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Online survey reflections

Online surveys feature advantages and disadvantages. Initially, we had planned to conduct this research in-person,
but the continuing Covid-19 pandemic at the start of 2021 made switching to online the only feasible and ethical
option. Doing so provided certain benefits, including greater flexibility with regard to survey design, the
convenience of real-time access to survey data to examine whether certain questions were not being understood,
and the ability to eliminate interviewer-induced biases. At the same time, we are well aware that online survey
instruments may increase respondents’ propensity to answer questions unthoughtfully, truncate the
representativeness of the sample by segregating out those without reliable internet access or those uncomfortable
navigating newer technologies (typically the elderly or uneducated), and remove the ability of respondents to ask
clarifying questions. Nonetheless, the free-text comments that respondents left at the end of the survey also give
us good reason to believe that they genuinely engaged with the research, which provided — it should be emphasized
— an opportunity for ordinary citizens to voice their opinion and share their thoughts on a topic that is obviously
important to many of them.

Sub-group identification
Questions that we included in the identification of groups of respondents encompass the following variables:

- A four-point Likert scale of trust expressed in several state institutions, which we aggregated into an
overall measure of trust in the political system. We combined several institutions (the armed forces, the
police, the judicial system, the president, and the Duma) to get at an overall identification with the state,
rather than assessing just the effect of individual institutions or the country’s leader.

- A measure for whether or not respondents use state TV to access information about political events. In
Russia’s heavily censored environment, the control of narratives takes place through ownership of media
outlets and direct state intervention, but also through “rewired propaganda,” or the leveraging of the
internet to promote desired points of view. The latter has notably extended the repertoire of narrative
dissemination that an authoritarian country can employ in order to dominate the information
environment.? In this context, online media like Meduza or TV Dozhd, along with more traditional print
publications such as Novaya Gazeta, Kommersant, and Nezavisimaia Gazeta provide the only
independent sources of information.

- A measure for whether or not respondents support political protest against those in positions of power.

- Several measures for how respondents assess Stalin’s role, including a positive view that understands him
as a wise leader, an anti-Stalin view that stresses his role in the killings of millions of people, and people
who gave mixed assessments.

- Afive-point scale for the extent to which respondents have positive associations with the Soviet period
between 1953 (Stalin’s death) and 1985 (when Gorbachev became General Secretary of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union). Respondents had the possibility to select two items out of 10, half of which
were positive (such as economic stability, low crime rate) and half of which were negative (such as travel
restrictions, lack of political choice). The five-point scale captures the number of positive (value of +2)
or negative (value -2) associations, as well as contradictory responses (value of 0).

The Pearson correlation matrix between these variables is as follows:

Trust state | State | Against | Positive | Negative | Undecided | Positive | Negative | Undecided
institutions | TV Protest | USSR USSR USSR Stalin Stalin on Stalin
Trust state 1,000 0,216 | 0,294 0,059 -0,065 -0,005 0,061 -0,093 0,037
institutions
State TV 1,000 | 0,120 0,039 -0,023 -0,021 0,062 -0,036 -0,035
Against 1,000 0,043 -0,065 0,011 0,033 -0,078 0,054
protest
Positive 1,000 -0,466 -0,639 0,237 -0,192 -0,100
USSR
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Negative 1,000 -0,383 -0,179 | 0,208 -0,013
USSR

Undecided 1,000 -0,092 | 0,019 0,115

USSR

Positive 1,000 -0,773 -0,471
Stalin

Negative 1,000 -0,175
Stalin

Undecided 1,000

Stalin

The correlations among variables are generally quite low. Nevertheless, substantively they allow us to aggregate
respondents into four groups that reflect important cleavages in Russian society and the four indices are negatively
correlated with one another. The two most prominent indices (at roughly one third) are respondents who affirm
Soviet history and those who express loyalty to the political system. A bit less than 20 percent express no clear
historical views, while a similar share express critical attitudes.

For contextual information, a logistic regression performed on these four types of profiles reveals that older people
are statistically more likely to be among those who affirm Soviet history and to be politically loyal. Young people
are more likely to have no clear historical views. Men are more likely to be affirmative of Soviet history, whereas
women are more critical but also more likely to have no clear views. Women are also less likely to be politically
loyal. Respondents living in Moscow or St Petersburg are more likely to be critical of Soviet history and less likely
to affirm it. There is only a mildly relevant effect for the type of economic sector respondents work in, their level
of education, and wealth.

Dependent variable:

Affirmative of Soviet  Critical of Soviet  No clear historical Political
history history view loyalty
Logistic logistic logistic logistic
Revisionist Critical Unclear Po:ltlcally
oyal
1) @) @) (4)
Age 0.019" -0.005 -0.024™" 0.015™"
(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005)
Gender male 0.376™ -0.332™ -0.477 -0.267"
(0.123) (0.107) (0.108) (0.110)
Living in Moscow or St. 10539 0.355™ 0.064 0214
Petersburg
(0.139) (0.125) (0.129) (0.131)
Employed in state sector 0.285" -0.142 -0.049 0.212
(0.129) (0.110) (0.110) (0.114)
Education -0.102 0.091" -0.044 -0.011
(0.053) (0.045) (0.044) (0.045)
Wealth -0.015 0.055" 0.021 0.051"
(0.028) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026)
Constant 1.062" -1.344™" 0.770" -0.195
(0.445) (0.386) (0.378) (0.385)
Observations 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630
Log Likelihood -850.853 -1,049.002 -1,045.280 -999.650
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,715.707 2,112.005 2,104.561 2,013.299

Note:

*p<0.1 "p<0.01 "p<0.001



Original phrasing for discursive context (study 1)

B nHameli crpaHe ObuTH Cilydad, KOTA@ POCCHSIH OCYXJAlW 3a TO, YTO OHM TOBOPWIM O HalIeld HCTOPHH.
IMpeacraBbre, YTO CyJ HPUTOBOPHI POCCHSIHMHA K 2 TojaM JIMIICHHS CBOOONBI 3a IIMTHPOBAHHWE Ha CBOCH
crpannie BKoHTrakTe cTaThW, B KOTOpOWH TOBOPHUTCS, YTO HEKOTOPHIE POCCHICKHE IOJUTUKH OOBHHSIOT
YKPAaWHCKMX HAI[MOHAJIHNCTOB B COTPYAHHYECTBE C HAIMCTaMH HakaHyHe BTopoll MmpoBOil BOWHBI, XOTS
Coserckuit Coro3 Tarxke COTpyIHHYAN C THTIACPOBCKOH [ 'epmanmeii B 310 ke Bpems. Cyl yCTaHOBHII, YTO JaHHAS
CTaThs COZEpIKaa 3aBeIOMO JIOKHYIO MH(POPMANUIO 0 IpHIHHAX BTOpoil MUPOBOH BOMHBI M MPOTHBOpEUMIIA
3asBneHnsM HropuaOeprckoro TpuOyHana. PoccustHuH ObIT OCYKICH 32 «PeaOITUTALNIO HALTU3MA).

B Hameil ctpane ObUTM ciy4yad, KOTZla POCCHSH OCYXJAldW 3a TO, YTO OHM TOBOPHJIM O HaIled HCTOPHH.
[IpeacraBbTe, YTO CYZ MPUTOBOPUII YUUTENS PyCCKOTO S3bIKA K 2 TO/IaM JIMILIEHHST CBOOO/BI 32 IIMTHPOBAHUE Ha
JIEKIUU TIepe]l CTyIeHTaMU CTaTbhH, B KOTOPOH TOBOPHUTCA, YTO HEKOTOPHIE POCCHUHCKHE TMOJUTHUKUA OOBUHSIOT
YKPaUHCKUX HAlMOHAJIUCTOB B COTPYJHUYECTBE C HALUCTaMU HakaHyHe BTopoli MUPOBOH BOWHBI, XOTS
Cogertckuif Coro3 Taxke COTpyIHUYAI C THTIepoBckoi ['epMaHueii B 310 xe BpeMs. CyJ1 yCTaHOBUII, YTO JaHHAS
CTaThsl coziepKaja 3aBeJJOMO JIOKHYI0 MH(POPMAIMIO O NMpUYMHAX BTOpoil MHPOBOI BOWHBEI M MPOTHBOPEYHIIA
3asBiieHHsIM HiopHOeprckoro TpuOyHana. YuuTenb ObUT OCYX/IEH 33 «PEaOdMINTALUIO HALIU3May.

B namel crpaHe ObUIM Cilydad, KOTA@ POCCHSIH OCYXXKITAdM 3a TO, YTO OHH TOBOPWIM O HaIIeH HCTOPHH.
ITpeacraBbTe, YTO CyJ MPUTOBOPHI POCCHSIHUHA K 2 TOJ[aM JIMIISHUs CBOOOIBI 32 CIIOp B 6ape, BO BpeMst KOTOPOTO
OH MPOLMTHPOBAII CTATHIO, B KOTOPOM TOBOPUTCS, YTO HEKOTOPBIE POCCHUICKUE MOIUTHKN OOBUHSIOT YKPAWHCKUX
HAIIMOHAJMCTOB B COTPYIHHYECTBE C HAIMCTaMH HakaHyHe BTopoit MupoBoii BoiiHBI, x0T CoBerckmii Coro3
TaKXXe COTPYAHHYAI C THTIEPOBCKO I epmanueii B 370 ke Bpemsi. Cyz yCTaHOBHMIL, UTO JJaHHAS CTaThs COAEprKalia
3aBEIOMO JIOKHYI0O HMH(OpPMANHMI0 O NpHYMHAX BTOpoil MHpPOBOH BOWHBI W HPOTHBOpPEUMIIA 3asSBICHUSIM
HropuOeprckoro TpudyHana. PoccustHuH ObUT OCYX/IEH 32 «peabHIUTaIMI0 HALU3Ma)).

Ha Bamr B3risz, Takoe Haka3aHHE COOTBETCTBYET €ro ASHCTBHAIM?
- Jla
- Her, Haka3zaHue ToyKeH OBITH elie CypoBee
- Her, ero BooOlie He cie/j0Bajlo HAKa3bIBATh
- 3aTpynHSIOCh OTBETUTH
- Orxka3 ot oTBeTa

Original phrasing for the type of speaker and mention of a memory law (study 2)
Person Making Statement

National Foreigner

B wunrepBpio He3amonro mepen cMmepThio B | bpuTaHckuil  MCTOpUK — DHTOHH
nexabpe 2018 ronxa poccuiickas | buop (Antony Beevor)
npaBozamuTHANA JlrogMuna AsekceeBa €Imie | HEOIHOKPATHO 3asBIISLI, 4TO

pa3 MoAyepKHysa, YTO POCCUMCKOMY HAapOXIy | POCCHHCKOMY  Hapony  CIeayeT
CIEeNyeT IepecTarb BUIETh UCKIKYMTEIBHO | IEPEecTaTh BUAETh UCKIFOYHUTEIBHO
reponueckyro poiab KpacHo ApmuM B | TEpOMUYECKYIO poJb KpacHoit
Benukoit OteuectBenHoil BoitHe. Bwmecto | Apmun B Benukoit OTeuecTBeHHOM
3TOT0 HEOOXOJWMO TPHU3HATH, YTO, MOMHUMO | BOWHE. BMecTo 3TOro HEoOX0aUMO

réponvYCCKHUX IMOCTYIKOB, HCKOTOPBLIC COJIAATHI | MPHU3HATD, qTo, IOMHUMO
TMPOABJISIIN HCOoMpaBJaHHYIO JKECTOKOCTb | I'€PONYCCKUX TOCTYIIKOB,
SpeCified MPpOTUB TPAXKIAAHCKOI'O HACCJIICHUA, W YTO | HCKOTOPLIC COJAATBI MPOSABIAIA
COBETCKUH PEKUM ObLI JACCIIOTUYCCKUM W | HCONPABJAAHHYIO JKECTOKOCTh

MOJBEprall HACWIHIO CBOC COOCTBEHHOE | IPOTHUB TPAKIAHCKOTO HACEIICHH,
HaceneHue. Ee TpU3BIB TOpPsMO HapyIIaeT | B 9YTO COBETCKHHA PEXKHAM  OBLI
®enepanbHblii 3akoH oT 05.05.2014 1. Ne 128- | mecrornaeckum u MO JBEPrall
@3 («3axoH SpoBoii»), MPUHATHINA [T 3aIMUTH | HACHIIHIO CBOE cOOCTBEHHOE
JIOCTOMHCTBA POCCUIICKON HaLMH. HaceneHnue. Ero mnpusbiB  npsmo
Hapyuaer denepanbHbIA 3aKOH OT
05.05.2014 r. Ne 128-®3 («3akoH
SpoBoii»), MPUHATHIA I 3alTUTHI
JIOCTOMHCTBA POCCUICKON HallMU.

B wunTepBhIO HE3am0NTO TEpen cMepThio B | bpuTaHCKuil  MCTOpUK — DHTOHH
nexabpe 2018 roja poccuiickas | busop (Antony Beevor)
nmpaBo3amuTHuma Joogmuna AnekceeBa emie | HEOJHOKPATHO 3asIBJISLI, 4TO
pa3 MoayepKHyja, YTO POCCHMCKOMY HAapONy | POCCUHCKOMY  Hapody  CIeayeT
clelyeT MepecTarb BHJIETh HCKIIYHMTEIBHO | MepecTaTh BUAETh UCKIIOYHUTENIHHO

Law

Not
specified




repoudeckyto posb KpacHoit Apmum B
Benukoii OteuecTBeHHOM BoiHEe. BwmecTto
3TOr0 HEOOXOAWMO NPH3HATH, YTO, TOMHUMO
repOMYECKUX TIOCTYIIKOB, HEKOTOPBIE COJIIAThI
HpOHBJ’IHJ’II/I HGOHpaB}IaHHyIO JKECTOKOCTH
MPOTUB TPAXKIAHCKOTO HACENeHUs, U 4YTO
COBETCKHH pPEXUM OBLT JECIOTHYCCKUM U
MOJBEprajl HACWIHIO CBOC COOCTBEHHOE
HaceJIeHUe.

repoudeckyro  ponb  Kpachoit
Apmun B Benukoit OtedecTBeHHON
BoiiHe. BMecTo 3TOr0 HEOOXOAMMO

MIPU3HATb, 4TO, TIOMHUMO
TepOUYECKUX MOCTYTKOB,
HEKOTOpBIE COJIIATHI  MPOSBIISIN
HEOIIpaBJaHHYIO J)KECTOKOCTh

MMPOTUB TPAKAAHCKOTO HACCJICHUS,
H 4YTO COBETCKHI1 PEKUM ObLI

JACCIIOTHYCCKUM u noasepraix
HaCUJINIO CBOC COOCTBEHHOE
HAaCCJICHHUC.

Average marginal effects for study 1

The assessment of average marginal effects for the variables of interest confirms the findings of the multinomial
logit regressions. The model used to calculate the AME includes all socio-demographic control variables.

Response Term Contrast Estimate | Std.error | Statistic P-value Conf.low | conf.high
category
Don't know Assigned Teacher - -0,018 0,0102 -1,7635 0,0778 -0,0381 0,002
treatment group SocialMedia
Assigned Friends - -0,0074 0,0105 -0,7116 0,4767 -0,028 0,0131
treatment group SocialMedia
Critical dY/dX -0,0706 0,0118 -5,9692 <0,0001 -0,0938 -0,0474
Affirmative dY/dX -0,0752 0,0098 -7,6959 <0,0001 -0,0943 -0,056
Political loyalty dY/dX 0,0855 0,0069 12,3258 <0,0001 0,0719 0,0991
No clear view dY/dX 0,0765 0,0135 5,6596 <0,0001 0,05 0,103
Punishment Assigned Teacher - -0,1068 0,0231 -4,6266 <0,0001 -0,1521 -0,0616
“Yes, itis treatment group SocialMedia
appropriate” Assigned Friends - -0,1388 0,0223 -6,2361 <0,0001 -0,1825 -0,0952
treatment group SocialMedia
Critical dY/dX -0,0245 0,0179 -1,3709 0,1704 -0,0596 0,0105
Revisionist dy/dX 0,064 0,0104 6,1509 <0,0001 0,0436 0,0844
Political loyalty dY/dX 0,0434 0,0177 2,4516 0,0142 0,0087 0,0781
No clear view dy/dX -0,0411 0,0195 -2,1137 0,0345 -0,0792 -0,003
Punishment Assigned Teacher - -0,0063 0,0035 -1,8204 0,0687 -0,0131 0,0005
“No, even treatment group SocialMedia
more severe” Assigned Friends - 0,0009 0,0039 0,2364 0,8131 -0,0068 0,0086
treatment group SocialMedia
Critical dY/dX -0,0147 0,0042 -3,5308 0,0004 -0,0229 -0,0066
Revisionist dY/dX 0,0277 0,0041 6,749 <0,0001 0,0196 0,0357
Political loyalty dY/dX 0,042 0,0049 8,5371 <0,0001 0,0324 0,0517
No clear view dY/dX -0,0008 0,0049 -0,1607 0,8723 -0,0103 0,0088
No punishment | Assigned Teacher - 0,1312 0,0273 4,8041 <0,0001 0,0777 0,1847
atall treatment group SocialMedia
Assigned Friends - 0,1454 0,0274 5,3096 <0,0001 0,0917 0,199
treatment group SocialMedia
Critical dY/dX 0,1098 0,0183 6,0149 <0,0001 0,074 0,1456
Revisionist dY/dX -0,0165 0,0162 -1,0156 0,3098 -0,0483 0,0153
Political loyalty dY/dX -0,1709 0,0237 -7,2021 <0,0001 -0,2174 -0,1244
No clear view dY/dX -0,0346 0,0226 -1,5298 0,1261 -0,0789 0,0097




Average marginal effects for study 2
The assessment of average marginal effects for the variables of interest confirms the findings of the logistic
regressions. The model used to calculate the AME includes all socio-demographic control variables. The question
asked was “Do you agree with [speaker] yourself that it is necessary to critically engage with one’s own history?”

Response | Variable Estimate | Std.error | Statistic | P-value | Conf.low | Conf.high
category
No, not at | Law specified 0,009 0,0167 0,5408 0,5886 -0,0236 0,0417
all Foreigner speaker 00884 | 0,0163 | 54267 | <0,0001 | 0,0565 0,1203
Critical -0,1421 0,0203 -6,9826 <0,0001 | -0,1819 -0,1022
Revisionist 0,0368 0,0227 1,6198 0,1053 -0,0077 0,0813
Political loyalty 0,1393 0,0179 17,7749 <0,0001 | 0,1042 0,1744
No clear view -0,0499 0,018 -2,7772 | 0,0055 -0,0852 -0,0147
Rather Law specified 0,0008 0,0015 0,5322 0,5946 -0,0021 0,0036
not Foreigner speaker 0,0076 0,0026 2,9722 0,003 0,0026 0,0126
Critical -0,0122 0,0036 -3,4422 0,0006 -0,0192 -0,0053
Revisionist 0,0032 0,0022 1,4261 0,1539 -0,0012 0,0075
Political loyalty 0,012 0,0036 3,311 0,0009 0,0049 0,0191
No Clear View -0,0043 0,0018 -2,3417 | 0,0192 -0,0079 -0,0007
Rather Law specified -0,0068 0,0126 -0,5405 0,5889 -0,0315 0,0179
yes Foreigner speaker -0,0669 | 0,0124 -5,3744 | <0,0001 | -0,0912 -0,0425
Critical 0,1075 0,0152 7,075 <0,0001 | 0,0777 0,1372
Revisionist -0,0278 0,0172 -1,6156 | 0,1062 -0,0616 0,0059
Political loyalty -0,1054 0,0137 -7,7066 <0,0001 | -0,1322 -0,0786
No clear view 0,0378 0,0135 2,7904 0,0053 0,0112 0,0643
Yes, fully | Law specified -0,003 0,0055 -0,5401 0,5891 -0,0137 0,0078
Foreigner speaker -0,0291 0,006 -4,8732 | <0,0001 | -0,0408 -0,0174
Critical 0,0468 0,0078 6,0392 <0,0001 | 0,0316 0,062
Revisionist -0,0121 0,0076 -1,5921 | 0,1114 -0,027 0,0028
Political loyalty -0,0459 0,0072 -6,4087 | <0,0001 | -0,06 -0,0319
No clear view 0,0165 0,0061 2,7193 0,0065 0,0046 0,0283
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