& Wivep

%\V 1579« //\Q\ v. .

Bl .5 % ilnius

;* P Contents lists available at Vilnius University P
%}%g Press ontents lists available a linius University Fress
Politologija ISSN 1392-1681 elSSN 2424-6034
2023/4, vol. 112, pp. 16-43 DOI: https://doi.org/10.15388/Polit.2023.112.1

Silent Protesters or Acceptors?
The Reaction of the Russian-
speakers to the Removal of the
Soviet Monuments in Latvia and
Estonia after Russia’s Full-scale
Invasion of Ukraine*

Aleksandra Kuczynska-Zonik

Catholic University of Lublin
E-mail: kuczynska.a@gmail.com

Abstract. For a long time the approach of the both two Baltic states to the Soviet heritage
was formed by: (1) international and bilateral agreements which obliged states to pro-
tect monuments and memorial sites of the Soviet Army as well as (2) numerous Russian-
speaking community for whom the Soviet statues constitute its cultural identity. The situ-
ation has significantly changed due to Russia’s aggressive policy against Ukraine, when
the authorities made several attempts to remove the Soviet monuments. This brought some
controversies and objections among the Russian-speaking communities in Latvia and Es-
tonia. The paper focuses on the transformation of the national historical narrative toward
the Soviet monuments and the processes of the adapting of the Russian-speaking com-
munity to the official memory discourse. More specifically, the aim is to explore the ways
in which the Russian-speaking residents reacted to the removal of the Soviet monuments.
The concept of resistance was applied in order to explore and synthesize the outcomes of
the interviews carried out among Russian-speaking communities in Latvia and Estonia.
It is argued here that the reconstruction of the public space by shifting the most visual
symbol of the victory of the Red Army in the WWII has not induced hot feelings among
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the Russian-speaking society, and thus, it has not motivated community to take part in the
open protest against the removal. Most of the minority representatives stayed passive and
silent adapting to the new reality.

Key words: resistance, national minority, Soviet monuments, Latvia, Estonia.

Tylis protestuotojai ar réméjai? Rusakalbiy reakcija

] sovietiniy paminkly pasalinima Latvijoje ir Estijoje

po Rusijos invazijos i Ukraing

Santrauka. Ilga laika pozitrj i sovietinj pavelda Latvijoje ir Estijoje formavo: 1. tarptau-
tiniai ir dviSaliai susitarimai, jpareigojantys valstybes saugoti soviety armijos paminklus
bei memorialines vietas; 2. gausios rusakalbiy bendruomenés, laikancios sovietinius pa-
minklus savo kulttirinés tapatybés dalimi. Situacijos pokytj 1émé agresyvi Rusijos politika
Ukrainos atzvilgiu, paskatinusi politinius lyderius pasalinti sovietinius paminklus. Latvijos
ir Estijos rusakalbiy bendruomenése tai sukélé gincus ir nesutarimus. Straipsnyje aptaria-
mas nacionalinio istorinio naratyvo sovietiniy paminkly atzvilgiu transformacijos proce-
sas ir rusakalbiy bendruomenés prisitaikymas prie oficialaus atminties diskurso. Kitaip
tariant, sickiama iSanalizuoti, kaip rusakalbiai gyventojai reagavo | sovietiniy paminkly
pasalinima. Analizéje taikyta pasiprie§inimo savoka siekta istirti ir apibendrinti interviu
su Latvijos ir Estijos rusakalbiy bendruomeniy atstovais rezultatus. Teigiama, kad vieSyjy
erdviy rekonstrukcija, pasalinant vizualiuosius Raudonosios armijos pergalés Antrajame
pasauliniame kare simbolius, rusakalbiy bendruomenése nesukelé ,karsty* emocijy, todel
nemotyvavo bendruomeniy atvirai protestuoti pries sovietiniy paminkly pasalinima. Dau-
guma mazumy atstovy liko pasyvis ir tylds bei prisitaiké prie naujos tikroveés.
ReikSminiai ZodZiai: pasiprieSinimas, tautiné mazuma, sovietiniai paminklai, Latvija,
Estija.

Introduction

In the 1990s, the process of removing or demolishing Soviet mon-
uments in several Central European states was initiated from the
bottom up, and these activities were usually sanctioned by national
authorities.! They were supposed to be a symbol of moral renew-

I See more: Ewa Ochman, “Soviet War Memorials and the Re-construction of Na-
tional and Local Identities in Post-communist Poland,” Nationalities Papers 38,
no. 4 (2010): 509-530; Aleksandra Kuczynska-Zonik, “Dissonant Heritage. Soviet
Monuments in Central and Eastern Europe,” in Historical Memory of Central and
East European Communism, eds. Agnieszka Mrozik and Stanislav Holubec (Rou-
tledge, 2018), 101-121; Alena Markova and Mariia Kuznetcova, eds., Memory of
Central and Eastern Europe Past Traumas, Present Challenges, Future Horizons
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al, negation of the totalitarian system, fight against corruption and
collaboration with communist regime. The removed monuments
were usually placed in the cemeteries of fallen soldiers of the Soviet
Army. However, some less controversial monuments — those devoted
to local communists rather than the Soviet leaders and those placed
provincially — remained. Both at the local and national levels, there
was no agreement as to their future, and more broadly, as to a uni-
form historical policy in relation to the Soviet heritage.? As in many
post-communist countries, in Latvia and Estonia debates were rep-
resented by two narratives: completely discrediting the communist
authorities and legitimizing some of the achievements of socialist
ideas.? Conflicts over historical policy caused by the lack of social
(national) cohesion were reflected in the so-called monument wars,
the most known example of which is Pronkssddur, the Bronze Sol-
dier in Tallinn, whose relocation from a central place to a more dis-
tant cemetery led to several days of riots, resulting in the death of one
person.* This symbolically embodies what John E. Tunbridge and

(Prague: Charles University, Karolinum Press, 2023), DOL: 10.1080/00905992.2010.4
8213; Caterina Preda, ““Living Statues” and Monuments as ‘“Performative Monu-
ment Events” in Post-Socialist South-Eastern Europe,” Nationalities Papers 51, no. 3
(2023): 544-562, DOI1:10.1017/nps.2021.84; Caterina Preda, “Postsocialist Statuary
Politics in Romania and Bulgaria: An Ambivalent Socialist Heritage,” Comparative
Southeast European Studies 71, no. 2 (2023): 147-168, https://doi.org/10.1515/soeu-
2022-0043.

2 Virginija Jureniene and Martynas Radzevicius, “The Soviet Heritage: Conceptu-
alization of Ambiguous,” J Tourism Hospit.S2, no. 004 (2022): 1-10; Francisco
Martinez, “Memory, Don’t Speak! Monumental Neglect and Memorial Sacrifice in
Contemporary Estonia,” Cultural Geographies 29, no. 1 (2022): 63-81, https://doi.
org/10.1177/14744740211005517.

3 See for example: Saara Mildeberg and Vider Jaanika, “Soviet Heritage(scape) in Sil-
laméde: Documenting the Potential in an Emerging Tourism Destination,” Societies 12,
no. 5 (2022): 127, https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c12050127; Dmitrijs Andrejevs, “Con-
tested Monuments and Their Afterlives: The V. I. Lenin Monument in Post-Soviet
Riga”. PhD diss., The University of Manchester, 2022.

4 DavidJ. Smith, ““Woe from Stones”: Commemoration, Identity Politics and Estonia’s
“War of Monuments”,” Journal of Baltic Studies 39, no. 4 (2008): 419-430; Martin
Ehala, “The Bronze Soldier: Identity Threat and Maintenance in Estonia,” Journal of
Baltic Studies 40, no. 1 (2009): 139—158.
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Gregory J. Ashworth identify as “dissonant heritage’ which both
unites and divides, because in the process of shaping national identity
it can unleash differences and social tensions.®

While the largest number of monuments were dismantled or de-
molished in the 1990s, there have been relatively few such activities in
recent years. The dispute over the Soviet monuments intensified in the
Baltic states as a result of Russia’s annexation of Crimea (2014) and
finally after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine (2022). As political changes
and security threats are often reflected in the symbolic structure of the
urban environment, the process of reinstallation of the monuments has
begun. Moreover, so far, it has been 9 May, when thousands of peo-
ple used to celebrate the victory of the Soviet Army over Nazism. It
should be stressed that while for majority of the residents the Soviet
monuments serve as a symbol of occupation, deportation, and loss of
independence of the Baltic states,” for Russian-speaking population,
which constitute approx. 32% and 27% of total population in Latvia
and Estonia respectively, the monuments commemorate the Red Army
heroes and they may be recognized as symbolic forms of Russian
communities, determining the collective identity of individuals and the
sense of belonging to the community.® One of the largest rally used
to take place in the Victory (Uzvaras) Park in Riga (the original name
was Monument to the Liberators of Soviet Latvia and Riga from the
German Fascist Invaders), near the memorial complex consisting of
the 79-meter stele, a symbol of the Motherland, and sculptures of three
Red Army soldiers, erected in 1985. Each year the memorial gathered a
few hundred thousand participants. As a result of the Russian—Ukrain-

John E. Tunbridge and Gregory J. Ashworth, Dissonant Heritage: The Management of

the Past as a Resource in Conflict (Chichester and New York: John Wiley, 1996).

6 Helaine Silverman and D. Fairchild Ruggles, “Cultural Heritage and Human Rights,”
in Cultural Heritage and Human Rights, eds. Helaine Silverman and D. Fairchild
Ruggles (New York: Springer, 2007), 3-22.

7 Siobhan Kattago, “Memory, Pluralism and the Agony of Politics,” Journal of Baltic
Studies 41, no. 3 (2020): 383-394.

8 Aleksandra Kuczynska-Zonik, “Russia’s Monuments Policy in the Baltic States,” in

The EU and Russia: Spaces of Interaction in Times of Crises, eds. Andrey Makarychev

and Thomas Hoffmann (Routledge, 2018), 52-70.
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ian war, in 2022 no official celebrations were organized in most cities
of Latvia and Estonia but some residents celebrated individually and
visited the monuments of Soviet soldiers in cemeteries. There were
definitely fewer visitors however. While the overwhelming majority of
them celebrated the day individually by laying flowers on the graves
of fallen soldiers, some of them, despite the prohibition, carried Soviet
and Russian flags, as well as wore clothing or insignia considered ag-
gressive. Activists demonstrating their support for Ukraine were also
present at the cemeteries.

This paper endeavors to offer a critical reflection on the political
and social attitudes of the Russian-speaking residents in Latvia and
Estonia towards the Soviet monument removal since the Russia’s
full-scale aggression against Ukraine on 24 February 2022. It aims
to explore an under-researched area of the sociality of memory prac-
tice and addresses an important topic linked to the transformation
of Russian-speakers’ approach towards the Soviet monuments. It is
claimed here that following the Russia—Ukraine war, official memory
discourses of Latvia and Estonia have included the reconstruction of
the public space by shifting the most visual symbols of the victory
of the Red Army in the WWII — so-called the Victory Monument in
Riga and the Tank-34 in Narva. The governmental decision to shift
the monuments from the public sphere has not induced hot feelings
among the Russian-speaking society, and thus, it has not motivated
community to take part in the protest against the removal.® There
are at least a few arguments that explain the phenomenon of lack of
protest mobilization among Russian-speaking communities. Moreo-
ver, there are still those who do not agree with the legal and political
frame on how the Soviet history is remembered or how the remem-
brance practices are constituted. But they would rather contest the
official memory discourse invisibly or vaguely.

9 On Latvian case see: Martin§ Kaprans, “Toppling Monuments: How Russia’s War
against Ukraine has Changed Latvia’s Memory Politics,” 29 November 2022. Avail-
able at: https://www.cultures-of-history.uni-jena.de/latvia/toppling-monuments-how-
russias-war-against-ukraine-has-changed-latvias-memory-politics#part3.
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Special attention is paid to protest activities expressing anger and
dissatisfaction based on the resistance concept of Jocelyn A. Holland-
er, and Rachel L. Einwohner.!® Looking back to the history, social
movements organized by Russian-speaking community in Latvia
and Estonia are not very common. In Latvia, Russian-speaking dem-
onstrators protested against a new education law (2002-2004 and
2017-2018) in defence of Russian schools.!! Further, the demon-
stration over the abovementioned Bronze Solder expressed the full
extent of the “protest potential” on that time. In fact, it was a part
of Russia’s authorities’ antidiplomacy, economic sanctions and cy-
ber-attack activities. Thus, the main objective of this paper is to de-
scribe a phenomenon of social and political mobilization of the Rus-
sian-speaking community regarding the Soviet monuments in Latvia
and Estonia following Russia’s full-scale aggression against Ukraine.
More specifically, the aim is to analyze political and social orienta-
tion of Russian-speakers toward dismantling the Soviet figures, as
well as character and forms of mobilization and narratives connected
to their relocation. My point of departure is that the reconstruction of
the public space by the removal of the Soviet monuments unveiled
different approaches and paths of understanding the official memory
politics by Russian-speakers, thus their reactions varied in relations
to their sense of attachment to the national identity and to the state.

From a methodological point of view this is a comparative study
on multiple levels. Comparative study helps to make several so-
cio-anthropological interpretations and generalizations based on
cross-national research, as well as to designate specific set of patterns
of political behavior regarding the Soviet past. Moreover, this paper
is based on the qualitative approach to research on protest mobilities
including 30 in-depth interviews with representatives of national mi-
norities, 15 each in Latvia and Estonia. There were 20 respondents

10 Hollander A. Jocelyn and Rachel L. Einwohner, “Conceptualizing Resistance,” Sociological
Forum 19, no. 4 (2004): 533-554.

I Anders Uhlin, “The Structure and Culture of Post-Communist Civil Society in Latvia,”
Europe-Asia Studies 62, no. 5 (July 2010): 829-852.
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aged 20—60 and 10 over 60 years old. The interviews took place in
the Latgale (Latvia) and Eastern Virumaa (Estonia) as well as in the
capitals in the period of May—August 2023. I used the method of
purposive sampling, where the participants were selected based on
two primary criteria: Russian language as their mother tongue and
membership in the Russian-speaking organizations in Latvia or Esto-
nia. Russian ethnicity has not been necessary indicator however; the
participants revealed their Belarusian, Ukrainian, or Polish origin as
well. Moreover, I applied semistructured interviews asking my inter-
locutors core, previously planned questions and unplanned follow-up
questions. The aim was to analyze social attitudes, perceptions and
motivations towards the Soviet heritage after 24 February 2022.

The paper consists of the following parts. The first section con-
cerns the academic literature being reviewed in order to synthesize the
knowledge regarding protests and other forms of resistance. Secondly,
the legislation framework and political practice over the Soviet monu-
ments are explored in two Baltic states after February 2022. Next, the
presented results of in-depth interviews of Russian-speaking commu-
nity in relations to official memory practice shift to the discussion on
inter-crossing essence of ethnic identity, memory and power. The paper
concludes that the process of redefining the meaning of Soviet monu-
ments will run in two ways: while legislative procedures and changes
of public space will be introduced faster (greater social acceptance for
such activities results from solidarity with Ukraine), it will be more dif-
ficult in the long run to modify collective memory of Russian-speakers
and narratives contained in the symbolism of monuments.

1. Academic literature and theoretical framework

The term of resistance has been described and processed in a va-
riety of ways. Academics have presented it usually as individual,
collective or institutional actions, behaviors and efforts to oppose,
question or object. In political science the term is mainly referred to
social movements, protests or contentious politics such as marches,
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picketing, the formation of organizations and other form of physical
resistance.'> Movements often use several types of action, which can
include demonstrative actions, confrontational, light violence, and
heavy violence. Most of them occurred due to disappointment with
malfunctioning democracies, frustration with politicians, and a lack
of trust in governments while fewer protests referred to a specific
issue (e.g., education, climate and energy policy). Mapping of glob-
al protests Isabel Ortiz, Sara Burke, Mohamed Berrada and Hernan
Saenz Cortés classified them into four categories: (1) protests related
to the failure of political representation/political systems, focused on
a lack of real democracy, corruption and other grievances; (2) against
economic injustice and austerity reforms; (3) for civil rights; and (4)
protests for global justice and a better international system for all,
instead of the few.!3

Mass-based social movements and revolutions being a sense of
physical actions are the clearest examples of resistance, but they are
used by societies with vital potential and resources. According to
James Scott powerless people rarely have the resources or opportu-
nity to resist openly against the authorities and mass protests are too
costly for them.!* Oppressed people may be conscious of oppression
and may intend to resist in some fashion.!> By so-called everyday

12 See: Jenkins J. Craig and Bert Klandermans, eds., The Politics of Social Protest: Compar-
ative Perspectives on States and Social Movements (University of Minnesota Press, 1995);
Eitan Azani, “Social Protest Movements — Theoretical Framework,” in Hezbollah:
The Story of the Party of God. The Middle East In Focus (New York: Palgrave Mac-
millan, 2009), https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230116290 1; Donatella Della Porta and
Alice Mattoni, eds., Spreading Protest: Social Movements in Times of Crisis (Colches-
ter: ECPR Press, 2014); Eduardo G. Silva, “Social Movements, Protest, and Policy,” Eu-
ropean Review of Latin American and Caribbean Studies / Revista Europea de Estudios
Latinoamericanos y Del Caribe 100 (2015): 27-39; James M. Jasper, The Emotions of
Protest (The University of Chicago Press, 2018).

13 Isabel Ortiz, Sara Burke, Mohamed Berrada and Hernan Saenz Cortés, World Protests.
A Study of Key Protest Issues in the 21st Century (Palgrave Macmillan Cham, 2022),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88513-7.

14 James C. Scott, Weapons of the Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance (Yale Uni-
versity Press, 1985).

15" Hollander and Einwohner, “Conceptualizing Resistance,” 542.
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acts of resistance they mask the real nature of their activities to pro-
tect themselves from repression from the authorities, thus they are
unrecognized from above. Scott describes in his well-known book
peasant and slave societies and their ways of responding to domina-
tion, with a focus not on observable acts of rebellion but on forms
of cultural resistance and noncooperation. Among them there are
less visible, everyday forms of resistance such as “foot-dragging,
evasion, false compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance, slander and
sabotage.” Scott calls them a subtle form of contesting “public tran-
scripts” by making use of prescribed roles and language to resist the
abuse of power — including things like “rumour, gossip, disguises,
linguistic tricks, metaphors, euphemisms, folktales, ritual gestures,
anonymity.” These forms of resistance require little coordination or
planning, and are used by both individuals and groups to resist with-
out directly confronting or challenging elite norms.!¢ Thus, they are
forms of objection including verbal or cognitive behavior that my re-
main relatively invisible to the power and may occur privately when
the public resistance is too dangerous. In some cases even silence can
also be a form of resistance when a person does not speak about his or
her individual opinions and emotions when they are inconsistent with
official narration in a country or contradictory with those of majority.

Exploring and reviewing Scott’s concept, Jocelyn A. Hollander, and
Rachel L. Einwohner mentioned eight types of resistance taking into ac-
count intention of the actors and recognition of the target or observers.!”
While there is not enough place to analyze them all in details I would
like to pay attention to a few of them. Firstly, overt resistance such as
revolutions and mass protests is visible and readily recognized by the
audience, in contrast to covert resistance which is intentionally unno-
ticed by others. Then, the authors indicate unwitting resistance which
is not intended as resistance by the actor yet recognized as a threat by

16 James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1992): 137.

17" Hollander and Einwohner, “Conceptualizing Resistance,” 544.
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the targeting group or observers. For example, the authorities may feel
threatened by some activities of national minority representatives contra-
dicting to official politics of a country, although members of national mi-
nority do not intend to provoke such reaction. Finally, there is attempted
resistance expressed in an intentional act unnoticed by the target group
or observers. It may occur privately, hidden by the others.

Furthermore, Anna Johansson and Stellan Vinthagen!8 paid attention
to spatialization and temporalization of everyday resistance meaning
that the space and time illustrate how the resistance practices and activi-
ties are organized and constructed socially and culturally. Moreover the
authors underlined that the local and time dimensions of resistance are
controlled by certain social groups (politicians, officials, elites) and they
are fundamental for exercising of power.

Everyday resistance or covert resistance does not necessarily have
a visual effect; it is a pattern of acts undertaken by individuals or collec-
tives in a subordinated position.!” They include a struggle of marginal-
ized and weak people, usually without formal organizations and leaders,
coordination and planning.?’ Thus this approach may be also exploited
by national minorities when open political mobilization and public
articulation are not possible because of criminal repercussion or lack
of social resources. Majority of their activity focus on a desired pol-
icy change, rather than on change in an overall governing system,
thus they attempt to preserve their national culture against assimilation
to host culture rather than encounter hegemonic structure in a country.
They prefer hidden or vague forms of resistance. In Latvian and Esto-

I8 Anna Johansson and Stellan Vinthagen, “Dimensions of Everyday Resistance: An An-
alytical Framework,” Critical Sociology 42, no. 3 (2016): 417-435, DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1177/0896920514524604.

19 Marta Ifiiguez de Heredia, “Patterns and Practices of Everyday Resistance: A View from
Below,” in Everyday Resistance, Peacebuilding and State-Making: Insights from “Africa’s
World War,” (Manchester University Press, 2017): 50-74, http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ct-
tlwnOrvj.9.

20 Richard Ballard, “Everyday Resistance: Theorising How the ‘Weak’ change the
World,” in The Routledge Handbook of Social Change, eds. Richard Ballard and Clive
Barnett (Abingdon: Routledge, 2023): 303-314, DOI:10.4324/9781351261562-29.
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nian cases, the Russian-speaking minorities might have also used such
types of resistance after the removal of the Soviet monuments. While the
Baltic states should not be seen as discriminatory and national minor-
ities as being oppressed, Russian-speaking minority representatives
in both countries may feel disappointment of the official memory
politics and share the perceptions of discrimination.?! Particularly,
some Russian-speakers might feel irritation by the political decisions
regarding the limitation of commemoration of the Soviet monuments
and especially regarding their removal, as those objects have aided
the consolidation of the Russian-speaking identity. By ignoring the
official decisions, evading them or breaking the law, they do their
daily activities with an intention to negotiate power relations from
below.2? In that sense their resistance to the state politics is not only a
political and social action but also an identity-based approach direct-
ed at maintaining and strengthening their own culture.

2. Official memory discourse in Latvia and Estonia

Since the 1990s, a new national identity has been adopted in Latvia
and Estonia. They have been concentrating their own memory poli-
cies around the occupation and the glorification of the fight for inde-
pendence while the Soviet period is associated with deportation and
occupation. This approach meaning the Soviet period as a category of
“hot memories,”?? according to which the memory of the Soviet Un-
ion expresses a lively, active relationship with the past, as opposed to
the passive, closed “cold memories” regarding the period of German
occupation, has been a part of the national rhetoric building nation-
al identity based on experiences of the trauma of the Soviet Union.

21 Ammon Cheskin, ,,Identity and Integration of Russian Speakers in the Baltic States,”
Ethnopolitics 14, no. 1 (2014).

22 Uday Chandra, “Rethinking Subaltern Resistance,” Journal of Contemporary Asia 45,
no. 4 (2015): 563-573, DOI: 10.1080/00472336.2015.1048415.

23 Hedvig Turai, “Past Unmastered: Hot and Cold Memory in Hungary,” Third Text, 23,
no. 1 (2009): 97-106.
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This can be illustrated particularly by an example of memorial muse-
ums in Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn, whose aims are to rehabilitate and
commemorate the victims of Communists.2* Although, the sense of
patriotism and attachment to Latvia and Estonia are formed under the
influence of internal (the presence of Russian-speaking minorities)
and external (Russia’s historical policy) factors. For Russian-speak-
ing minorities, the Soviet past is one of key elements of the Soviet/
Russian cultural identity and a sense of belonging to Russia,?’ and
the Soviet monuments play a significant role in this regard. Both in
Latvia and Estonia thousands of residents annually used to celebrate
the Victory Day on 9 May, and thousands of them used to take part in
the extremely sentimental procession of the “Immortal Regiment” to
honour the fallen of the Great Patriotic War, carrying photographs of
their ancestors. The march symbolized tradition, collective memory,
and the national and ethnic identity of individuals.2¢ In turn, Russia’s
historical policy may symbolically refer to Russia’s geopolitical ri-
valry with the West. This type of narrative serves Russia to build
a myth about the imperium — superpower — and justifies its role in
the world order. In this sense, Russia’s historical policy is a reaction
to the Baltic states’ independence, their identity building process in

24 Kuczynska-Zonik, “Russia’s monuments,” 52-70.

25 Eva-Clarita Onken, “Memory and Democratic Pluralism in the Baltic States: Rethink-

ing the Relationship,” Journal of Baltic Studies 41, no. 3 (2010): 277-294, doi:10.1
080/01629778.2010.498186; Maria Milksoo, “Criminalizing Communism: Transna-
tional Mnemopolitics in Europe,” International Political Sociology 8 (2014): 82-99,
doi:10.1111/ips.12041; Martins Kaprans, “Remembering Communism in Latvia: A
Nationalizing State and the MultiDirectionality of the Past,” in The New Heroes, the
Old Victims: Politics of Memory in Russia and the Baltics, eds. Igors Gubenko, Deniss
Hanovs, Vladislavs Malahovskis (Riga: Zinatne, 2016): 74—-107; Toomas Hiio, “On
the Historical Identity of the Estonians and the Politics of Memory in Estonia,” /nsti-
tute of National Remembrance Review 1 (2019): 66—115.

Ieva Birka, “Expressed Attachment to Russia and Social Integration: The Case of
Young Russian Speakers in Latvia, 2004-2010,” Journal of Baltic Studies 47, no. 2
(2016): 219-238, DOI: 10.1080/ 01629778.2015.1094743; Ammon Cheskin and
Angela Kachuyevski, ,,The Russian-Speaking Populations in the Post-Soviet Space:
Language, Politics and Identity,” Europe-Asia Studies 71, no. 1 (2019): 1-23, DOI:
10.1080/09668136.2018.1529467.
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opposition to Russia, and the loss of former privileges by the Rus-
sian-speaking inhabitants of the region.?’

The Russian invasion of Ukraine updated priorities and dynam-
ized activities in the field of historical policy in both Latvia and Esto-
nia. The official discourses included what should be commemorated
(and what should not) and how. Special focus was devoted to the
Soviet monuments and the 9 May. In order to limit the provocations
associated with Victory Day, celebrated by many members of the
Russian-speaking minority, in 2022 the governments of Latvia and
Estonia decided to ban the use of war symbols and limit the organi-
zation of mass events at the monuments of the Soviet Army. The Lat-
vian parliament adopted a law prohibiting the organization of events
within 200 meters of monuments commemorating the Soviet Army.
Moreover, the Riga authorities decided to fence the area around the
Victory Park complex due to the “poor condition of the monument.”
There was also a photo exhibition entitled “Glory to Ukraine! Glory
to the heroes!”. The number of police patrols for security on this day
was also increased. The security services in Latvia were on high alert
to prevent provocations and various propaganda-related activities. A
few persons were detained for laying flowers at the fenced off area
where the Soviet Victory Monument once stood decorated with a
symbol of military aggression. Similarly, the Estonian Riigikogu de-
cided to ban on April 26 — May 10 public gatherings that could incite
hatred and use of a symbolism war because possible gatherings might
take place, both on the anniversary of the so-called Bronze Night
and with the approaching May 9 anniversary. While commemorating
those killed in the war was not forbidden, the organization of the

27 Marlene Laruelle, “Russia as a “Divided Nation,” From Compatriots to Crimea: A
Contribution to the Discussion on Nationalism and Foreign Policy,” Problems of
Post-Communism 62, no. 2 (2015); Kjetil Duvold, “Beyond Borders: The Return
of Kin-State Politics in Europe,” Baltic Worlds, 1-2 (2015); Valentina Feklyunina,
“Soft Power and Identity: Russia, Ukraine and the “Russian World(s)”,” European

Journal of International Relations 22, no. 4 (2015); Angela Kachuyevski, “The “Rus-

sian World” and the Securitization of Identity Boundaries in Latvia,” in Suturing the

Ruptures: Seams and Stitches in the Baltic Sea Region, eds. Andrey Makarychev and

Alexandra Yatsyk (London: Palgrave, 2017): 227-247.
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so-called Immortal Regimen march was forbidden. Every year about
a thousand people attend the march in Tallinn. Participation in any
march was considered immoral however and was treated as an ex-
pression of support for Russia’s aggressive actions. Despite this, hun-
dreds of people arrived at the Defence Forces Cemetery in Tallin on
that day to pay their respects to the Red Army soldiers buried there.
The crimes committed by the Russians in Ukraine mobilized the
Baltic authorities to remove the Soviet monuments from public places
and to make further legislative changes in this regard. They made an
attempt to change the meaning of dates and places previously identi-
fied with the Soviet Army as well. For example, the Latvian Saeima
has established 9 May as a day of remembrance for the victims of
the war in Ukraine. Then, the discussion on the Victory Monument
in Riga brought public attention. So far, attempts have been made to
remove the Victory Monument from public space, but the bilateral
agreement between Russia and Latvia did not allow for the demo-
lition of the statue.?® According to this Agreement a removal of any
Soviet statue needs Russia’s consent, and only the Parliament might
change the rules. Surprisingly, on 14 July, 2022, Latvian Saeima ap-
proved the removal of 69 monuments, memorials, and other objects
glorifying Soviet and Nazi regimes selected by the Heritage Admin-
istration, the Latvian Artists Union and Museum of the Occupation
of Latvia. What is also interesting, the annotation of the law stated
that the goal of the law is to prevent the denouncement and threat to
the values of Latvia as a democratic and national state, to express
a condemnatory stance against the illegal occupation powers of the
USSR and Nazi Germany, as well as to prevent false, inaccurate and
biased reflection of historical events. Most of those objects were me-
morial plaques or stones which made them simple to remove. There
were also larger objects and sculptures most of which were located in
Riga. Among them was abovementioned Victory Monument in Riga,
which was eventually demolished in August 2022. In Estonia approx-

28 The Latvian-Russian Agreement on Preservation and Maintenance of Memorials and
Burial Sites of 1994.
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imately 200 to 400 Soviet-era memorials or monuments were report-
ed to be still standing across Estonia. The move was not without its
controversy however. In August 2022 the removal of the T-34 tank
monument outside the city of Narva near the border with Russia was
met with some opposition from the local population, 90% of whom
are Russia-speakers. According to Estonian media there were several
people gathering in this place, lighting candles and bringing flowers
each day for a few months following the monument removal.?’ But
the Estonian Prime Minister Kallas stressed that it was not the “right
place” for commemorating the dead: “A tank was a murder weapon,
it was not a memorial, and these same tanks are killing people on the
streets of Ukraine right now.”

3. Contesting the remembrance practices

The qualitative interviews with the representatives of Russian-speak-
ing minorities and leaders of Russian-speaking voluntary organ-
izations revealed that the Soviet past is involved in the process
of strengthening or constructing the collective identity of Rus-
sian-speaking minorities. The specific questions asked included: the
importance of the Soviet monuments for individual and collective
identity, the way of commemoration of the Red Army heroes as well
as the respondents’ reactions for the monuments dismantling. The
interviews confirmed the Soviet past is related to commemorations of
historical events and people, and monuments of historical personali-
ties or heroes are important for the Russian-speaking ethnic groups.
However, the complex identity of the Russian national minorities
overlaps with elements related to origin, upbringing and ethnicity
(Russianness, Russian-speaking) and the environment in which they
live (the nationality of the Baltic states, Western European ideas and
culture). The research unveils that Russian-speaking minorities are

29 Jiiri Nikolajev, “Narvas kiiakse endiselt tank-monumenti meenutamas.” 16 November
2022. Available at: https://www.err.ee/1608790807/narvas-kaiakse-endiselt-tank-monu-
menti-meenutamas.
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heterogeneous, diverse and does not constitute a cohesive group in
terms of their attitude towards the Soviet monuments and official
memory politics in Latvia and Estonia.

I started my research from the issue of the contemporary role of
the Soviet symbols in the public sphere in both countries. For several
years the Soviet monuments have been called a gathering point of
the Russian community and a key factor of their cultural identity.
Each year thousands of people participated in the celebration on 9
May not only to commemorate the Red Army, but also to express
their attachment to the Russia-speaking community. Thus, it seemed
that political decisions regarding the relocation of the most recog-
nizing and respectful Soviet statues determined by Russia’s military
aggression against Ukraine would bring social anger, frustration and
resistance among Russian-speaking community representatives. In
contrast, both the Victory Monument in Riga and the T-34 in Narva
were demolished or transferred without much objection. This pro-
vokes my next research question: why the governmental decision to
shift the monuments from the public sphere did not mobilize them
to any mass protest, demonstration or other form of visual physical
resistance? | have found several answers and synthesized them into
SiX categories.

1. Lack of protest culture. Majority of respondents underlined that
Latvia and Estonia have not a culture of mass protests and strikes like
in Germany or France.

Speaker LV6: “B nienom Hacenenue crokoiinoe” [In general, the popu-
lation is calm]

Speaker EE4: “Hapon HeakTHUBHBIN, CIIOKOHHBIH. DTO MEHTAJHTET,

2T}

xapakrep Takoit” [People are inactive, calm. It’s a mentality, a character]

This phenomenon was analyzed since the late 1980s and early
1990s when the Baltic citizens were gathering and singing in nonvi-
olent protest. This revolutionary fervor known as “Singing Revolu-
tion” is an example of peaceful social movement against oppressive
Soviet regime. Following the re-establishment of the Baltic states’
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independency, the countries have experienced the a demobilization
of social movement. While new social movements emerged, often
as a result of foreign funding, the number of people engaged in such
activities decreased.”

2. Marginalization and luck of trust. It was stated that there is no
civic courage to express the opinion among national minorities. A
few respondents unveiled that they do not believe they may change
anything.

Speaker LV1: “Jlromu OICHUBAIOT CHTYal[MI0 W TOHHUMAIOT YTO HET
cMbIcia, He Oyger pe3ynsraroB... OHH CUMTAIOT YTO MEPEKHIH yXKe
MHOrO€, U ceifuac nepexuByt”’ [People evaluate the situation and under-
stand that there is no point, there will be no results <...> they think that
they have experienced a lot and now they will survive either]

It was particularly visual among respondents in Latvia where
since the mass demonstration opposing to educational reform and
particularly the language referendum, there was a continuous de-
crease of trust among the Russian-speaking people toward the demo-
cratic structures in Latvia.3!

3. Law and criminalization. Some of interlocutors mentioned that
they afraid of repercussions which might appear if they participate in
the events commemorating the Soviet past or opposing to the Soviet
monuments removal.

Speaker LV1: “Pycckosi3bIdHBIE 9TO 3aKOHONOCITYIIHBIE Joau” [Rus-
sian-speakers are law-abiding people]

Speaker LV11: “JIronu nmoHsim 4To OyzmeT OoJjiblasi HEMPUATEILHOCTh
3a 10” [People understood that there would be in great trouble for that]

As it was indicated earlier, before the Victory Day, both Latvian
and Estonian authorities decided to introduce some restrictions on
public gathering. In fact, on 9 ad 10 May, 2022, despite the calls of

30 Anders Uhlin, “The Structure and Culture,” 829-852.
31 Juris Rozenvalds, “Integration in the Shadow of Cultural Trauma: The Case of Latvia,”
Roczniki Socjologii Morskiej. Annuals of Marine Sociology 21 (2012): 55-68.
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the State Police not to come (and interpretation that the arrival is a
symbol of support for Russia) and restrictions on transport, several
hundreds of people came to the Victory monument in Riga both in
order to commemorate the Red Army heroes and to express their ob-
jection to official historical narrative.

4. Fragmentation and lack of organization. It was also argued that
the Russian-speaking community is very fragmented, and the differ-
entiation is increasing over the years.

Speaker LV 11: “O01iecTBeHHbIC OpraHH3allUK U TAPTHH HE YYBCTBYIOT 3a
c000ii pealbHO CHITBI, OHH TOJIBKO Oy/TyT HOKPHKHBATH C APIaMEHTCKOM
Tpubynsr” [Public organizations and the parties do not feel real power
behind them, they will only shout from the parliamentary rostrum”

Fragmentation explains why even when everyone is against
something, the community is difficult to mobilize. The most radi-
cal social relations and manifestations of Russian-speaking can be
observed in Latvian Latgale and Estonian Ida-Virumaa, where not
only the ethnic factor plays a role, but also the socio-economic prob-
lems of the regions. But even in such regions the national commu-
nities do not constitute consistent group. They are rather weakened
and unmotivated and there is no mutual coordination between them.
Moreover, studies of the role of civic mobilization of ethnic minori-
ties in the Baltic states have revealed that their activities are not fre-
quent. For example, Natalija Kasatkina and Tadas Leoncikas explore
the role of ethnic organizations as an important indicator of social
adaptation and integration.3? Further, Monika Fréjuté-Rakauskiené
analyzes Russian-speaking NGOs as a determinant of the consoli-
dation of the Russian-speaking community in Lithuania.?3 Finally,

32 Natalija Kasatkina and Tadas Leoncikas, Lietuvos etniniy grupiy adaptacija: konteks-
tas ir eiga (Vilnius: Socialiniy tyrimy institutas, Eugrimas, 2003).

33 Monuka ®@perore-Pakayckene, [Monika Fréjuté-Rakauskiené], “Hempasurens-
CTBCHHBIC OPraHM3aIMK PyCCKUX JIMTBBI: OCHOBHBIC COLMAJIBHBIC XaPaKTEPUCTUKN
[Main Social Characteristics of Non-governmental Organisations of Lithuania’s Rus-
sians], Etniskumo studijos [Ethnic Studies] Special issue: Pycckue B bantuiickom pe-
TMOHE: MEHBIIMHCTBO 1 rocynapctBo [Russians in the Baltic region: the minority and
the state], 2 (2007): 93—115.
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Sigita Struberga discusses the role of the Russian-speaking sector in
developing social exclusion phenomena in Latvia.’* General view is
that civil organizations of Russian-speaking population in the Baltic
states have influenced the consolidation of this community only to a
small extent. NGOs do not serve as an indicator of civil action, as the
most of them are local and a very small number of individuals take
part in them. Additionally, to some extent, Russian-speaking NGOs
have been identified as a soft power tool for Russia’s influence in the
Baltic states.?>

5. The Soviet mentality. This argument was quoted to explain
that it is better to stay at home and keep quiet rather than participate
in collective actions as many people used to do during the Soviet
times. On that time several public activities were forbidden. Till now
a group of Russian-speaking minority, particularly the older genera-
tion, claims that anti-governmental activity may cause unpredictable
consequences.

Speaker EE3: ,To 4r0 MbI Tpak[aHe HAIIUX CTPAH HE BHIXOAUM Ha
YIUIIBL 3TO TIpoOIeMa BCEX IMOCTCOBETCKUX CTpaH. JIo CHX mop JKUBYT
MOKOJICHHSI KOTOPBIC JyMAKT YTO TOBOPUTH MOXKHO TOJIBKO Ha KyXHE,
HIyTHTh TOXKE MOYKHO TOJIBKO Ha KyxHe. U 310 HopMmasneHO™ [It is that we,
citizens of our country, do not go out into the streets, this is a problem
for all post-Soviet countries. Until now, there live generations who think
that they can only speak in the kitchen, joking is also possible only in the
kitchen. And that’s ok]

Speaker EE4: “Onu npUBBIKIIN KUTh Ha CBOUX XyTOpax, B CBOEM Ma-
nenbkoM mupe. OHu noperyaet Ha KyxHe u Bce” [They are used to living
on their farms, in their own little world. They growl in the kitchen and
that’s it]

34 Sigita Struberga, ,,Non-governmental Organisations: Source for Inclusion or Exclu-
sion?,” in Societal Security. Inclusion — Exclusion Dilemma. A portrait of the Rus-
sian-speaking community in Latvia, ed. Zaneta Ozolina (Zinatne, 2016): 95-123.

35 Aleksandra Kuczyfiska-Zonik, “Russian-speaker NGOs in the Baltic States,” Yearbook
of the Institute of East-Central Europe, Special Issue: Minorities, Diasporas, Refugees
in Contemporary Europe 15,n0. 3 (2017): 165—-183.
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Speaker EE6: “DT0 mM3-32 COBETCKOTO MPOMCXOXJICHHS, JIIOIU HE
BBIXO/ISIT HA YIUILY, IIOTOMY YTO JIO CHX ITOp TIOMHSIT, YTO BEIPaXKaTh CBOM
rosioc ObuI0 3ampernieHo” [It is because of the Soviet background, since
people have not go out because they still remember that it was not al-
lowed to express their voices]

6. Transformation of identity. The respondents expressed different
opinion regarding that issue. Some of the interlocutors argued that
the Soviet heritage is still very important as a part of their cultural
identity (for some of them even as significant as the Russian lan-
guage). However, the Russia—Ukraine war reduced their readiness
for social mobilization to raise their objection against the monuments
removal. Others claimed that following the war the Soviet statues
and the Victory Day of 9 May have not constituted the value for the
Russian-speaking groups yet, and they have not consolidated the
community either.

Speaker LV7: “B 001iecTBeHHOM MHEHUH COBETCKHE MaMATHUKHU ObLTH
CUMBOJIOM HJCHTUYHOCTH. BoliHa B YKpauHe MNOBIMsJIAa HAa yMbl U
Oonpiux mporectoB He ObuI0” [In the mass consciousness, the Soviet
monuments were a symbol of their identity. The war in Ukraine affected
their minds and there were no big protests]

Speaker LV9: “BoiiHa B YkpanHe KOHEYHO OYEHb CHJIBHO BBI3BOJIMIIA
pacKoJIBl BHYTPH 00IIeCTBa, BbI3BaNa (Gpycrpanuio <...> OHH HE 3HAIH
qro penarh u norepsu koopauHatel” [The war in Ukraine, of course,
greatly unveiled the splits within society, caused frustration <...> They
did not understand how to react and lost their coordinates]

Speaker LV11: “Boiina B Ykpanne koMy-To OTKpbLIa 11a3a” [The war in
Ukraine opened someone’s eyes]

Generally, the need to change the way of commemorating the fall-
en during World War II is gradually being noticed by representatives
of the Russian-speaking minorities. Some of them dissociate them-
selves from the pro-Kremlin war narrative and increasingly accept
the symbols, values and national ideas of the Baltic states, which
serves social integration in the Baltic states.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The Soviet monuments have always played a significant role in the
process of building of the Russian-speaking identity, both for bot-
tom-up community perspective and for Russia’s ideological purpos-
es. For a number of people, the monuments have represented a sense
of imagined community3® where a nostalgia for the past is one of the
characteristic features.?” This specific self-identification have devel-
oped due to the fact that the culture and language are different from
those of the titular group. But the Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has
significantly reframed this phenomenon as this act has affected Rus-
sians-speakers’ feelings of respect towards the past and commemo-
rative practices regarding the WWII. Decisions of the Baltic states’
authorities to remove the monuments have not provoked any aggres-
sive actions of Russian-speaking community however. No demon-
strations and mass protests regarding the monument transfer took
place in Latvia and Estonia in contrast to the previous expectations
and fears made by the state institutions.

A few explanations are given here revealing why the reconstruc-
tion the public space and limitations on the commemorative prac-
tices have not induced hot emotions and radical actions among the
Russian-speaking community. According to the interlocutors the pas-
siveness or lack of readiness for mass mobilization may be perceived
through the perspective of: (1) national character; (2) disinterest and
powerlessness; (3) fragmentarization of Russian-speaking communi-
ties; (4) fear of the consequences; (5) the Soviet mentality as well as

36 Triin Vihalemm and Veronika Kalmus, “Cultural Differentiation of the Rus-
sian Minority,” Journal of Baltic Studies 40, no. 1 (2009): 95-119, DOI:
10.1080/01629770902722278.

37 Joakim Ekman and Jonas Linde, “Communist Nostalgia and the Consolidation of De-
mocracy in Central and Eastern Europe,” Journal of Communist Studies and Transi-
tion Politics 21 (2005): 354-374, 10.1080/13523270500183512; Otto Boele, Boris
Noordenbos, and Ksenia Robbe, “Introduction: The Many Practices of Post-Soviet
Nostalgia: Affect, Appropriation, Contestation,” in Routledge Studies in Cultural His-
tory, eds. Otto Boele, Boris Noordenbos, and Ksenia Robbe (New York/London: Rou-
tledge 2019): 1-17.
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(6) transformation of identity and adaptation. Some of the phenome-
na have been already noted by research devoted to the social activity
and civicness such as the Voices of Central and Eastern Europe re-
port,3 according to which Latvia belongs to the group of more dis-
satisfied countries in the Satisfaction with the System of Governance
Index. Decreasing voter turnout reflects the strong perception among
the public that the needs of the people are not taken into considera-
tion by the political system. Similarly, a few social surveys?’ regard-
ing the attitude toward the Soviet monuments carried out in Latvia
and Estonia confirm the thesis of fragmentarization of the national
minority communities and transformation of their identity. Moreover
the data unveil that the Russian-speaking residents’ attitudes toward
the Soviet past have been changing and the Russia—Ukraine war has
influenced this process significantly.

The results of the interviews do not indicate however that the
Russian-speaking community has resigned from demonstrating their
opinion openly or has not got any capacity to act or to influence over
the social and political environment. The fact that despite several
limitations made by the Baltic authorities, many people came to the
square and gathered near the statues, though in smaller numbers than
before, in my opinion confirms that Russian-speaking residents are
still in the game.

On the other hand, the process of dismantling of the figures to
some extent could be perceived as a symbolic personal attack on the
national minority cultural identity, thus Russian-speaking residents
may become more radicalized. According to this hypothesis, al-

3 Dominika Hajdu and Katarina Klingové, Voices of Central and Eastern Europe: Per-
ceptions of Democracy & Governance in 10 EU Countries (Globsec: Bratislava, 2020),
https://www.globsec.org/what-we-do/publications/voices-central-and-eastern-eu-
rope-perceptions-democracy-governance-10-eu.

39 Eng.LSM.lv, “Survey: 27% of Latvian Russians support Ukraine,” 13 July 2023.
Available at: https://eng.lsm.lv/article/society/society/13.07.2023-survey-27-of-latvi-
an-russians-support-ukraine.a516349/; ERR, “Poll: Third of Russian-speakers in Es-
tonia back relocating Soviet Monuments,” 18 August 2022. Available at: https:/news.
err.ee/1608688741/poll-third-of-russian-speakers-in-estonia-back-relocating-sovi-
et-monuments.
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though there are fewer voices in the public space accepting the Soviet
past, the discussions that were previously in public space has shifted
to closed forums on social media. It seems to be what Jocelyn A. Hol-
lander, and Rachel L. Einwohner define as covert resistance when
actors use different ways of objection masked by the others. Another
clear example of this type of resistance was observed when the flow-
ers brought to the Soviet Victory Monument in Riga on 9 May were
promptly removed the next morning. This caused an outrage among
many Russian-speaking Latvian residents and many returned to the
monument again on the 10th of May, bringing more flowers. Simi-
larly, in Narva several people were gathering in the place where the
T-34 tank used to be located, bringing flowers and candles. They were
singing the Soviet patriotic songs as an expression of their collective
identity. They were particularly old generations of Russian-speaking
who did not agree with the Soviet monuments removal and did not
accept the official memory discourse. This invisible form of resist-
ance was also marked by the respondents:

Speaker LV5: “Jltomu U3 mpoTecTa MPHHECTH LBETHI CHOBA. JTO OblIa
CIIOHTaHHAsI, HEKOHTPOJIUPYEeMast aKI|sI CIIPOBOILIMPOBAHHAS TTYIOCTHIO
MECTHBIX BJIACTEH, KOTOPblE HE PacCUUTAIM, YTO y HaceleHHs Oyner
Takas orBeTHas peakuus” [People for the protest brought flowers again.
This was an uncontrolled spontaneous action provoked by the stupidity
of our local authorities, who did not calculate that the population would
have such a response]

Speaker LV6: “JIronu CTOSUTH, OHU HHYETO HE JICJIald, 3TO HE 3alPEIICHO
obu10” [People stood, they did nothing, it was not forbidden]

Speaker EE6: “Tam Obl10 MHOTO JtOfIeH, HUKAKOH arpeccuu He ObLIo.
Jlronu Hecnu 1BETHI U CBEYH, Kak ATO aenanock 9 mas” [There was a lot
of people there, there was no aggression. People were bringing flowers
and candles as they used to do it on 9 May]

Finally, there is also a question of the dynamics of the changes
regarding memory practices among Russian-speakers. While the pu-
rification of the public sphere from the symbolism of the WWII re-
sulting from appropriate regulations may take place relatively quick-
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ly, it will be more difficult to change social awareness and memory
contained in the symbolism of monuments and ceremonies. Without
any doubts the tradition of celebrating 9 May in certain groups of
Latvian and Estonian societies will not disappear so quickly, and the
Soviet monuments being relocated / dismantled might be perceived
as a physical form symbolizing community relations and communi-
cation with the state. As there are the state authorities who exercise
the power sanctioning and institutionalizing particular memories,
there is a risk that a commemorative practice that is not the same
as those of majority will become an issue that cannot been debated.
If state institutions are the only one who decides what to remember
and how to remember, national minorities may be excluded from the
process of how the official memory discourses are constructed and
understood. This, in fact, may induce resistance as a form of rejec-
tion of values that sustain existing power relations. To prevent from
possible confrontation, Maria Mélksoo proposes that agonistic re-
membrance of the past should be speakable, discussable and debat-
able. She also suggests that reconceptualizing relationship between
the authorities and Russian-speaking population should be based on
common ideological sphere for arguing over diverging interpreta-
tions of the past.*? Nevertheless, resistance still remains a powerful
means for people to restructure social and political environment.
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