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Introduction

Any society that experiences drastic changes begins to reinterpret history, reconstruct historical and collective memory, and shape national identity. A reconstruction of memory and national identity typically rely on each other. From the moment Ukraine regained its independence it has seen the processes of constructing a new national identity and reconstructing historical and collective memory.

Notions of official and unofficial memory

A renewed version of historical memory is usually launched and then maintained by the state. This kind of historical memory is called official memory.
 It is embodied in the speeches of officials, information published by state-owned mass media, dates marked by the state, history textbooks that offer the official version of history, etc.
At the same time, there is so-called unofficial memory—an interpretation of certain events that is somewhat different from the official viewpoint, or one that covers events that are omitted in the official version. Unofficial memories are preserved by families, informal groups and societies, etc.

Official and unofficial memory compared

Official memory and unofficial memory interact with each other.
 We have singled out several versions of this interaction.

For example, official memory can be fairly tolerant toward unofficial memory, because the latter supports the former and lends more colorfulness to it. An example of this is found in everyday hardships experienced by women on the front during the war.
Official memory ignores its unofficial counterpart but does not consider it a threat. For example, there are the famed 100 grams of alcohol (drunk on the front), which official memory consistently omits.

Official memory views unofficial memory as dangerous and thus checks and represses it, while those who spread it are subject to punishment. For example, in Soviet times people who shared their memories of deportation, repressions, and other punitive actions were punished.

Depending on the contents of memory and the attitude of the authorities, unofficial memory may be strictly locked up within a certain group (family, circle of friends, or people with the same or similar experiences). Alternatively, it may spread to wider circles.

Every person receives information on historical events that he or she did not witness from various sources: mass media outlets, textbooks, fiction, scholarly literature, movies, family members, friends, acquaintances, etc., i.e., from the sources of both official and unofficial memory. Thus, a person has types of memory and both of them are factors in shaping national identity, albeit to different degrees.
Official memory of the Holocaust

Independent Ukraine continues to construct its own version of historical memory, which includes new narratives on the well-known events and narratives on the events that were omitted and not kept in Soviet-time official history and memory. One of these events is the Holocaust, which entered official memory in several stages. The first President of Ukraine Leonid Kravchuk’s acknowledgement of Ukrainians’ partial guilt in the destruction of Jews during the Second World War became a turning point in constructing a new official memory about the Holocaust. Since 1991 the Babyn Yar tragedy began to be commemorated on the state level; monuments and memorable signs and plaques with inscriptions telling about the destruction of Jews (not simply “peaceful Soviet people”) appeared at the places of mass killing and burial of the Holocaust victims. Publications in the press, TV programs, and educational programs for pupils and students—all this testified to the fact that the Holocaust ceased to circulate in unofficial memory and claimed a certain place in Ukraine’s new historical memory.

Naturally, the state’s top priority is to shape new historical memory and national identity for all its citizens, but the main target group is forward-looking young people. Therefore, one of the important tools in shaping official collective memory is history textbooks. On the one hand, they should convey new ideas and offer new interpretations of historical events, but on the other, they are quite conservative and sometimes slow in introducing new versions and narratives.

History textbooks published soon after 1991 offered very little information on the Holocaust, and even these crumbles of knowledge were too similar to what could be found in the textbooks published by the Soviets.

Slightly more information, and emotionally colored at that, was introduced in textbooks on the history of Ukraine.

Things began to change in textbooks that came out in 2000–2001.

These textbooks began using the word “Holocaust” and providing its definition as the policy of genocide against the Jewish population of Europe that was pursued by the Third Reich elite. The total death toll figures were also provided. In the narrative on the Holocaust the authors wrote that the Fascist states established the so-called “new order” on the conquered territories, which included, as a component, the “policy of genocide … regarding Jews, Roma, and the Slavic population of Eastern Europe.”
 It was also noted that the Nazis had special hatred toward Jews.

Another textbook on the history of Ukraine presents the Holocaust in the context of the Second World War and “physical and moral terror against the so-called inferior peoples: Jews, Roma, Ukrainians, and Russians, as well as representatives of the Soviet authorities and communists. Jews and Roma found themselves in the most difficult situation as they were faced with total destruction.”
 The author goes on to tell about mass killing in Babyn Yar, where “nearly 100,000 peaceful Kyivites, mostly Jews, were killed.”
 This is followed by the fact that in the years of the Nazi occupation the Jewish community in Ukraine lost nearly 1.8 million members: “This was part of the Holocaust tragedy—the destruction of six million European Jews by the Nazis and their henchmen in the Second World War.”

In most textbooks the Holocaust is presented as part of the history of the Second World War, rather than that of Ukraine, and is interpreted more like a pan-European catastrophe that did not have any clearly defined “special Ukrainian character.”
One more aspect in the coverage of the Holocaust calls for attention—the authors’ desire to paint an uncontradictory picture in which the Nazis are the criminals and the Jews (and others) are their victims. They are completely silent on the role of Ukrainians, both righteous ones and collaborationists. One of the first exceptions from this tradition was the comprehensive account by Yaroslav Hrytsak, who believes that the problem is sensitive in a twofold way—because “Ukrainians are burdened not only with the sin of collaborationism, but also with participation in the killing of Jews.”

It should be noted that in the past years special textbooks and handbooks on the history of the Holocaust appeared that target school students and focus on the Holocaust as such.
 They explain various aspects of the Holocaust in Ukraine, including such painful topics as collaborationism, saving Jews, and resistance. However, they are published in 500 to 1,000 copies each, which is a much lower figure than the press run of textbooks used in schools (30,000 to 50,000 copies). Therefore, they are used in fairly narrow circles and, evidently, do not have an impact on the bulk of Ukrainian school and college students.
Official and unofficial memory of the Holocaust and national identity

How does the official and unofficial memory of the Holocaust influence the national identity of young Ukrainians? In order to answer this question, let us analyze the data obtained in several projects designed to study the collective memory of the Holocaust among young Ukrainians.

The method of collecting data on the collective memory of the Holocaust (and, indirectly, national identity) was writing essays about the Holocaust. The participants were asked to write an essay and were given full freedom regarding the contents of their contributions. The study was anonymous.
The sample was made up of several groups of young people:

Kharkiv school students (111 respondents), students at colleges and universities in Kharkiv (109 respondents). This survey of the total of 220 students was carried out in 2001.

Students from various regions of Ukraine: 74 from Lviv, 74 from Poltava, and 89 from Kharkiv. This survey of the total of 237 students was carried out in 2006.

Data analysis

Let us first analyze the figures within each of the two groups and them compare them.

An analysis of the essays submitted by students in the 2001 survey did not permit the researcher to draw conclusions on their national identity. Not one respondent identified himself/herself as a citizen of Ukraine. Seven students (a mere 6.3 percent) wrote about their ethnic origin, and two of these made a positive statement, i.e., they indicated the ethnos they belong to (“I am Ukrainian.”), while two others students offered a negative statement by pointing out the ethnos they do not belong to (“I am not a Jew.”) One young man wrote that he is half Jew, and two more respondents made an indirect reference to their ethnic identity by using the word “we” (“We will live.”) and telling about their ancestors who were killed.
In the group of college and university students nine persons (8.2 percent) indicated their identity in some way or another. In most cases, they referred to their ethnic identity (3.7 percent). All other versions of identity are more likely accidental, because they were pointed out by one or two respondents. One student described himself as a citizen of Ukraine, another one wrote about Ukrainians as victims, yet another one compared Ukrainians to other nations, while two respondents contrasted Ukrainians and Jews.
Several pupils and college and university students mentioned the persecution of Jews not only in Nazi Germany but also in the Soviet Union. Some are not even sure who the persecutors are when it comes to the Holocaust—Fascists or communists.
A total of four percent in two groups compared Jews and their wartime experiences with other nations, above all Slavic peoples. However, these respondents made no reference to their own identity, either personal or collective.

The researcher received the impression that the majority of young people do not give much thought to their civic and ethnic identity. Many essays submitted by both pupils and students contained the thought that people should not touch upon the topic of nationality.
The 2006 survey yielded somewhat different results. For example, 27.4 percent of college and university students from three regions mentioned their national identity, either civic, ethnic, or some other.
 This indicator is three to four times higher than that obtained in the 2001 survey. In other words, it can be said that during the intervening period national identity began to be shaped better and became more easily actualized, which is, no doubt, a positive development.

The largest number of respondents in this group revealed their civic identity, i.e., they identified themselves as citizens of Ukraine, and this fact deserves special attention. Their national identity is not the same as ethnic identity as it includes not only Ukrainians, but also other people that reside in Ukraine—thus, this is essentially civic identity. They define the Holocaust as a fact of their own, Ukrainian history, an event that took place on Ukraine’s territory and affected the people who lived here—not just next to but together with Ukrainians.

A somewhat lower percentage of students actualized their ethnic identity by setting themselves apart from other peoples, in particular the Jewish people. They consider the Holocaust to be an event of European history only. Even if part of it took place on Ukraine’s territory, in their opinion, it still has nothing to do with Ukrainians.

There is one more group that can be singled out—students who drew a parallel between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union regarding discrimination of Jews. Some respondents wrote that both Germany and the Soviet Union tried to get rid of Jews, while others said that Germany’s attitude to Jews can be compared to the Soviet Union’s treatment of Ukrainians. However, in both cases a negative assessment of the Soviet Union and a negation of Soviet identity were included.
In the 2001 survey some respondents also expressed a virtually identical attitude to the acts perpetrated by the Soviet Union and Germany with regard to Jews (some even believed that the Holocaust was the destruction of Jews by the Soviets), but the respondents’ identity was not revealed in any way in their essays.
Unlike the 2001 survey, in 2006 the respondents wrote about Ukrainians as victims of history. These respondents felt they did not receive fair treatment in terms of recognition of the suffering that Ukrainians experienced. They drew a parallel between Jews and Ukrainians regarding the intensity of suffering and pointed out that the Holodomor was no less tragic than the Holocaust and that during the Second World War innocent Ukrainians suffered no less than Jews. They tried to convince themselves and others that the Ukrainian people had no smaller share of suffering than any other nation and demanded certain recognition.

Influence of official and unofficial memory

What conclusion can be made about the influence of official and unofficial memory on young people?

Their essays revealed the influence of both types of memory. What concerns official memory, for most respondents it is represented by textbooks. The respondents framed the issue of the Holocaust in their essays in the same way as textbooks do. In general, school students and freshmen remember this presentation better and their rendition is more detailed than that of other students. Some of these details are also borrowed from textbooks, while some other come a variety of sources of unofficial memory. These include everyday consciousness, rumors, and stereotypes, and this information fills the pages of a number of essays. Furthermore, there are a small number of references to family memory (stories told by parents and relatives), movies, TV programs, and books. However, these sources are insignificant and make up a tiny percentage. For example, the 2001 essays contained direct referenced to stories told by grandmothers and relatives (2.3 percent), movies watched (4.5 percent), and books read (4 percent). In 2006 the number of family reminiscences and books read was lower and verged on chance occurrence (1.3 percent and 0.8 percent, respectively). Only movies retained their standing among the sources of information (4.6 percent in both cases).
This leads us to the conclusion that unofficial memory does not have a significant impact on young people’s memory of the Holocaust. The latter is more influenced by everyday consciousness and stereotypes, which are not so much about the memory of the Holocaust as such as about the stereotypical features of Jews and attitudes to them. Comparing the share of family memory, fiction, and movies among the sources that influenced the contents of the memory of the Holocaust, it can be said that movies are the most influential source. The imagery they contain is retained in memory better and makes a significant emotional impact on young people.
Collective memory is susceptible to the influence of situational information. For example, in 2001, part of the respondents wrote about the refusal of the Russian Duma to honor the memory of the Holocaust victims by standing up on the day of remembrance. (The survey was conducted several days after the event.) This information was not repeated elsewhere.
Naturally, various sources influence a particular person’s memory, and this person may not point to them or sometimes may even forget about them. However, in this case the information is somehow generalized and combined with other knowledge and yields a kind of construct made up of various inclusions.
Conclusions

As a historical event the Holocaust is gradually taking its place in official history and collective memory in Ukraine. It is mirrored by various channels of information, government agencies, and practices.
People and their memory are influenced by official and unofficial memory, the mass media, works of art, personal experiences, everyday consciousness, etc.

Official memory influences the collective memory of young people and creates certain patterns that are later filled with specific information. This information comes from various sources, including unofficial memory. Facts, evaluations, and opinions are received, mixed, generalized, and transformed into a kind of construct that can change with time.
Unofficial memory does not have a significant impact on young people’s memory of the Holocaust, while everyday consciousness and ethnic stereotypes have a much bigger influence.

Considering that there is an inseparable connection between national identity and collective memory, certain conclusions can be made regarding the national identity of the young people under study. Memories of the Holocaust actualized national identity in a minority of the respondents—less than 10 percent in 2001 and some 27 percent in 2006. In other words, it can be said that between 2001 and 2006 national identity began to be shaped more actively and actualized in a more conscious way. The 2001 survey revealed national identity in terms of ethnic identity, while civic identity ranked first in 2006.
However, the majority of young people who participated in the surveys in 2001 and 2006 and came from different regions of Ukraine did not reveal their national identity while writing about the Holocaust. This leads us to presume that the memory of the Holocaust plays an insignificant role, is located on the periphery of young people’s collective memory, and has virtually no links to their national identity.
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