enough to participate in a war to lose lives otherwise preserved. That is why, World War II became something else: "Great Patriotic War" (Barnes, 2000; p. 252). In an effort to infuse the patriotic movement, the Soviet regime intentionally left out such an event as signing the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, which established the common grounds for the invasion of Poland in 1939 (Wanner, 1999; p. 117). Such behaviour led academics to call the "Great Patriotic War" one of the founding myths of the USSR (Jilge and Troebst, 2006; pp. 1-2). 
	Since the adoption of the Act of Declaration of Independence on the 1st December 1991, Russian Federation had always tried to keep its presence and influence at a high level, controlling the former state members from the USSR with the help of cultural instruments. In the study of Tatiana Zhurzhenko (2014), such an interesting part of Russian geopolitics is explained as "russkiy mir", which unites people of Russian cultural heritage and the people affiliated with the Russian culture and language outside its national borders (p. 258). More on that, to establish a more official look for the movement, the Russian Federation established "Russkiy Mir Foundation" on the 21st of June 2007 – an official political and cultural tool to realize Russian cultural politics outside its borders, so to say, promote ideas of Russian state propaganda (p. 259). Soviet narrative on the Second World War was successfully inherited by Russia and actively used as a tool of influence on identity politics in Ukraine (p. 260). Because of Russia being a successor of the USSR, it adopted the same rhetorics as its predecessor, e.g. they "forgot" all the bad that happened (Barnes, 2000; p. 252), and conceptualized World War II as some kind of eternal honour, to which each family had in one way or another contributed lives.
	Where are the roots of the "Great Patriotic War" lie? According to the work of Wilfred Jilge (2006), such a word choice roots in the "Patriotic War" with Napoleon (p. 52). In a similar manner, the important provision of "a historical reunion of the Ukrainian territories" was promoted by the CPU (Communist Party of Ukraine) (p. 52) Up until the "perestroika” period all of the myths and mysterious lack of self-reflection was legitimised (p. 54), and when the CPU had encountered the conflict with the other party called "Rukh", the official polarization of the society had begun (p. 55).  This inevitably led to the gradual disassembly of the Soviet Union and provoked the sleeping national spirit.
	For a long time, even since the declaration of independence, the commemorative character of Victory Day, celebrated annually on the 9th of May, was undeniable to most of the Ukrainian public. Given the family history, many Ukrainians understood this celebration as "genuine and heartfelt" (Wanner, 1999; p. 111, p. 116). However, in this undeniability, the commemoration was not extended more than just to the regional level: this was also linked to the problem of different experiences in the Soviet era. For some regions of Ukraine, the Soviet regime was equal to the darkest historical epoch, which is to be forgotten, as there were some Ukrainian fighters for freedom in the times of World War II, whom the Soviet regime labelled collaborates and left out of the historical picture in commemoration of the 9th of May: in other words, it was not about victims of the war, but it was indeed about the communism, the state, party, and their collective victory over fascism. However, in progression, the situation had changed drastically. Ukrainian memories of World War II in the more recent work of David R. Marples (2012) become "divided, bitter and contentious" (p. 289). What he understands as a reason for such a description is not only secluded in the public-political sphere, rather also a scholarly dispute – something that was missing at the time when Catherine Wanner had written her work. What was actually one of the reasons for the change in public opinion was the manipulation which was tried when passing power from President Kuchma to the desired candidate Ianukovych involved the monopolization of the Victory Day celebration (Jilge, 2006; p. 77). More on that, the rigged elections in 2004 had led to the Orange Revolution, which brought into the memory talks the fighters whom they labelled as Ukrainian Revolutionaries (Jilge, 2006; p. 79) – fighters, who were also criminalised by the USSR.
	Why did the debate on the right way to approach memory exist in the first place? The answer to this question lies partially in the reasons why Ukraine separated from the USSR. The work of Astrid S. Tuminez follows closely this process (2003; p. 113-116). Interestingly, Ukrainian separatistic movements were not as active as in other states-members of the USSR. This was the result of so-called "ethnocide" (p. 97), the process of assimilation and diminishing cross-cultural differences. Thus, Ukrainian people who have left no choice but to comply had lost their sense of national/ethnical belonging. That is the reason why the Ukrainian debate on the right way to address the collective memory takes so long and it was not naturally implied with the independence.
	Another dispute related to the Ukrainian view on World War II was related to the role of the fighters of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) and the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN). There are, however, two questions of Ukrainian public debate raised by the work of Ivan Katcharovski. The first question is that of the Ukrainian genocide by the Soviet regime, including politically motivated murder and artificially supported famine (p. 976). The second question is whether that same politically motivated murder existed also from the Nazi's side (p. 980). To find a common ground it was important to firstly solve the challenges of the previous regiments policies. Oxana Shevel (2011) emphasized, that for a long time, the negative perception of both was the result of the Soviet-era assessment that has dominated the Ukrainian public thought (p. 137). She mentions in her work, that it was and to some extent still is a challenge for Ukraine, how to reassess the role of the former heroes and lift the "backstabbers" stain left by the soviet union (p.138). The first actions toward that goal were taken back in 1991, with the law "On the rehabilitation of victims of political repressions in Ukraine" (p. 148). 
	Former president of Ukraine Poroshenko had contributed to the dispute by setting the date of Ukrainian defenders on the 14th of October, the date when the UPA was officially established (Zhurzhenko, 2014; p. 262). Prominent people, such as, for example, Stepan Bandera, the leader of OUN, had become the most feared antihero in the Russian state propaganda (Edele, 2017; pp. 90-91), because he was working with/for nazis, even though it was not as simple as that. The problem with understanding the role of Ukrainian liberation movements in the Soviet era was that they did not follow the communist agenda, and thus, were unacceptable. All other than the party or pro-party movements were dangerous and always assessed by the CP from the worst sides. The justification was in such a scheme non-existent: the Soviet regime was quick to call out every other movement for being collaborators but did not even once mention the consequences that followed their own Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact (Edele, 2017; p. 97). 
	These debates were perceived differently across regions of Ukraine. As Catherine Wanner wrote, cultural change was not exclusive to the terms of nation and ethnicity (p. 106). The argument in favour writes, however, another academic, Omer Bartov (2008), whose point highlights that while people are living all their life for generations around the same sites in Eastern Galicia and Western parts of Ukraine, there are also many who arrived after the war (p. 590), which could add interesting provisions to the understanding the structure of the regional debate. 
	In this conflict of shared memory, Russia always forgets the truth. Mark Edele (2017) wrote, that “real history is full of moral and political ambiguities" (p. 97). However, in the Ukrainian case with the questions of historical character that directly regard the matters of national identity, there could have been no other narrative than the one in support of the national idea. The decision to settle on the pro-Russian narrative of the Soviet regime with the Party of Victor Yanukovych, who got the presidential seat in 2010, was one of the mistakes he made. He disregarded the issue of the Soviet genocide, misleading the public opinion where the debates on the horrific past started to flourish (Katchanovski, 2010; p. 984). 
	The interesting term used in Ukrainian and foreign works is called “memory politics": it is such a political strategy where the state builds its own cultural landscape of the national memory by, for example, defining the heroes and antiheroes, salient events and memorable dates. All of these are later embedded into national legislation, toponyms, museums and monuments, state awards, artistic heritage etc. (Liebich et al., 2019; p. 80) From here on, the perspective on the World War II narrative in Ukraine can be moved further into comparative analysis. The same term used by Ukrainian academics is "polityka pamiaty”, the meaning is the same, however for the analysis of authentic studies it is completely mandatory to reflect on the points suggested by the national academics. 
	First of all, looking back at 1991, the year of independence, Ukraine was placed the second country after the Russian Federation by the number of Soviet monuments: overall there were 53,500 memorials, 42,900 of which were commemorating "Great Patriotic War" (Liebich et al., 2019; p. 82). Commemorative actions were revolving around these sites of memory, like litting the eternal flame and bringing there red carnations. Secondly, if it was not for the attempts of Russia to control and interfere with Ukrainian political life so much, the commemorative events would have still been carried out in the old manner. Such points are greatly supported by Ukrainian media, which express the same point: Ukraine is reiterating World War II because of the Russian aggression (Ciupin, 2019). 
	The change of direction in Ukrainian politics of memory took its sharpest turn after the Revolution of Dignity, where the new national heroes decreased the importance of the old Soviet memory. The later-on annexation of Crimea, creation of quasi-republics and full-scale war have only accelerated the process of distancing.
	The war with Russia had accelerated many processes related to the Ukrainian identity questions, also consequently changing symbols of the World War II narratives in Ukraine. Russia's aggressive memory politics had pushed Ukraine towards the European model of memory and memorial politics. In the work of Volodymyr Babka, there is a useful comparative table that shows just how different the two systems are (Babka, 2014; pp. 212-213). There are three main pieces that comprise the memory policy: the character, and nature of politics; events and symbols; judgement and attitude.
	On the base of the abovementioned structure, the analysis of the two narratives, two memory systems that comprise the history of the World War II memory in Ukraine. The first is the character and nature of the politics. The former, soviet memory politics were overall aggressive: the gruesome, tragic event of World War II all revolved around the "Soviet people" construct, the heroic action of the Red Army and complete, absolute control over memory. The European model, to which Ukraine is inclined more nowadays, is far more democratic. The official agenda inclines towards penance with regard to the events of World War II. The event that goes together with the European memory politics, which are now dominating the Ukrainian memory strategy, is none other than Holocaust, the one omitted or not highlighted by the Soviet narrative. In the Ukrainian narrative, Holocaust is often mentioned and commemorated on the highest level even, together with the memory of the warfare and losses.
	The second point is the events and symbols. The Soviet symbol for Great Patriotic War is a Saint George's two-coloured ribbon, orange and black. Orange stands for flame, and black stands for smoke – it is a reiteration of war in a symbolic way. After the Saint George's ribbon became the symbol of "russkiy mir" and Russia violated the sovereign states, they would do something like cross-commemoration at this point (they would use the references to the Great Patriotic War as a side explanation of the crimes), Ukraine had to act quickly in order to shift the commemorative efforts to something other than Russian-affiliated narrative, but still not to stop commemorative events whatsoever. The solution came with a poppy, the European symbol that stands for the bullet wound – a civil symbol. A good example of the symbols used for the commemoration of the war is in the article of Radio Svoboda (Shtogrin, 2021). The difference also exists in the "mottos" of memory politics: in Ukraine, it sounds like "Never again", in the Soviet narrative dominating the Russian Federation it sounds like "We can do it again” (Laskin, 2023). Something of a difference, that concludes the polar opposite memory politics dominating the two narratives. The reimagining, and restructuration of memory were necessary to highlight just how different the two countries are, including the view on the victims of World War II, the difference was important to survive the identity crisis posed by the division of the Soviet people to the Ukrainian and Russian (Zanuda, 2015).
	The third point is judgement and attitude. Obviously, the Soviet regime was a similar dictatorship regime to that of the Nazis, that is the reason why it is presented in the European memory politics as equally bad as Hitler's Germany and other fascist dictatorships. However, the Soviet narrative acknowledges no mistakes in its own regime, despite committing equally as horrible deeds to which up to this day no punishment was made (Barnes, 2000; p. 241). The Soviet narrative revolves around its own heroic justification of the losses in the Great Patriotic War and turns a blind eye to domestic institutions like GULAG. European narrative centres human life above all of the victories and regrets starting the war in the first place.
	With all the above stated, could the collective memory be really controlled? Is it reasonable for the governments to infuse consolidation by manipulating the narratives on memory? In the narrative on memory, less of the story is told on the "lieux de memoire” and more is reserved on the political arena. In the findings of T. Meteliova (; pp. 164-165) on the memory policy being a political instrument, some useful provisions are mentioned: the first, is that the art of memory policy is different in the transitional political environments to that of the established democracies, the second that says Russian war in Ukraine subjected to the globalization of the commemorative issues and escalating them to the level of the international relations, and the third, the most objective view on the past could only be done by the historians, whereas in politics people should act in attentive and considered manner. The first point coincides with the history of the World War II narrative in Ukraine uncovered above, it is absolutely clear, that after the USSR system of controlled commemoration stopped existing as an institution, it left space for chaos in Ukraine. The Russian Federation, however, had been left with the instruments and institutions of the former Soviet Union, and instead of following the democratic values or creating the values suitable for the country, they decided to stick to the path they already knew. Ukraine, however, seemed an easy task for propaganda on the commemorative efforts of World War II. The second point adds to the first the role of memory politics and its role in the war: Russia, manipulated the heroic past to counter the European narrative, which started flourishing only after those efforts to control Ukraine. In the end, the help and consolidation of the countries that are helping Ukraine are partially based on this, too, as shared values are a great base to acknowledge similarity. And the third point is the most interesting: if to say that historians are responsible for shaping and structuring the past, how could a country make sure those statements produced are not the result of propaganda? In other words, in this sense politics and history are so strongly interconnected, it is questionable to call only historians' view objective. On the other hand, the narrative, based on the values of democracy and the valuability of human life could be of such character. Otherwise, politics and history are intertwined in the early stages of nation-building, as they shape the national identity.
	In the final analysis of the Ukrainian narrative on the topic of World War II, it can be concluded that there is still room for re-evaluation. The regional differences create unfavourable conditions for creating a single right narrative and point of view. Ukraine as a sovereign state was declared with no instruments of propaganda, all that was there back then was the Soviet narrative that had to be challenged. There were debates on the role of the OUN and UPA in Ukrainian history, and whether they should/could be used for the role of the national heroes, however, because of the new challenges, such as the Revolution of Dignity, and war with Russia, the question of promotion the historical events had simmered down. Russia had played the role of the enemy, which shifted the memory policy towards the European narrative of World War II, instead of the Soviet narrative. Such a division was necessary to support the national identity crisis of the Ukrainian people. For a long time, Ukrainians (with a small deviation from all) were supportive of Russia because of the shared memory, because of the shared past. Nobody could have imagined such an attack to happen twenty years ago. However, this war has brought a chance to Ukrainians to reiterate their memory, to create new memory because of today's tragedy. And these very changes and the new collective memory piece – the war with Russia – will be shaped later and hopefully assessed not by the example of the Great Patriotic War, but after the leads of the Second World War and the principle of the tragic loss of human life.
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