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Nurturing the pain: audiovisual tributes to the Holocaust on
YouTube
Mykola Makhortykh

Department of Slavonic Languages and Cultures, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, Netherlands

ABSTRACT
This article examines how digital technology interacts with
Holocaust remembrance in post-socialist countries. Using the Lviv
pogrom of 1941 as a case study, it explores how Russophone and
Ukrainophone web users engage with audiovisual tributes to this
event on YouTube. The article scrutinizes user engagement with
Holocaust memory on two levels: the level of representation (how
the pogrom is represented on YouTube) and the level of
interaction (how users interact with tributes to the pogrom). The
article suggest that digital media can democratize existing
memory practices, but it does not necessarily lead to more
pluralist views on the past.
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Introduction

In her work on photography and war, Sontag argues that remembering conflicts is ‘not to
recall a story but to be able to call up a picture.’1 While this argument can be applied to
nearly all of the conflicts which have taken place since the mass distribution of photo-
graphic technology in the mid-nineteenth century,2 the Second World War occupies a
special place among them. As Bathrick notes, the employment of visuals – both static
photographs and moving pictures – is an ‘absolutely integral’3 practice in the represen-
tation and interpretation of the Second World War. Media visualizations are important
for representing different aspects of the Second World War; yet, almost none of them
are as influential as the ones related to the representation of war atrocities, in particular
the Holocaust.

Audiovisual materials have not only served as evidence documenting war crimes during
and after the SecondWorldWar but have also allowed the post-war generations to witness
the wartime horrors personally. In doing so, media visualizations became an integral part
of cultural remembrance of the Second World War by facilitating the construction of the
shared perspective on the conflict first at the national and, then, at the international level.
The development of audiovisual technology in the 1960s and the 1970s became an integral
part of the ‘memory boom’4 which brought memory of the Holocaust into North Amer-
ican andWestern European mainstream societies.5 Since then, Holocaust memory became
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increasingly mediatized,6 leading to the production of movies of various genres and the
establishment of audiovisual collections of survivors’ testimonies, which, combined,
have resulted in ‘a globalization of discourses on the Holocaust.’7

The article asks how globalization of the Holocaust remembrance is affected by the
replacement of analogue mass media by digital media as the main means of defining
and redefining collective memories.8 According to Hoskins,9 the current post-broadcast
age10 is characterized by an increased connectivity between forms, agents, and discourses
of memory, leading to unprecedented opportunities for archiving, retrieving, and interact-
ing with the past. However, the exact implications of this ‘connective’11 or ‘prosumerist’12

turn in cultural remembrance, in particular the rise of new audiovisual formats for
(re)constructing the past together with new ways of engaging with these formats,
remain unclear in the case of the Holocaust remembrance, especially when it comes to
post-socialist countries, where extreme politicization of the Second World War memories
often leads to marginalization of Holocaust memory.13

For this purpose, the article examines how one episode of the Holocaust in Eastern
Europe – the Lviv pogrom on 1 July 1941 – is represented and interacted with on
YouTube. Despite its intense commercialization and aggressive communication culture,
YouTube remains a world’s leading video-sharing platform, the impact of which on the dis-
cursive construction of the past is increasingly recognized. As Hilderbrand notes, YouTube’s
functionality makes it a veritable ‘portal of cultural memory’14 which allows individuals and
collectives to share their views on the past, by making and disseminating audiovisual mem-
orabilia, and to express their (dis)agreement with existing memory practices, by comment-
ing upon others’ creations. Combined with the significant popularity of YouTube in Ukraine
and Russia,15 two countries which are the locus of the current study, these features render
the choice of YouTube as a case platform for exploring how digital media affect the con-
struction of shared perspective on the Holocaust in the post-socialist space.

In order to investigate how digital technology and Holocaust memory interact on
YouTube, the article begins with a background section that examines the historical
context of the Lviv pogrom. It is followed by a review of the literature concerning
YouTube and cultural memory, in particular the Holocaust remembrance. It then goes
on to describe the research methodology employed to collect and analyze audiovisual tri-
butes to the pogrom, followed with an overview of the findings, which includes the discus-
sion of different formats of tributes and an examination of the ways YouTube users interact
with them. The article ends with a conclusions section which discusses implications of dis-
semination of digital technology for Holocaust remembrance in post-socialist countries.

Historical background

On 30 June 1941, German troops entered Lviv, the largest city in Western Ukraine. Before
the Second World War, Lviv had already hosted one of the largest Jewish populations in
the Republic of Poland; after 1939, when the city was occupied by the Soviet Union, the
number of Jewish inhabitants increased further and exceeded 150,00016. Upon entering
Lviv, German units established control over strategic elements of the city’s infrastructure,
including the local prisons, where mutilated corpses of political prisoners –mostly Ukrai-
nians, but also Poles and Jews17 – were discovered. The prisoners – more than 2000 in
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total18 – were murdered by the NKVD, the Soviet secret police, in the first days following
the outbreak of the war.19

The discovery of the corpses at the Lviv prisons incited a wave of violent actions against
local Jews, encouraged by the Germans and the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists
(OUN).20 The first anti-Jewish actions started already on 30 June; however, as Struve21

notes, these were mostly isolated acts of violence. Jews were taken from their homes
and sent to the city prisons, where they were forced to exhume and clean the bodies of
the NKVD’s victims. Many Jews were beaten, and some even killed during these acts of
violence. The Ukrainian militia, established on the morning of 30 June, was responsible
for the majority of these anti-Jewish actions; however, some acts of violence also involved
German soldiers as well as the occasional civilians.22

The most violent phase of the pogrom began on the morning of 1 July, when the vio-
lence took on a more ritualized form.23 Jews were forced to clean the streets, being abused,
and beaten as they worked. Men and women underwent maltreatment and humiliation; in
addition, many women were stripped naked and, in some cases, raped. In a number of
cases, Jews were also forced to participate in anti-Communist spectacles, which included
mock marches and mock praises to Stalin.24 As on the previous day, members of the
Ukrainian militia actively participated in the pogrom, along with Ukrainian and Polish
civilians.25 According to Struve,26 a number of German units were also involved in the
pogrom, including members of the Nachtigall battalion made of soldiers of Ukrainian
origins and Einsatzgruppe C.

The worst acts of violence occurred in the prison courtyards, where Jews were forced to
exhume bodies of NKVD victims. Most of the forced workers were brutally beaten, and
some of them were stabbed to death or shot while working.27 The majority of deaths
occurred at the Brygidki prison, where several dozens of Jewish workers were killed.
Similar events also took place in two other Lviv prisons, on the Lontskoho and Zamarsty-
niv streets, though the death tolls were lower there.28 It is hard to assess the total number
of victims, but existing estimates vary from 4000 to 7000 killed.29 Struve,30 however,
argues that these high numbers result from the summing of the mass killings on 5 July
and of another pogrom on 25–26 July, whereas the actual number of victims of the
pogrom on 30 June–1 July was lower and did not exceed a few hundred killed.

The pogrom that happened on July 1 was only the first among many atrocities that
befell the Jewish population of Lviv. In the days following the pogrom, Einsatzgruppe C
started an organized killing campaign, which culminated on 5 July, when between 1000
and 1500 Jews were murdered.31 On 25–26 July, another wave of pogroms – known as
‘Petliura days’ – had occurred; while the exact number of victims remains unknown,
Struve32 suggests that approximately 1500 people were killed. In the end of 1941, the
Lviv ghetto was established, leading to intensification of mass killings which culminated
with the liquidation of the ghetto in 1943. Yet, among these atrocities, which depleted
the Jewish population of Lviv from 150,000 to a mere 800,33 the first pogrom occupies
a special place, remaining one of the particularly marginalized episodes in the context
of ‘the marginality of the Holocaust remembrance’34 in post-socialist countries.

The origin of reasons behind the marginality of this episode of the Holocaust can be
traced to the post-war time, when cultural practices of Second World War remembrance
were developed in the Soviet Union. Similar to Western Europe, audiovisual technology
played a significant role in the codification of wartime traumatic experiences in the
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1960s and 1970s, particularly through Soviet war movies.35 The subject of the Holocaust,
however, was usually absent from audiovisual tributes to the SecondWorldWar produced
in the Soviet Union; in those rare cases when the Holocaust was mentioned, it was sub-
jected to the process of ‘Sovietization’36 (i.e. denying Soviet Jews their ethnic identity
and presenting them as abstract Soviet citizens). The ignorance of the Holocaust was par-
ticularly pronounced in those cases, when anti-Jewish atrocities were perpetrated by
‘brotherly’ Soviet nations, like Ukrainians, which, according to the Soviet narrative of
the war, unanimously – except a small group of collaborators – fought against fascism.37

Since the end of 1960s, as Gershenson38 notes, the Jewish-themed cultural production
in the Soviet Union was terminated because of political reasons, and the mediatization of
the Holocaust was resumed only during the Perestroika era. The collapse of the Soviet
Union led to the significant changes in the domain of Second World War remembrance
in the countries of the ex-Soviet block, including the gradual recognition of the Holocaust
during the 1990s. These changes, however, did not bring fundamental changes to the
Holocaust representation through regional analogue media: since 1991, only a few Holo-
caust-themed movies were produced in the post-socialist countries,39 thus offering a sharp
contrast with the Western European and Northern American cases.

Such a difference, as Rohdewald40 notes, can be attributed to the growing ‘nationaliza-
tion’ of Second World War memories in the post-socialist states, which resulted in the
renewed marginalization of Holocaust memory. An illustrative example of challenges
related to Holocaust remembrance in the region is offered by Russia and Ukraine, two
countries which are in the focus of the current study. In Russia, where the main emphasis
in Second World War commemoration was made on the notion of the Great Victory, the
narratives of heroism attracted larger attention than the narratives of suffering41; conse-
quentially, the Holocaust did not occupy a special place and remained largely viewed as
part of common victimhood of the Soviet people. In Ukraine, the increasing emphasis
on the martyrdom of Ukrainian people led to the competition between the Jewish and
Ukrainian narratives of suffering42 that was further complicated by the glorification of
OUN on the state level in 2000s.43

The intensification of ‘memory wars’44 in the post-socialist space, following the annexa-
tion of Crimea by Russia and the conflict in Eastern Ukraine, further complicated matters
of Holocaust remembrance in the region. The increasing appropriation of Second World
War memory as means of public mobilization in Ukraine and Russia led to highly prag-
matic attitudes towards the past, including the manipulative use of Holocaust memory for
framing political opponents45 or downplaying of importance of Holocaust memory pro-
jects under the pretext of them being a threat for national security.46 Under these circum-
stances, the deterritorialized domain of digital media can offer possibilities to challenge the
instrumentalist approach towards Holocaust memory by nurturing alternative narratives
and practices; however, as Bernstein47 shows, it can also reinforce hegemonic mnemonic
discourses in respective societies, which can lead to further marginalization of Holocaust
remembrance in the region.

Theoretical background

An impressive number of studies examine the use of media visualizations in the context of
Holocaust remembrance. However, these studies focus mainly on the representation of
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war atrocities on ‘old’ media, such as Holocaust cinema,48 audiovisual testimonies of sur-
vivors,49 and documentary films.50 In contrast, not much research has been done on
strictly digital media and Holocaust memory: a few article-length exceptions include the
works by de Bruyn,51 Gray,52 and Pfanzelter.53 Even fewer studies consider the audiovisual
dimension of online remembrance of the Holocaust: two prominent exceptions include
the study by Reading54 on the use of audiovisual technology in Holocaust museums
and the work by Jones and Gibson55 on YouTube clips and Holocaust memory.

A number of reasons can be brought forth to explain such a delay in recognizing the
growing impact of digital technology on Holocaust remembrance, including the complex-
ities associated with digital data collection and the analysis of multimedia memory.
However, one particular reason, which may be significant in the case of memories
related to past atrocities, is the potential fear of ‘desacralising’56 these traumatic narratives
by considering them in the commodified environment of digital media, a context which is
also often characterized by an aggressive communication culture. Unsurprisingly, the
subject of Holocaust denial is one of the prominent topics which are discussed by existing
studies57 on digital media and Holocaust remembrance.

Despite their commodified and often aggressive ecology, digital media are increasingly
used for sociocultural interactions which involve reconstruction of the past. Digital tech-
nologies allow users to employ various technical and narrative formats to make their
engagement with the past more interactive and personalized. This significant engagement
potential is further enhanced by participatory mechanisms of digital media which encou-
rage feedback exchange and facilitate collaboration between users. Together, these features
can evoke performative and participatory empathy from users engaging with the past
despite the above-mentioned drawbacks of digital environments, leading, as Pfanzelter
argues, to ‘unprecedented forms of remembrance.’58

According to Uffelmann,59 the diversity of platform-specific formats and practices
results in the formation of distinct digital memory genres, characterized by the specific
‘technical conditions as well as rhetorical rules and cultural particularities,’ which deter-
mine how digital mementos are published, stored, and interacted with. YouTube with
its distinct platform profile and extensive audience reach can be viewed as one of the
major genres of digital remembrance, which specifically deals with the reconstruction of
the past through audiovisual means. A number of studies60 note YouTube’s creative
potential and refer to it as an example of online participatory culture;61 however,
Burgess and Green62 note that YouTube practices can actually lead to the formalization
of amateur productions, by propagating certain production patterns which become domi-
nant when users are led to assume that these patterns will make their videos more success-
ful. The crystallization of specific audiovisual formats, however, does not prevent YouTube
from offering diverse content, even while the ways of presenting it share a number of simi-
larities; in doing so, it still provides a variety of possibilities for cultural self-expression,
including articulation of user attitudes towards the past.

These reasons lead Knudsen and Stage to argue that YouTube’s functionality ‘enables
the creation of a democratized memory practice’63 by allowing users to produce and
experience tributes to the past in a way which is different from established memory prac-
tices in respective societies. Knudsen and Stage also suggest that those opportunities are
particularly important in the case of war memories, which are often defined by a small
selection of dominant discourses geared towards promoting national unity. Under these
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conditions, the possibility of expressing ‘public commemorative disagreement’64 can be
viewed as an important instance of YouTube’s democratizing impact on the remembrance
of past conflicts.

The argument about YouTube’s democratizing influence on cultural remembrance of
past atrocities is further developed by Jones and Gibson65 in their study of the ‘Dancing
Auschwitz’ YouTube video series.66 Based on their analysis of a video triptych made by
Australian artist Jane Korman and her father – a Holocaust survivor – Jones and
Gibson claim that digital media provide an unprecedented opportunity to construct
and develop collective memories,67 including those dealing with the atrocities of the
Second World War. Similar to Levy and Sznaider, who argue that digital technologies
facilitate new forms of memory which ‘span territorial and linguistic borders,’68 Jones
and Gibson view YouTube as a means of transcending traditional modes of war remem-
brance. By opening new spaces for memory interaction, they argue, YouTube expands the
limits of remembrance, both for individuals and collectives, and creates new commemora-
tive experiences which are much less susceptible to official memory politics.

In contrast to these optimistic suggestions, Danilova69, in her study of virtual memor-
ials to British fatalities in Iraq and Afghanistan, notes that the use of digital media, in par-
ticular YouTube, can foreclose public discussion of ethical dilemmas by sustaining
mainstream interpretations of a contentious past. Similarly, Benzaquen70 suggests that
YouTube’s entertainment-oriented environment and the aggressiveness of its communi-
cation culture turns it from being an active outlet for democratic interpretations of the
past into ‘a battlefield in transnational politics.’71 Finally, Drinot, in his study of remem-
brance of the War in the Pacific and YouTube, further criticizes the idea of the platform as
an outlet of memory pluralization, arguing that YouTube more often than not serves as an
outlet for ‘ultra-nationalism inflected by virulent racism.’72

These divergent evaluations call for the critical assessment, undertaken in this article, of
YouTube’s impact on Holocaust remembrance, and especially in Eastern Europe, where
‘digital media form a pivotal discursive territory’73 for reconstructing the past. By exam-
ining how Ukrainophone and Russophone users interact with Holocaust memory on
YouTube, the article tests varying assumptions listed above, by questioning the purposes
behind these interactions, as well as their potential consequences. While it is hardly deba-
table that YouTube can, in theory, provide alternatives for hegemonic discourses of the
Second World War in post-socialist countries and challenge the marginalized position
of Holocaust remembrance in the public sphere, the current study strives to understand
to what extent the platform is actually used for this purpose and whether it also gives
space to intolerant, or even downright instrumental, attitudes towards the past.

Methodology

Data collection

To collect the data for the study, YouTube’s native search engine was used. On 4 March
2015, two different search queries – ‘ljvivsjkyj poghrom 1941’ and ‘lvovskij pogrom 1941’
(in Ukrainian and Russian, respectively; both are translated as ‘the Lviv pogrom 1941’) –
were employed to search for videos which could be relevant to the study. The two queries
returned 109 and 234 results, respectively; none of YouTube filters were applied during the
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search. After acquiring the raw data, collected videos were scrutinized for identifying clips
which were explicitly related to the pogrom in Lviv. For this purpose, the descriptions of
videos on YouTube were examined; in the cases when such descriptions were absent, the
video’s content was viewed in order to make the decision on whether it should be included
in the study.

Out of 343 results returned by the two queries, only 40 videos appeared pertinent to the
study.74 The remaining videos were mostly related to other pogroms which took place in
Eastern Europe, either during the Second World War (e.g. the Jassy pogrom) or at the
beginning of the twentieth century (e.g. the Odessa pogrom), or else to the activities of
Ukrainian nationalists (particularly the Ukrainian Insurgent Army). Such a wide range
of results shows both how rich the selection of historical materials available through the
platform is and how challenging the process of data collection on YouTube, using the plat-
form’s native search engine, can be.75

Because YouTube provides limited data on its users, many of whom prefer to stay
anonymous or develop fake identities for communicating across the platform, it is often
hard to determine the nationality of videos’ creators or commentators. For this reason,
the article employed a variation of participant observation approach to reproduce
search queries which would be most probably used by Russophone and Ukrainophone
users interested in YouTube content related to the Lviv pogrom. While this approach
does not guarantee that these videos were engaged with only by Russophone and Ukrai-
nophone users – instead, a number of comments were produced in English, German, or
Polish – it offers an insight into which audiovisual tributes will most probably be rec-
ommended to Russophone and Ukrainophone users and thus can be used for investigating
their engagement with Holocaust memory on YouTube.

Data analysis

Similar to earlier studies on YouTube and traumatic memories,76 the article employed web
content analysis to examine how YouTube users engaged the Lviv pogrom on two levels:
that of representation (i.e. how the event itself was presented on YouTube) and that of
interaction (i.e. how users interacted with the audiovisual tributes to the event). In
order to examine the first level, the content of the videos, along with their descriptions,
was explored in order to understand how the Lviv pogrom is presented online, and
how different audiovisual formats are used to encode Holocaust memory in the Web
2.0 environment.

For investigating the second level, the article investigated how YouTube users received
these audiovisual tributes by examining different forms of feedback provided by the plat-
form. While the majority of earlier studies77 explore how users interact with audiovisual
tributes verbally – i.e. through the YouTube comments – the platform also enables non-
verbal interactions, namely through its view count and ‘like’ or ‘dislike’ buttons. While
these forms of feedback have lesser interpretative value than explicit comments, they
can exhibit general patterns of interaction and point to format-dependent variations in
the way users interact with the representations of the past. Because of these reasons, the
article considered both verbal and nonverbal forms of interactions to investigate how
users engage with tributes to the pogrom and what factors influence their reactions to
Holocaust videos on YouTube.
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Findings

Representation

This section examines the audiovisual clips of the Lviv pogrom found on YouTube. Using
web content analysis, four formats of pogrom videos were identified: requiems, records,
documentaries, and shows. The majority of these formats are not unique to YouTube
or to digital media in general78; however, their use in the context of remediation of the
Holocaust on YouTube currently remains under-investigated. The following subsections
explore precisely how each of these formats was used for the representation of the Lviv
pogrom on YouTube.

Requiems
The format of a requiem comprises user-generated videos which provided tributes to the
victims of war atrocities. These videos were focused on death and mourning; however,
despite their name, they did not restrict their content to musical compositions and some-
times also included other forms of expression such as dance performance or acting. Unlike
other formats, which were characterized by a significant uniformity in the way they struc-
tured the representation of the Holocaust, requiems tended to be more diverse and per-
sonalized. While the choice of content varied significantly among requiems, the
majority featured historical photos or video footage accompanied by music (e.g.
Yiddish songs and mournful instrumental compositions). Sometimes, requiems also
reused fragments of contemporary documentaries, together with some explanatory texts
which provided brief historical notes to the videos.

Despite the diversity of their content, almost all of the eight requiems that were exam-
ined in this study followed the similar pattern of narration of suffering. The 2012 video
entitled ‘Horrific Images of the 1941 Lviv Pogrom in Ukraine’79 can be viewed as a
model example of this pattern. The video starts by showing historical footage of Jews
cleaning up prison’s courtyard and being humiliated as they work; the degree of abuse,
however, is relatively mild at this point. The video then moves on to images of beatings,
mainly of Jewish men pursued by angry crowds. Then, it proceeds to scenes depicting
women being beaten – first clothed, and successively naked. The last few seconds of the
video are reserved for images of dead bodies, which are presented as the final stage of
the Lviv pogrom, thus completing the traumatic escalation in the requiem’s narration.

The pattern of gradually intensifying scenes of suffering was followed not only by
requiems on the Lviv pogrom but also by YouTube videos on other pogroms (e.g. the
Jassy pogrom) which were examined during the data collection. Furthermore, the same
pattern was found in the Ukrainophone requiem dedicated to the political prisoners
killed by the NKVD at the Lonsky prison,80 even while it actually downplayed the
subject of the Holocaust. The video bearing the title ‘Memorialjnyj Muzej “Tjurma na
Loncjkogho”’ [Memorial Museum ‘The Lonsky Prison’]81 borrowed similar footage of
Jews being beaten by the crowds, but followed it with images of bodies of Ukrainians
killed in the Lviv prisons. It thus, arguably, not only downplayed the issue of the
pogrom but also equaled Jewish suffering with the suffering of Ukrainians. Similarly,
another requiem to the Ukrainian victims of the NKVD titled ‘Ljviv 1941 Tjurma “Bry-
ghidky”’ [L’viv 1941 the ‘Brygidki’ Prison]82 used the same footage of Jews clearing the
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prison courtyard, but referred to them as Ukrainian relatives of the victims, trying the
recover the bodies of their loved ones.

The use of mislabeled images in the latter case can be explained by different reasons,
varying from conscious theft of suffering originating from the ongoing ‘competition of
victims’83 in Ukrainian society to the genuine lack of awareness of the misinterpretation.
The recurring use of same narration principles, however, can be viewed as one of the quin-
tessential features of the requiem format which relies significantly on existing patterns of
media representations of the war atrocities. The origins of the requiems dedicated to the
Lviv pogrom can be traced back to the tradition of Holocaust movies, which look into the
past and emphasize the deaths and suffering.84 By reproducing this narration logic,
YouTube users employed technological potential of digital media to replicate patterns
of the Holocaust representation from analogue media in the digital environment.

While such replications might seem inevitable, a few of the requiems also provided
alternatives to the traditional Holocaust representation. In the case of the Lviv pogrom,
these representation patterns were challenged by two videos titled ‘“Yanina Hesheles–
Return” 2011’85 and ‘“Dva tango.” Lvov period okkupacii 1941–44. Holokost’ [‘Two
tangos.’ Lviv during the occupation 1941–44. The Holocaust] (Spasibo za Zhizn’, 2011).
The videos were produced by the creative group ‘Pervaja Zapadnoukrainskaja evrejskaja
kinostudija’ [The First Western Ukrainian Jewish Film Studio], which is affiliated with
the Hasem-Areh, the Ukrainian Jewish Charity Fund.

The first video followed one Holocaust survivor, Yanina Hesheles, on her trip to con-
temporary Lviv, where she had lived during the Second World War. The video combined
modern footage from Lviv with historical records of the city in the years of the war; the
requiem also included several scenes in which actors revisited episodes from Hesheles’
childhood. Similar techniques were used in the second video, which showed a series of
photos related to the pre-Holocaust lives of Jews in Lviv, followed by images of the
destruction inflicted by the Holocaust, and then a combination of photos from pre-war
and contemporary Lviv, and scenes, again, reenacted in the present.

In contrast to the other requiem videos, the requiems produced by The First Western
Ukrainian Jewish Film Studio were not focused entirely on the event in question – the Lviv
pogrom. Instead, both ‘Yanina Hesheles–Return’ and ‘Two tangos’ tended to put the
events of 1941 in Lviv in a larger perspective, by referring both to interwar and contem-
porary Jewish communities in the city. In doing so, these two requiems replaced the sim-
plistic, linear model of suffering (humiliation → abuse → death) found in the other
requiems, with a more complex cycle of life and death, in which the Holocaust was posi-
tioned not as the existential end of everything – the ‘black hole’86 of history – but as one
episode of a Jewish history in Lviv which continues to this day.

This focus on the present, albeit viewed through the prism of a painful past, is one of the
features which unite these nontraditional requiems with another piece of Holocaust
memory on YouTube: the ‘Dancing Auschwitz’87 piece which was mentioned earlier.
Similar to the ‘Dancing Auschwitz’ series which shows three generations of the Korman
family dancing at various Holocaust sites, the ‘Two tangos’ and ‘Yanina Hesheles–
Return’ requiems animate black-and-white photos with live action performances by the
studio’s members. While at times the latter requiems demonstrated what Burgess and
Green refer to as ‘the showcasing of technique rather than of artistry’88 – one example,
for instance, the overuse of color filters and special animation effects which produced
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at times a humorous effect – it represents an approach to Holocaust remembrance which
does not reproduce established commemorative patterns, but rather enhances them, or
even offers an alternative reading of the past.

Records
Unlike the user-generated requiems, the format of a record is composed of pieces of his-
torical footage, uploaded onto YouTube without any additional intervention from the user
side. Often, the records included the same historical footage of the pogrom as the requiems
did; however, unlike the latter, the records did not include any personal comments.
Because of the limited availability of historical footage, the majority of records were
based on two recordings by Germans in 1941. The first record was made in the prison
courtyard and showed Jews clearing the bodies of Ukrainian prisoners, whereas another
record used footage from the Deutsche Wochenschau89 film on the capture of Lviv.
Besides displaying German troops entering the city and the destruction of Stalin busts,
the latter film briefly showed Ukrainians beating Jews, after a significantly longer shot
on the victims of the NKVD found at the Lviv prisons.

While the users did not embed extra content in the records, there was still certain
variety in their representations of the Lviv pogrom. Firstly, the length of the records
varied, depending on the personal preferences of the video’s creator. For instance, while
the majority of records were based solely on the Deutsche Wochenschau film, in some
cases, the footage’s beginning or the end was cut, resulting in a shorter duration of the
record in question. Secondly, despite reusing the same historical record, videos were
often titled differently: the above-mentioned Wochenschau film appeared under several
names, including ‘Lwow Lemberg 1941’ [Lviv Lviv 1941]90 and ‘L’vov v ijule 1941 goda’
[Lviv in July 1941].91

The relatively limited variety between the records was contrasted by their extensive use
for constructing contrasting narratives of suffering and victimhood. Similar to the
requiems, the records often employed mislabeled images: a number of records (in particu-
lar, the ones uploaded by Russophone users) emphasized the barbarity of Ukrainians by
presenting images of Ukrainian victims as evidence of suffering of Jews and Poles. One
interesting case is represented by the video titled ‘Posle evrejskih i pol’skih pogromov
vo L’vove 1941g.’ [After the Jewish and Polish pogroms in Lviv in 1941].92 The video
was supplemented with a description, according to which the bodies shown lying on
the streets belonged to Polish and Jewish victims of Ukrainian nationalists. In contrast
to the title, however, the video showed Jews gathering the bodies of Ukrainians killed
by the NKVD on the prison courtyard.

Like earlier, it is hardly possible to judge if the decision to use mislabeled images shall be
attributed to a conscious theft of suffering or the lack of awareness about the misinterpre-
tation; however, the manipulation of the records’ names and lengths was not the only pro-
blematic aspects of the representation of the Lviv pogrom through this format. It can be
argued that the origins of the records render their use for the Holocaust remembrance
questionable: because the historical footage used for them was produced by German sol-
diers – or even propagandists – the records tended to present the events which followed
the seizure of Lviv under a specific angle.

This selective representation is especially controversial in the case of the Deutsche
Wochenschau film, which in itself is a piece of German propaganda. The lack of proper
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attribution of such records on YouTube can make viewers interpret them not as propagan-
dist videos, though, but as authentic pieces of historical evidence – which was in fact the
goal Goebbels’ Ministry of Propaganda intended to achieve. This perspective is particu-
larly problematic, considering the tendency of YouTube users to view historical records
as documents, which, as Kaspe points out in her study of documentality in post-socialist
countries,93 makes those materials appear more authentic and truthful to the uncritical
viewer.

Documentaries
The extensive use of historical photos and footage was also common to the third format of
audiovisual representations of the Holocaust found on YouTube: the documentary. This
format comprises non-fictional films which embody ‘a simulacrum of the perceptual
experience of human existence.’94 Most of these films were produced for educational pur-
poses and then uploaded to YouTube, either in their entirety or in fragments. As in the
case of the records, such a selective uploading of traditional media content constitutes a
recognized pattern of YouTube users’ activity95; furthermore, it can be viewed as a specific
mode of cultural meaning making that Hartley labeled as ‘redaction.’96 According to
Hartley, redaction is a form of production of new material based on editing of existing
content (e.g. documentaries produced for TV broadcasts).

While all three formats – requiems, records, and documentaries – used historical
material to illustrate their statements, documentaries usually supplemented them with
contemporary content, such as commentaries from scholars and interviews with surviving
eyewitnesses. Furthermore, unlike user-generated requiems, documentaries usually fea-
tured less of the amateurish digital video-making techniques; such a difference can be
attributed to their origins, as most of the documentaries were made for analogue rather
than digital media and were not subjected to additional manipulation (e.g. remixing),
besides fragmentary uploading of their content to YouTube.

In contrast to the requiems, the authorship of which often remained obscure, the docu-
mentaries usually provided clear information on their country of origin. This attribution
allowed to connect differences in representation of the Lviv pogrom to distinctions
between national historiographies of the Second World War in the post-socialist states
as well as current political agendas. While all the documentaries placed the blame for
the pogrom on the Germans, who encouraged anti-Jewish retaliations, their respective
evaluations on the involvement of Ukrainians diverged significantly.

For instance, the Russian documentary titled ‘Holokost Evreev v Ukraine – Vtoraja
Mirovaja Vojna v Cvete’ [The Jewish Holocaust in Ukraine – the Second World War in
Colour]97 argued that Ukrainians were not only glad to meet German soldiers with
‘honey and bread,’ but also noted that many Ukrainians were active collaborators and per-
petrators of the Holocaust. Similarly, a fragment of a Russian documentary titled ‘Cvety
Vremen Okkupacii’ [Flowers of the Occupation Period] uploaded to YouTube in 2012
with the title ‘Period Okupacii Fashistami L’vova 1941–1944’ [Period of Fascist Occu-
pation of Lviv 1941–1944]98 pointed to the active participation of Ukrainian crowds in
the Lviv pogrom, though it avoided claims about the widespread collaboration of Ukrai-
nians, unlike in the previously mentioned documentary.

A slightly different interpretation of the Lviv pogrom was provided in the English/
Russian-language documentary video entitled ‘N/S Part 06: The 1941 Pogrom in L’viv,
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Ukraine and Modern Antisemitism.’99 This clip, which was part of a larger project by
Daniel Reynolds called ‘Nazis/Skinheads: The Holocaust by Bullets and Modern Antise-
mitism in Ukraine,’ connected the pogrom to the NKVD killings of Ukrainian prisoners
in Lviv, which was presented as the pretext for the start of the pogrom, used by the
Germans to ignite the rage of the Ukrainian crowd. At the same time, the documentary
drew parallels between pre-war and present-day antisemitism in Lviv, showing the large
number of swastikas on the walls of the city, and mentioning cases of harassment of min-
orities on the streets.

In contrast to the English- and Russian-language documentaries, which mentioned the
participation of Ukrainian civilians in the pogrom, the Ukrainian documentaries ignored
this issue almost entirely. Instead, the majority of the Ukrainian documentaries empha-
sized the killing of Ukrainian prisoners by the NKVD before the Lviv pogrom. For
instance, the Ukrainian documentary titled ‘LJVIV 1941r Palachi NKVD Lwow
Lemberg NKVD Murder Western Ukraine’ [LVIV 1941 Murderers of NKVD Lwow
Lemberg NKVD Murder Western Ukraine]100 discussed the brutal torture of prisoners
by the NKVD, presenting shocking images of dead bodies with nails in their eyes and
thick layers of blood on the prison floors.

Similarly, another Ukrainian documentary entitled ‘Suspiljno-Politychna Sytuacija u
Ljvovi, Chervenj’ [Social-Political Situation in Lviv, June 1941],101 began with another
description of the NKVD killings in the Lviv prisons, followed by the discussion of the
popular euphoria in response to the declaration of the Act of Restoration of the Ukrainian
state in the aftermath of the German seizure of the city. The only time anti-Jewish reprisals
were mentioned in the latter documentary was when a witness of the events in Lviv noted
that it was hard to look at not only the Ukrainian patriots hanged by Germans but also
the Jews.

This greater emphasis on the suffering of Ukrainians, together with the deliberate
ignoring of the event of the Lviv pogrom, was thus common for a majority of the Ukrai-
nian documentaries. In fact, the only instance when the pogrom was mentioned explicitly
was in relation to the discussion of the involvement of the Nachtigall battalion in anti-
Jewish actions organized by Germans. For instance, the documentary, tellingly entitled
‘Nachtigall ta Shukhevych ne Robyly Poghromiv 1941 Roci – Nachtigall i Shuhevich ne
Delali Pogromov 1941 g’ [Nachtigall and Shukhevich Were not Involved in the
Pogroms of 1941]102 claimed that the Lviv pogrom was a German provocation, and
that the OUN leadership was not involved in it.

Similarly, another Ukrainian documentary titled ‘Nimecjka Okupacija Ljvova’
[German Occupation of Lviv] (Molfarius1, 2012) also preferred to omit the issue
altogether by opening the narration on the German occupation with the beginning of
August 1941 – not June. Consequently, while the documentary did once mention the
pogroms in Lviv, it did not go into any detail, moving immediately to the discussion of
the Lviv ghetto set up by the Germans and citing instances of Ukrainians helping Jews.

Together, these observations point to one significant problem with the documentary
videos, the majority of which were originally produced for traditional media and with a
(mostly) national audience in mind. Even while clips of this format were subjected to
redaction – which can also be viewed as a form of production of new content – they
still remained largely dependent on the national historiographies of the Second World
War. Unlike the requiems, which demonstrated the potential to challenge hegemonic
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views on the Lviv pogrom, the majority of the documentaries were simply reiterating
dominant historical discourses. In doing so, the videos of this format contributed to
appropriation of Second World War memory in Ukraine and Russia and reinforced the
marginalization of Holocaust remembrance in the region.

Shows
The appropriation of the past was also common to shows, which is the last audiovisual
format identified in the study. Much like documentaries, shows are pieces of audiovisual
content produced for Ukrainian and Russian TV channels; however, in the case of shows,
the content originated from entertainment programs or news reports. Unsurprisingly, the
shows tended to promote the dominant discourses on the Second World War upheld in
Ukrainian and Russian societies, but in comparison with documentaries, they did so in an
even less critical way. This more entertainment-focused approach, as Zvereva103 argues, is
common to journalistic shows, and sets them apart from academic documentaries. In
some cases, the shows went as far as to propagate conspiracy theories based on nonhisto-
rical sources, such as, for instance, blaming Jews for the Soviet repression and destruction
of the Ukrainian nation.

One example of the distinction between shows and documentaries was the video titled
‘Korchynsjkyj pro Babyn Jar: Khotilosj by Pochuty Vybachennja Jevrejiv Pered Ukrajinc-
jamy’ [Korchynsky on Babyn Jar: We Wish to Hear that Jews are Sorry for Ukrainians].104

The video was a part of a Ukrainian television talk show featuring a speech by Dmytro
Korchynsky, leader of the Ukrainian nationalistic organization ‘Bratstvo.’ In a passionate
3-minute speech, Korchynsky touched on a number of topics, including the Jews’ respon-
sibility for the destruction of the Ukrainian people, the active participation of Jews in the
German–Soviet war on the side of Germany, and, finally, the necessity for Jews to ask for
forgiveness for the Holocaust. As a case for his arguments, Korchynsky used photos from
the Lviv pogrom and claimed that while the pogrom did take place, existing evidence
(again, in his view) shows that the victims were not Jewish, but Ukrainian.

The findings of this section point to significant variability between tributes of the Lviv
pogrom on YouTube, both in terms of audiovisual formats employed to produce these tri-
butes and in terms of interpretations offered by them. Unlike public discourse in main-
stream media in the post-socialist countries, which tends to be dominated by a few
prevalent narratives of the Second World War, YouTube tributes accommodated diver-
gent views on the past and articulated a variety of emotions. Despite a number of
instances, where the platform was used for appropriating Holocaust memory (e.g. by mis-
labeling images of suffering), the article’s observations support the earlier argument that
YouTube does cultivate ‘fluid, interactive and creative spaces for self-expression’105 that
can allow for actualization of marginalized memories of the Holocaust in the region.

Interaction

This section examines how YouTube users interact with audiovisual tributes to the
pogrom verbally and nonverbally. It begins with the nonverbal forms of interaction
such as viewing, liking, or disliking videos; the use of such metrics, as Gerlitz and
Helmond note, not only allows to ‘metrify and intensify user affect and engagement’106

but also strategically exposes those parameters to other users, evoking further interactions
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with specific materials. Then, the section moves on to examine verbal comments published
under the YouTube videos: as has already been mentioned earlier, the analysis of com-
ments constitutes the most frequently used technique to assess user interactions with rep-
resentations of the past on the platform.107

Nonverbal interactions
Table 1 indicates that users’ attention was distributed extremely unequally across the indi-
vidual YouTube videos dedicated to the Lviv pogrom. While the view count for some of
the clips ran into the hundreds of thousands, other clips had been viewed only a few dozen
times. The same inequality – albeit on a smaller scale – was found in the distribution of
likes and dislikes: while the majority of videos were neither liked nor disliked, or had
received one or two likes, other videos provoked much stronger emotional reactions.
Such unequal distribution of interest can be considered an example of the ‘rich get
richer’ principle, which is a common feature of the contemporary digital media ecol-
ogies108: when digital content attracts a large number of likes – or other forms of user
engagement, such as sharing and reposting – the item continues to attract even more
likes, and the breadth of users’ interactions increases exponentially.

While the highly unequal reception of different tributes is not surprising, especially
considering its reinforcement by YouTube recommender algorithms using user feedback
to recommend videos,109 it is worth considering the reasons which determine the initial
attractiveness of a specific video and lead to a gap between more or less popular Holo-
caust-related content. User interest towards a YouTube clip can be influenced by different
factors, including the amount of promotion that the clip in question receives through
external websites; however, it seems reasonable to suggest that video’s content features
also might affect users’ preferences. The article’s observations suggest that the length of
a video’s presence on YouTube was not an influential factor: some of the most viewed
videos were uploaded to YouTube in 2011/2012, but many others appeared around the
same time, without incurring as many views.

Table 1. User interactions with Lviv pogrom videos (by format).
Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum

Requiems
Views 449 810 2009.5 35,354.5 41,948
Likes 3 4,5 9 49 77
Dislikes 0 0,5 1 12 25
Comments 0 1 5 38.5 312
Records
Views 54 238 1344 4266 82,688
Likes 0 1.5 8 11 65
Dislikes 0 0.5 1 2.5 23
Comments 0 5 4 10 522
Documentaries
Views 49 596 1049 8121 159,621
Likes 0 1 11 41 258
Dislikes 0 0 0 9 99
Comments 0 0 2 11 167
Shows
Views 95 148 241 400 519
Likes 2 2 2.5 3 3
Dislikes 0 0 0 1 2
Comments 0 0.5 1.5 2,5 3
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Instead, the choice of language seemed to be more relevant: the majority of the most
frequently viewed videos used either English/German in their titles (‘Lemberg 1941’) or
a mixture of languages (‘Lvovskij Pogrom 1941 Goda / Lvov Pogrom in 1941’). This strat-
egy allowed the videos’ creators to target not only Ukrainophone and Russophone but also
Anglophone or Germanophone users. Even though the latter would not necessarily be able
to understand the language spoken in the videos, they still experience the music or visuals
therein. In this way, comparatively language-free formats of requiems and records could
reach broader audience and attract more viewership.

The most important factor linked to the popularity of a given clip would in fact appear
to be the format. Table 1 suggests that requiems and documentaries attracted significantly
more user attention – both in terms of views and explicit responses – than records and,
especially, shows. While there are many possible reasons for this kind of distribution of
interest, it can be suggested that requiems and documentaries offer more emotional and
authentic commemorative experience, which may result in a reverberation of affective
states on and off YouTube.110 Furthermore, requiems and documentaries usually provided
viewers with more cohesive narratives of the pogrom than records, which is another
reason that can explain their popularity.

Unlike shows relating the content to contemporary commemoration practices and
records providing very brief – and usually quite arid – commentary on the pogrom,
both requiems and documentaries were often affectively charged, as they shared a wide
range of memorabilia with the viewer, varying from historical photos to interviews with
eyewitnesses. They also made active use of sound, such as songs in Yiddish or sad instru-
mental motifs, to mobilize interest among viewers, who experienced what Thompson and
Biddle call ‘affective transmissions.’111 Unfortunately, a more in-depth examination of the
reasons behind the attractiveness of a particular format for nonverbal interactions remains
beyond the scope of the current research, though it is certainly deserving of a separate
study.

Verbal interactions
Unlike nonverbal forms of interactions, which pointed to a number of differences in the
reception of different formats of audiovisual tributes, content analysis of verbal inter-
actions indicated a much lower inter-format variety. Instead, the majority of verbal
responses, independently of the video’s format, expressed negative feelings, varying
from anxiety to rage, whereas positive emotions were expressed quite rarely. Such a sig-
nificant degree of negativity is not surprising – YouTube is known for its highly aggressive
comment culture112 – yet it seems to be a significant limitation for remediation of cultural
memories on digital media. Instead of growing connectivity between prosumers of
memory, aggressiveness of digital platforms like YouTube can lead to disconnection
between memory agents as well as products they create.

The content analysis of the comments suggests that users’ reactions mainly revolved
around three major subjects: the denial of guilt, the call for vengeance, and the expression
of sympathy for the victims (whoever these were perceived to be). The first most common
type of reaction revolved around the denial of established narratives of the pogrom, either
justifying the actions of the perpetrators or suggesting that the pogrom – or even, accord-
ing to some, the Holocaust itself – was in fact orchestrated by the Jews. The first strategy –
justifying the perpetrators of the pogrom – involved emphasizing the responsibility of Jews
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for alleged crimes, past (‘Zhydy vynyshhyly gholodomorom 8 miljjoniv ukrajinciv. Svit
krughlyj, i nichogho tak prosto ne mynajetjsja’ [Jews killed 8 million Ukrainians with
the Holodomor. The world is round, so the retribution is inevitable]113) or contemporary
(‘Naihitrejshie pravil’nej, zabravshie sebe ch’i-to zaslugi i vystavivishie ih kak svoi, prichem
idja po golovam, ubivaja vseh i vsja neugodnyh, schitaja sebja vysshej rasoj, a ostal’nyh
grjaz’ju, v t.ch. i russkij narod! A vysshaja rasa - jeto nemcy, a evrei takie zhe araby kak
i vo vsem arabskom mire, chernye, privykshie voevat’, ubivat’ i detej i starikov’ [They
[Jews] are the most insidious ones, they usurp others’ achievements and present them
as their own, they step over others, they kill everyone whom they do not like, they
behave like they are the master race and all others are just dirt, including the Russian
people! But Germans are the master race, whereas Jews are just Arabs like other parts
of the Arab world, dirty, always ready to fight, and kill children and elderly]).114

In contrast, the second strategy simply transferred the blame for the pogrom to the
Jews, by referring to conspiracy theories (‘nevezhestvenen jeto ty) ibo holokost jeto evrejskoe
zhertvoprinoshenie … talmud pochitaj tam pochishhe fashizma, shulhan oruh napri-
mer)))’ [It is you, who are illiterate)115 The Holocaust is the Jewish sacrifice … read the
Talmud, it is worse than fascism, Shulhan Oruh, for instance)))]).116 While many state-
ments of this sort were expressed by both Ukrainophone and Russophone users, it is
worth noting that Anglophone comments, which occasionally appeared under videos,
often revealed even larger degrees of anti-Semitic sentiment (‘+1pen2books JEW LIER
… you kill palestinians children with white phosphorus. … LONG LIVE HEZBOL-
LAH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! LONG LIVE HITLER!!!!!!!’)117. However, without a detailed
study of user profiles, it is hard to determine whether these comments were produced
by actually Anglophone users or by Russophone or Ukrainophone users striving to
reach larger audiences by commenting in English.

Another common way of decoding the tributes to the pogrom was by viewing them as
calls to vengeance. The majority of such comments were produced by Russophone users,
which directed them either against adherents of Nazism (‘Smert’ fashiskim podstilkam. ’
[Death to fascist whores])118 or contemporary Ukrainians (‘Suki banderovskie.I jeti
pidory hotjat vlasti.Rezat’ ih vseh.Ne shhadit’ galichanskih zhenshhin i detej.Vseh pod
nozh’ [Banderite bitches. And these fags want power. Kill them all. No mercy to
woman and children of Galicia. Kill them with knifes]).119 Many of these reactions appro-
priated the memory of pogrom for framing the Ukrainian crisis and representing it as a
direct continuation of the Second World War (‘v 2014g istorija povtorilas’, fashizm ver-
nulsja na Ukrainu’ [In 2014 the history repeated itself, fascism returned to Ukraine]).120

Similarly, many Ukrainophone users called for vengeance against perpetrators of
NKVD crimes (‘Zhydo-kacapsjku komunu my zobovjazani zmusyty vidrobyty materialjni
j moraljni zbytky u 20-kratnomu rozmiri abo zakopaty jikh zhyvcem’ [We have to make the
Jewish-Muscovite commune pay material and moral damage twenty-fold or bury them
alive]121; however, in contrast to Russophone reactions, such calls were rarely appro-
priated to the current political situation. Instead, a number of Russophone and Ukraino-
phone comments were recreating the rhetorics of interwar Ukrainian nationalists by
blaming Communists (‘Komunisty vyrodky prokljati. sovky j kacapy prokljati’ [Commu-
nists, damned bastards. Cursed Soviets and Muscovites]122and Judeo-Bolshevicks
(‘SMERT’‘ Krasnym Rassejskim Zhido-bol’shevickim gadam!’ [DEATH to the Red
Russian Judeo-Bolshevick vermin])123 for the suffering of Ukrainian people.
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The last category of comments comprised those expressing sympathy for the victims.
Such reactions varied from expressions of sorrow (‘strashno, kogda ljudi tak bezzhalostny
i zhestoki… ’ [It is horrible, when people are so ruthless and cruel … ])124 to calls to share
the pain of the pogrom victims (‘Jeto i nasha BOL’!!!’ [It is also our PAIN!!!]);125 it is worth
noting, however, that such types of reactions were not numerous. They thus remained
barely noticeable against the backdrop of aggressive statements, many of a nationalistic
(‘nacija chekatil man’jakov,jeto tvoja slava! ’ [The nation of maniacs-Chikatilos, this is
your glory!])126 and/or homophobic nature (‘pidorasty krasnopogonnye nenavizhu bljadi
prihvostni ebanogo lysogo pidora i churki usatogo’ [Faggots with red epaulets, I hate
you, you are the whores of the fucked bald fag [Lenin] and the mustached bastard
[Stalin]]).127

The examination of user interactions with audiovisual tributes to the Lviv pogrom
points to a clear distinction between nonverbal and verbal interactions with different
formats of the pogrom videos. Nonverbal interactions varied significantly between
formats: requiems and documentaries tended to provoke more intense reactions by
attracting more views, likes, and dislikes from users. In contrast, records and, especially,
shows stimulated less nonverbal reactions; such a difference can be attributed to different
factors, including the ability of former two formats to offer more authentic (e.g. by using
historical footage supplemented with acoustic elements) and cohesive (e.g. by offering a
structured narrative of the event) experience content-wise.

Unlike nonverbal forms of user interaction, YouTube comments exhibited little varia-
bility between formats. The majority of comments were negative reactions, including a
number of outright racist comments. While it is recognized that online discussion
spaces often serve as breeding grounds for feelings ‘that are at odds with mutual
respect, mutual understanding, and democratic problem solving,’128 it is still disturbing
to observe such an aggressive reaction to the tributes to the war atrocities. Even more dis-
turbing is that the analysis indicates that non-moderated spaces for commentaries on
YouTube frequently serve as a breeding ground for the Holocaust denial and hate speech.

Conclusions

The article examined how audiovisual tributes of the Lviv pogrom of 1941 are produced
and interacted with on YouTube by Ukrainophone and Russophone web users. Its obser-
vations indicate that YouTube does offer a space for media visualizations which can chal-
lenge hegemonic historical narratives, which in the case of post-socialist countries often
tend to marginalize Holocaust memory. In this sense, digital media, including
YouTube, can facilitate the establishment of ‘democratized’129 memory practices by pro-
moting alternative readings of the region’s contentious past. However, the article’s analysis
also implies that this process does not necessarily lead to the formation of more inclusive
or ‘cosmopolitan’130 narratives; instead, it can also lead to the propagation of extreme – or
even extremist – views on the past.

An illustrative example of this complexity is the striking difference between the rep-
resentation of the pogrom on YouTube and the reception of these representations by
the platform’s users. The examination of the pogrom videos reveals a variety of audiovisual
formats employed for the representation of the Holocaust online. Some of these formats
(e.g. documentaries and shows) are well studied in the context of Holocaust mediatization
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in analogue media, whereas others (e.g. requiems) are specific for online media and
employ digital technology to produce tributes which can challenge established practices
of Holocaust representation. A variety of formats used for representing the Lviv
pogrom prompts for further investigation of YouTube’s potential ‘to enrich the remem-
brance experience’131 in the context of the Holocaust.

By contrast, the reactions to the pogrom videos were predominantly formulated in
highly nationalistic and, at times, racist terms. While it is hardly surprising, considering
YouTube’s reputation as a platform with aggressive comment culture, the prevalence of
reactions which denied the Holocaust or called for violent retributions against real or ima-
gined perpetrators is disturbing. It is hard to say how many of spiteful comments are pro-
duced by YouTube trolls and how many by genuine Ukraino-, Russo-, or Judophobes, but
the predominance of hate speech diminishes the platform’s potential as an ‘interactive
commemorative space.’132 Not only can it undermine the role of YouTube as a platform
for actualizing marginalized memories but also it can result in actual nurturing of pain
through the reiteration of racist language of hate.

This duality of representation and interaction with tributes to the Lviv pogrom on
YouTube poses a profound challenge for mediatization of the Holocaust online. The over-
whelming popularity of digital media together with their functionality that allows users to
create, disseminate, and interact with digital tributes to the past turns online platforms
such as YouTube into promising outlets of remembrance. The possibilities provided by
these platforms are particularly valuable for post-socialist countries, where opportunities
for political and cultural self-expression for ordinary citizens are often limited. However,
the democratization of public remembrance also creates new possibilities for propagating
chauvinistic views on the past. The resulting dilemma – how to facilitate the freedom of
expression without facilitating hate speech – is not a new one and not the one that is
easily solved; however, it is important to recognize its relevance for contemporary Holo-
caust remembrance and problematize complex interactions between Holocaust memory
and digital media.
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