AN/NQQLES

Anali za istrske in mediteranske Studije
Annali di Studi istriani e mediterranel
Annals for Istrian and Mediterranean Studies

UDK 009 Annales, Ser. hist. sociol., 36, 2026, 2, pp. 163-336, Koper 2026 ISSN 1408-5348



UDK 009 ISSN 1408-5348
e-ISSN 2591-1775

/\
ANNALE

Anali za istrske in mediteranske Studije
Annali di Studi istriani e mediterranei
Annals for Istrian and Mediterranean Studies

Series Historia et Sociologia, 36, 2026, 2

KOPER 2026



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

ISSN 1408-5348 UDK 009 Letnik 36, leto 2026, stevilka 2
e-ISSN 2591-1775

UREDNISKI ODBOR/ Roderick Bailey (UK), Gorazd Bajc, Simona Bergo¢,[Furio Biancol(IT),
COMITATO DI REDAZIONE/ Aleksandr Cherkasov (RUS), Lucija Cok,(H R), Darko
BOARD OF EDITORS: Darovec, Devan Jagodic (IT), Aleksej Kalc, Urska Lampe, Avgust Lesnik,

John Jeffries Martin (USA), Robert Matijasi¢ (HR), [Darja Miﬁe i¢|, Vesna
Mikoli¢, Luciano Monzali (IT), Edward Muir (USA), Vojislav Pavlovi¢
(SRB), Peter Pirker (AUT), Claudio Povolo (IT), Marijan Premovi¢ (MNE),
Andrej Rahten, Ziga Oman, Vida Rozac Darovec, Mateja Sedmak,
Lenart Skof, Polona Tratnik, Bostjan Udovi¢, Marta Verginella, §pe|a
Veroviek, Tomislav Vignjevi¢, Paolo Wulzer (IT), Salvator Zitko

Glavni urednik/Redattore capo/

Editor in chief: Darko Darovec
Odgovorni urednik/Redattore 5
responsabile/Responsible Editor: Salvator Zitko
Uredniki/Redattori/Editors: Urska Lampe, Bostjan Udovi¢, Ziga Oman, Veronika Kos
Prevajalka/Traduttrice/ Translator: Cecilia Furioso Cenci (it.)
Oblikovalec/Progetto grafico/
Graphic design: IDusan Podgornik|, Darko Darovec
Tisk/Stampa/Print: Zaloznistvo PADRE d.o.o.
Zaloznika/Editori/ Published by: Zgodovinsko drustvo za juzno Primorsko - Koper / Societa storica del

Litorale - Capodistria® / Institut IRRIS za raziskave, razvoj in strategije
druzbe, kulture in okolja / Institute IRRIS for Research, Development
and Strategies of Society, Culture and Environment / Istituto IRRIS di
ricerca, sviluppo e strategie della societa, cultura e ambiente®
Sedez urednistva/Sede della redazione/ SI-6000 Koper/Capodistria, Garibaldijeva/Via Caribaldi 18
Address of Editorial Board: e-mail: annaleszdjp@gmail.com, internet: https://zdjp.si

Redakcija te stevilke je bila zaklju¢ena 30. 06. 2026.

Sofinancirajo/Supporto finanziario/ Javna agencija za znanstvenoraziskovalno in inovacijsko
Financially supported by: dejavnost Republike Slovenije (ARIS)

Annales - Series Historia et Sociologia izhaja Stirikrat letno.
Maloprodajna cena tega zvezka je 11 EUR.

Naklada/Tiratura/Circulation: ~ 300 izvodov/copie/copies

Revija Annales, Series Historia et Sociologia je vklju¢ena v naslednje podatkovne baze / La rivista Annales, Series
Historia et Sociologia e inserita nei seguenti data base / Articles appearing in this journal are abstracted and indexed in:
Clarivate Analytics (USA): Arts and Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI) in/and Current Contents / Arts & Humanities;
IBZ, Internationale Bibliographie der Zeitschriftenliteratur (GER); Sociological Abstracts (USA); Referativnyi Zhurnal
Viniti (RUS); European Reference Index for the Humanities and Social Sciences (ERIH PLUS); Elsevier B. V.: SCOPUS
(NL); Directory of Open Access Journals (DOA)).

To delo je objavljeno pod licenco / Quest'opera é distribuita con Licenza / This work is licensed under a
Creative Commons BY 4.0.

Navodila avtorjem in vsi Clanki v barvni verziji so prosto dostopni na spletni strani: https:/zdjp.si.
Le norme redazionali e tutti gli articoli nella versione a colori sono disponibili gratuitamente sul sito: https://zdjp.si/it/.
The submission guidelines and all articles are freely available in color via website https://zdjp.si/en/.

OPENaACCESS



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Anali za istrske in mediteranske Studije - Annali di Studi istriani e mediterranei - Annals for Istrian and Mediterranean Studies

UDK 009

Volume 36, Koper 2026, issue 2

ISSN 1408-5348
e-ISSN 2591-1775

VSEBINA / INDICE GENERALE / CONTENTS

Marjan Horvat: From Memory Regimes

to Discursive Modes: A Theory-Driven

Framework for Analysing Cultural

Memory in Hybrid Public Spheres ........................ 163
Dai regimi della memoria alle modalita discorsive:

un quadro teoricamente orientato per I’analisi della
memoria culturale nelle sfere pubbliche ibride

Od spominskih rezimov k diskurzivnim modusom:
teoretsko-konceptualni okvir za analizo kulturnega
spomina v hibridni javni sferi

Marjan Horvat, Jure Korazija, Jan Babnik,

Tadej Skvorc, Darko Darovec, Ziga Oman,

Urska Lampe, Angelika Ergaver & Marko Robnik
Sikonja: Mapping Contested Cultural Memory:

An LLM-Supported Approach to Analysing

Narrative Structures, Discursive Modes a

nd Discourse FUNCHONS ......coooiiiiiiiiiniieiieeee, 183
Mappare la memoria culturale contesa: un approccio
supportato da LLM all’analisi delle strutture narrative,
delle modalita discorsive e delle funzioni discorsive
Kartiranje spornega kulturnega spomina: LLM-podprti
pristop k analizi narativnih struktur, diskurzivnih
modusov in diskurzivnih funkcij

Jan Babnik & Polona Tratnik:

Political Memory as Agonistic Practice on

Social Media: Semio-Somatic Memory,
Multimodality, and Affordances Theorized
Through the Digital Circulation of the

Slogan “Smrt fasizmu, svoboda narodu” ............... 205
La memoria politica come pratica agonistica

sui social media: memoria semio-somatica,
multimodalita e affordance teorizzate attraverso
la circolazione digitale dello slogan “Morte al
fascismo, liberta ai popoli”

Politi¢ni spomin kot agonisti¢na praksa na
druzbenih omrezjih: semio-somatski spomin,
multimodalnost in platformne zmoZnosti
delovanja, teoretizirane skozi digitalno

kroZenje slogana »Smrt fasizmu, svoboda narodu«

Urska Lampe, Marjan Horvat, Jure Korazija,
Angelika Ergaver & Darko Darovec: Agonistic
Engagement in Memory Politics: Media Arenas,
Normative Orientations, and Debates on the
Giorno del Ricordo in Italy and Slovenia .............. 227
Impegno agonistico nella politica della memoria:
arene mediatiche, orientamenti normativi e
dibattiti sul Giorno del Ricordo

in Italia e Slovenia

Agonisticno angaziranje v spominski politiki:
medijske arene, normativne usmeritve in
razprave o Giorno del Ricordo v

Italiji in Sloveniji

Marjan Horvat & Jure Korazija: Conflict,
Antagonistic Tone, and Deliberative Quality
in Online Memory Debates: Europe Day
and the Fall of the Berlin Wall

on Twitter/X ... 247
Contlitto, tono antagonistico e qualita
deliberativa nei dibattiti online sulla
memoria: la Giornata dell’Europa

e la caduta del Muro di Berlino

su Twitter/X

Konflikt, antagonisticni ton in deliberativna
kakovost v spletnih razpravah o spominu:
dan Evrope in padec Berlinskega zidu

na Twitterju/X

Tadej Skvorc, Marjan Horvat, Jure Korazija &
Marko Robnik Sikonja: Towards Future
Artificial Intelligence Agents for

Improved Political Discourse Quality

with Large Language Models ........c.cccccoviiinninin. 267
Verso futuri agenti di intelligenza

artificiale per migliorare la qualita

del discorso politico con

i grandi modelli linguistici

Zacetek razvoja agentov umetne inteligence
za izboljSano kakovost politicnega

diskurza z velikimi jezikovnimi modeli



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Anali za istrske in mediteranske Studije - Annali di Studi istriani e mediterranei - Annals for Istrian and Mediterranean Studies

Nadja Penko Seidl: Predlog metodologije

za vrednotenje prepoznavnosti krajine

na regionalni ravni ..o, 289
Proposta di metodologia per la valutazione

della riconoscibilita del paesaggio a

livello regionale

Methodological Approach for Landscape Identity
Evaluation at the Regional Level

Andrej Gaspari & Miha Hren:

Enigma M4 from the German Minesweeper R15 in the
Upper Adriatic: High-Resolution microCT
Investigation of the Last Settings .........c.ccccoeveennee 305
Enigma M4 del dragamine tedesco R15

nell’Alto Adriatico: indagine microCT

ad alta risoluzione delle ultime impostazioni

Enigma M4 z nemskega minolovca R15 iz

severnega Jadrana: visokolocljivostna
mikroCT-preiskava zadnjih nastavitev

Vesna Kilibarda & Olivera Popovic:

| temi di argomento montenegrino di

Umberto Saba ......ccccoviiiiiiiii 317
Montenegrin Themes in the Works of

Umberto Saba

Crnogorska tematika v delih

Umberta Sabe

IN MEMORIAM

Dr. Branko Marusi¢ (1938-2026)

(Salvator Zitko) .........ccoooiveeeiiiieeeee e 331
Prof. Furio Bianco (1943-2026)

(Claudio PovolO) .........oeeeiiieieeeee el 333
Kazalo k slikam na ovitku ..............cccccceeiiiiiveeniiiin. 335
Indice delle foto di copertina ............c..ccoccceeennin. 335
Index to images on the cover ..........c..ccoevvevniicannne. 335



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

received: 2026-02-25 DOI 10.19233/ASHS.2026.10

FROM MEMORY REGIMES TO DISCURSIVE MODES:
A THEORY-DRIVEN FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING CULTURAL MEMORY
IN HYBRID PUBLIC SPHERES

Marjan HORVAT
Institute IRRIS for Research, Development and Strategies of Society, Culture and Environment, Centur 1f, 6273 Marezige, Slovenia
e-mail: marjan.horvat@irris.eu

ABSTRACT

This article develops a theory-driven framework for analysing cultural and communicative memory across
traditional and digital public spheres. Building on political legitimacy theory, it shifts attention from substantive
claims invoked by memory regimes to discursive modes through which memory is enacted in hybrid public
spheres. The framework links narrative articulations of cultural memory with interactional modes of contesta-
tion (antagonism, agonism, and deliberation) and with discursive functions through which public remembrance
gains political significance. Although technical components of the analytical architecture have been piloted
elsewhere, this article provides the first full theoretical elaboration of the framework and illustrates it across
national, cross-border, and transnational commemorative fields.

Keywords: cultural memory, politics of history, hybrid public spheres, antagonism—agonism-deliberation (AAD),
democratic legitimacy, deliberative democracy

DAl REGIMI DELLA MEMORIA ALLE MODALITA DISCORSIVE:
UN QUADRO TEORICAMENTE ORIENTATO PER L'ANALISI DELLA
MEMORIA CULTURALE NELLE SFERE PUBBLICHE IBRIDE

SINTESI

I presente articolo sviluppa un quadro teoricamente orientato per l’analisi della memoria culturale e comu-
nicativa nelle sfere pubbliche tradizionali e digitali. A partire dalla teoria della legittimita politica, esso sposta
I’attenzione dalle rivendicazioni sostantive evocate dai regimi della memoria alle modalita discorsive attraverso
cui la memoria viene messa in atto nelle sfere pubbliche ibride. Il quadro collega le articolazioni narrative della
memoria culturale con le modalita interazionali della contestazione — antagonismo, agonismo e deliberazione
— e con le funzioni discorsive attraverso cui la memoria pubblica acquisisce rilevanza politica. Sebbene le
componenti tecniche dell’architettura analitica siano gia state sperimentate altrove, il presente articolo offre
la prima elaborazione teorica complessiva del quadro e lo illustra attraverso campi commemorativi nazionali,
transfrontalieri e transnazionali.

Parole chiave: memoria culturale, politica della storia, sfere pubbliche ibride, antagonismo-agonismo-
deliberazione (AAD), legittimita democratica, democrazia deliberativa
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INTRODUCTION

Cultural memory provides communities with
shared reference points, lieux de mémoire (Nora,
1989), through which collective identities, values,
and political orientations are articulated (Assmann
& Czaplicka, 1995)." These mnemonic markers,
ranging from constitutive myths and national trau-
mas to monuments and commemorations (Winter,
2008; Lampe, 2021; Deticek & Pusnik, 2025), can
stabilise public discourse by generating common
interpretive horizons, particularly within nation-
building projects (Anderson, 1983; Hobsbawm,
1983). However, competing interpretations of the
past can also mobilise political conflict, deepen
polarisation, and legitimate exclusionary agendas
(Wodak & Richardson, 2013; Manucci, 2020).2
Importantly, we argue that these divergent effects
depend not only on what is remembered, but also
on how mnemonic claims are publicly enacted and
contested through different discursive modes of
engagement.

In the digital age, these dynamics intensify and
become more complex as social media turns into
important arenas for memory practices. Individuals
and groups commemorate historical events, invoke
past traumas or triumphs, and challenge official
narratives in real time. Digital media restructure
practices of remembering (van Dijck, 2007), pro-
ducing a “connective turn” in which private and
public domains intertwine and memory becomes
continuously reshaped through digital interaction
(Hoskins, 2011). Platforms facilitate transcultural
memory exchanges (Erll, 2011), transnational mne-
monic flows (Rutten et al.,, 2013) and hashtag-
driven memory activism (Yasseri et al., 2022). At the
same time, the acceleration, visibility and affective
intensity of digital communication magnify the
political stakes of mnemonic contestation. Under
platform conditions, the same mnemonic reference
can travel faster and trigger sharper interactional

dynamics. These developments can reproduce and
amplify ideological ruptures, promote selective
historical framings (Richardson-Little et al., 2022;
Pshenychnykh et al., 2024) or, conversely, facilitate
new forms of accountability and efforts to redress
historical injustice (Gutman & Wiistenberg, 2023).
Transformations in collective memory carry
significant implications for democracy. They re-
shape historically embedded patterns of identity
formation that once stabilised political orders (Cal-
houn, 2007; Habermas, 2001), while algorithmic
recommender systems and platform logics amplify
social and political ruptures previously moderated
by the norms and practices of the classical public
sphere (Habermas, 2023; Splichal, 2024). The con-
sequences are double-edged: digital media broaden
access and diversify mnemonic voices, but platform
affordances also distort deliberation (Papacharissi,
2009) and facilitate toxic polarisation (Térnberg,
2018). New, digitally mediated forms of commemo-
rating defining historical events have thus become
sensitive indicators of broader transformations of
the public sphere. They reveal shifts in identity
formation, changes in communicative norms, and
a growing instability of once sedimented narrative
frameworks, all of which shape the conditions un-
der which democratic reasoning can take place.
Despite extensive scholarship on memory
politics (e.g., Bernhard & Kubik, 2014; Lebow,
2006; Olick, 2007), there is still a lack of an ana-
lytical framework capable of systematically linking
cultural-memory theory, democratic theory and
the empirical analysis of public discourse across
both traditional and digital media systems in order
to assess how these transformations affect demo-
cratic discourse. Scholarship has largely mapped
memory regimes and their normative repertoires,
including nation-centred, human-rights-based, and
cosmopolitan forms (e.g., Olick et al., 2023; Levy
& Sznaider, 2002; Assmann, 2014), and has also
devoted attention to specific discursive modes, in

1 The author acknowledges funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe programme under grant agreement No. 101094752,
Social Media for Democracy — Understanding the Causal Mechanisms of Digital Citizenship (SoMe4Dem). Views and opinions
expressed are, however, those of the author only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or Horizon Europe.
Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. This work was also supported by COST
Action CA22149, Research Network for Interdisciplinary Studies of Transhistorical Deliberative Democracy (CHANGECODE),
funded by COST, European Cooperation in Science and Technology. The article is also the result of research supported by the
Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency (ARIS) within the research project Divided Memory and Collectivisation of Individual
Memories in Slovenia between 1941 and 1996 (ARIS J6-60100), and research programme Practices of Dispute Resolution between
Customary and Written Law in the Area of Present-day Slovenia and Neighbouring Countries (ARIS P6-0435).

2 The political instrumentalisation of memory is well documented across diverse contemporary contexts. For example, Maria
Malksoo (2023, 1) notes that Vladimir Putin justified the 2022 invasion of Ukraine through “twisted lessons of history,” denying
Ukrainian statehood while framing the attack as “denazification” and “decommunisation.” Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu invoked the Holocaust when justifying Israel’s decision to attack Iran in June 2025, framing the strikes in terms of
preventing an existential threat (Reuters, 2025; cf. also van der Beek, 2020). Viktor Orban has mobilised the memory of Trianon
to legitimise an illiberal nationalist project (Toomey, 2018), while Brexit exposed deep symbolic divisions within the United
Kingdom (Géhrmann & Hennebohl, 2024). Across the Western Balkans, entangled narratives of World War Il and the 1990s wars
remain powerful political instruments (Pavlakovi¢ & Paukovi¢, 2019; Pavlakovi¢, 2020).
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particular agonistic ones, through which mnemonic
contestation is enacted in public discourse (e.g.,
Bull & Hansen, 2016; Maddison, 2016; Nienass,
2023; Gutman & Wdistenberg, 2023). However,
relatively few studies operationalise how regime-
based mnemonic repertoires relate to observable
discursive modes across traditional and digital
media.

This article aims to address this gap by develop-
ing a theory-informed and empirically applicable
framework to analyse how cultural memory oper-
ates, circulates and transforms within hybrid public
spheres (Chadwick, 2017; Smrdelj, 2024). While
technical components of our methodological ap-
paratus were piloted elsewhere (Horvat et al., 2026;
Lampe et al., 2026; Horvat & KoraZzija, 2026), this
article offers its first full theoretical elaboration.
We integrate insights from cultural-memory studies,
deliberative democracy and agonistic democracy
theory to connect three analytical dimensions: (a)
the substantive content of memory, i.e. what is re-
membered and to what normative end; (b) the modes
of contestation, i.e. how memory is debated and
negotiated; and (c) the democratic consequences of
memory discourse, which we analyse in connection
with broader questions of deliberative legitimacy,
public-sphere dynamics and political reasoning.
Concretely, we operationalise these dimensions
through (i) narrative inputs of cultural memory, (ii)
discursive throughput captured through an antago-
nism—agonism—deliberation (AAD) framework, and
(iii) outputs evaluated via deliberative functions
(epistemic, ethical, democratic), complemented by
an additional ideological function as an evaluative
layer.

To illustrate the analytical potential of this ap-
proach, the article draws on three brief empirical
illustrations: a) the nationally polarised Slovenian
Day of Resistance Against the Occupier; b) the Ita-
lo-Slovenian contested memory surrounding Giorno
del Ricordo, which commemorates the so-called
foibe killings and the Istrian-Dalmatian exodus;
and c¢) two transnational commemorations, the fall
of the Berlin Wall and Europe Day, that function
as symbolic pillars of European integration. These
commemorations show how the integrated frame-
work operates across different scales, capturing nar-
rative structures, discursive modes of engagement
and the deliberative functions of memory discourse
in national, bilateral and transnational contexts.

The article proceeds in four steps. First, we con-
ceptualise cultural and communicative memory as
arenas in which embedded norms, values, identity
patterns and forms of legitimacy are negotiated,
thereby structuring political meaning-making in the
public sphere. This also enables us to introduce the
distinction between substantive memory regimes

and discursive modes of engagement in mnemonic
contestation. We then translate this theoretical
background into an operational framework for as-
sessing deliberative legitimacy across hybrid public
spheres. Next, we briefly illustrate the framework
through selected commemorations. Finally, we
consider its implications for memory studies,
democratic theory and analyses of public-sphere
transformation in digital environments.

WHY (AND HOW) CULTURAL MEMORY MATTERS
FOR DEMOCRACY

Although commemorations refer to historical
events, their primary referent is the present. Public
debates over the past reflect existing configura-
tions of socio-integrative consensus and reveal the
embedded political-ideological narratives, cultural
specificities and value systems that shape contem-
porary identity formations. In this sense, public
commemorations repeatedly raise the explicitly
political question “what is past and what is still pre-
sent?” (Assmann, 2023, 3). Memory thus becomes
operative not merely as a representation of what
was, but as a symbolic lens through which commu-
nities articulate contemporary social and political
dilemmas and orient toward collective futures. For
this reason, as Malksoo (2023, 1) notes: “What does
‘memory’ do, who ‘does’ memory — and what is be-
ing done by politically utilizing memory — are the
central concerns for the study of memory politics.”
However, Wiistenberg (2023) further sharpens this
normative inquiry by asking “what kind of memory
is good for democracy?” Namely, she stresses that
“not only is remembering the past not always good
for democracy, then, but not all forms of remember-
ing are democratic” (Wistenberg, 2023, 34). For
instance, nostalgia for fascist symbols may flour-
ish under democratic rule, and some mnemonic
practices may erode rather than reinforce liberal-
democratic norms.

In Europe, post-war and post-authoritarian con-
texts have provided fertile ground for examining
how memory regimes shape democratic cultures.
Verovsek (2021) argues that Western European
political culture is anchored in the memory of the
Nazi era and the trauma of 1945, which institu-
tionalised strong commitments to minority rights,
antifascism, and liberal civil society. By contrast, in
Central and Eastern Europe memory centres on the
legacy of communism and the upheavals of 1989,
foregrounding national sovereignty, majoritarian
democracy and scepticism toward supranational
authority. These divergent “memory cultures” gen-
erate different democratic imaginaries. Similarly,
Schmidtke (2023) asserts that German remem-
brance practices institutionalised liberal norms
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grounded in negative lessons of authoritarianism,
whereas Polish memory emphasised national mar-
tyrdom, thereby fuelling a more populist national-
ism. A similar pattern appears in Southern Europe,
evidenced by research on Spain’s transition from
Francoism and attempts to re-anchor democratic
practices through forms of “constitutional patriot-
ism” designed to diffuse divisive historical narra-
tives (Aguilar & Humlebaek, 2002).

This body of research demonstrates how memory
structures the normative horizons within which
politics and public discussion unfold. It helps identify
who is recognised, which grievances are heard, and
which visions of the future appear legitimate. In this
sense, cultural memory forms an underlying, often
implicit dimension of democratic life that shapes both
inclusion and contestation in the public sphere. The
next section builds on these insights by revisiting Jan
Assmann’s distinction between communicative and
cultural memory, thereby establishing a theoretical
groundwork from which to analyse how different
memory regimes operate within political communities
and how they enter (online) public discourse.

Communicative and Cultural Memory in the
(Digital) Public Sphere

Jan Assmann (2008) defines cultural memory
as the part of collective memory that is transmit-
ted through symbolic forms: rituals, monuments,
holidays, textbooks, and media. It preserves durable
frameworks of meaning through which a community
constructs a narrative about itself. Communicative
memory is “living” memory, produced through eve-
ryday conversations, personal stories, and family
narratives, and typically reaches back three to four
generations (cf. also Sirok, 2012). The rise of social
media, however, profoundly alters this relationship
and necessitates a reconsideration of Assmann’s
typology. Research shows that digitalisation has
“democratised” memory production, though not
necessarily in emancipatory, integrative or stabilis-
ing ways. Whereas cultural memory was once large-
ly shaped by state institutions, archives, museums
and traditional media, it now also emerges “from
below,” through dynamic, real-time exchanges
among millions of users (Hoskins, 2018). Personal
narratives, emotions and micro-stories circulate
alongside institutional commemorations, collapsing
boundaries between public and private, official and
vernacular, ritualised and everyday communica-
tion. As Ben-David et al. (2024, 2) observe, “social
media memory discourse lumps together multitudes
of mnemonic agents in a continuous and often
seemingly context-lacking conversation,” thereby
transforming long-standing patterns of collective
memory formation.

Communicative memory, once tied to oral trans-
mission and embodied interaction, now becomes
externalised, archived and continuously recircu-
lated through platform infrastructures. Cultural
memory, formerly anchored in formalised institu-
tions, is increasingly hybridised through hashtags,
memes, viral reinterpretations and multimodal
commemorative practices that fuse symbolic and
affective registers (van Dijck, 2007). The result is
a fluid mnemonic ecology in which the boundaries
between the two memory types blur (Pentzold et
al., 2023). The transition from communicative to
cultural memory can occur rapidly, driven less by
institutional canonisation than by algorithmic am-
plification and participatory virality.

Within online environments, epistemic processes
of knowledge production and circulation undergo
significant transformation: linear and non-linear
narratives merge, giving rise to fluid “memoradic
narratives” (Marles, 2015) shaped by shifting spatial,
temporal and affective coordinates (Maurantonio,
2023). Platform algorithms, optimised for attention
and driven by commercial imperatives, further un-
dermine the public sphere’s commitment to rational
opinion-formation (Splichal, 2024; Habermas,
2023; Papacharissi, 2009). This also means that
hybrid public spheres cannot be understood only
as spaces of interaction between older and newer
media logics, but must also be analysed in relation
to the structural and material conditions that shape
visibility, agency and power within contemporary
media systems (Smrdelj & Pajnik, 2025). Conse-
quently, social media researchers argue that mean-
ingful analysis of digital discussion must attend
to the materiality of platforms (Oswald, 2024), as
these structures decisively shape how deliberation
is conducted in hybrid public spheres.

These developments have profound implications
for democratic culture. Communicative memory,
which traditionally supported everyday trust,
reciprocity and interpersonal civic interaction,
and cultural memory, which anchored long-term
identity and legitimacy, are both destabilised (cf.
Table 1). On one hand, digitalisation enables un-
precedented mnemonic participation and the vis-
ibility of marginalised voices, facilitating grassroots
memory activism, as evidenced by campaigns rang-
ing from #BlackLivesMatter and #ICantBreathe to
#Srebrenica and #NakbaStories, which demonstrate
how personal testimony can catalyse collective re-
flection and symbolic and spatial change (Dobrin,
2020; Robinson, 2022; Fridman, 2022; Jaugaite,
2024). On the other, it intensifies contestation and
polarisation. Far-right movements mobilise selec-
tive pasts to construct grievance-based identities
(e.g., Birkner & Donk, 2018; Richardson-Little et
al., 2022), misinformation proliferates (Zannettou
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Table 1: Communicative and cultural memory in Assmann’s (2008) typology. In grey: platform-driven transformations
reshaping memory’s core dimensions—content, forms, media environments, temporal structures and participation.

memory,
communication in
vernacular language

rituals, and performances of various
kinds; “classical” or otherwise
formalized language(s)

Dimension Communicative Cultural Memory Platform-driven transformations
Memory

Content history in the frame mythical history, fluid, context-collapsed mnemonic micro-
of autobiographical events in absolute narratives, viral reinterpretations reshape
memory; recent past past (“in illo significance

tempore”)

Forms informal traditions and high degree of formation, hashtags, memes, short-form
genres of everyday ceremonial communication commemorations, hybrid affective-
communication symbolic practices

Media living, embodied mediated in texts, icons, dances, multimodal, platform-mediated memory

shaped by feeds, interfaces, metrics, and

algorithmic curation (“in-scroll”)

Time Structure

80-100 years, a
moving horizon of 3-4
interacting generations

absolute past, mythical primordial
time,“3000 years”

compressed, non-linear temporality,
resurfacing of the past via algorithmic
recirculation

Participation

diffuse

specialized carriers of memory,
hierarchically structured

expanded, hybrid personal-public
participation, visibility structured by

algorithmic ranking, moderation, and
platform governance

etal., 2020), and revisionist or conspiratorial narra-
tives circulate under the guise of ‘memory’ (Olson,
2023), transforming cultural memory into a vector
of conflict rather than deliberation.

Although Jan Assmann’s distinction between
communicative and cultural memory remains useful
for analysing memory transformation, it is not suf-
ficient on its own for analysing the political impli-
cations of mnemonic contestation. For this reason,
the next section turns to Erik Meyer’s concept of
the “politics of history,” which provides a bridge
between cultural memory studies and political sci-
ence.

From Geschichtspolitik to Research on (Online)
Public Discourse

Meyer (2008) differentiates between “policy
for the past” (Vergangenheitspolitik), the concrete
politico-institutional handling of the past, such as
reparations, lustration, trials, amnesties or official
inquiries, and “politics of history” (Geschichtspoli-
tik), which operates on a broader symbolic level.
While the former concerns administrative or legal
responses to historical wrongdoing, the latter treats
the community’s past as a continuously renegotiated
normative resource: the symbolic reference system
through which the society’s coordinates linking
past, present and future are articulated, affirmed

or transformed (Meyer, 2008). Geschichtspolitik
thus captures how collective memory becomes
politically operative, how it legitimises preferred
policies, structures political identities and defines
the moral parameters of public discourse.

Conflicts in the “politics of history” are thus not
primarily disputes over historiographical accuracy
but struggles over the normative frameworks that
guide collective identity, moral judgement, and
political legitimacy. They reveal, as Meyer empha-
sises by referring to the work of Edgar Wolfrum, the
deeper value orientations, behavioural norms, and
belief systems that structure political culture across
generations (Meyer, 2008, 176). In this sense,
cultural memory functions as a symbolic reference
code: it provides the background grammar through
which communities understand what constitutes
justice, responsibility and collective belonging. The
symbolic power of cultural memory becomes espe-
cially evident during periods of transition. Accord-
ing to Meyer, debates in post-Cold War Germany,
for instance, were less about settling factual disa-
greements than about establishing a new normative
identity shaped by lessons learned from Nazism and
authoritarianism. Similarly, Slovenia’s transition of
the late 1980s and early 1990s mobilised competing
memories of World War Il, post-war violence and
socialist modernisation. Yet at the same time, pub-
lic debate increasingly focused on the key sites of
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memory that would serve as reference points for the
post-transition Slovene community (Pusnik, 2017).
Conducted also in the mass media, these debates
revolved around which historical events were ap-
propriate as shared reference points and could help
establish new normative and value coordinates for
its future. In this case, public disputes concerned not
only the historical events themselves, understood
through the lens of Vergangenheitspolitik, but also
the question of which elements of the past could
legitimately serve as anchors for future community-
making and political legitimacy (Horvat, 2021).

Meyer underscores that the “politics of history,”
operating in the symbolic sphere, is less a commu-
nicative frame for concrete policy than a long-term
struggle for cultural hegemony over the values that
should prevail in society. It can support the legiti-
macy of collective identity, a new political order or
particular actors, either through negative differentia-
tion from, or positive reference to, specific historical
points. In commemorations, competing interpreta-
tions of the past are therefore publicly negotiated in
terms of their claim to legitimacy, and such conflicts
reveal underlying power structures, interests, norms
and values (Herz & Schwab-Trapp, cited in Meyer,
2008, 175). As Konig notes, this is “politics without
policy,” insofar as public debates do not merely
describe or announce actions but already constitute
political action themselves (Konig, cited in Meyer,
2008, 178). Defining cultural memory as a refer-
ence code within the “politics of history” highlights
the role of communicative memory in affirming or
inventing tradition, a process that is never conflict-
free. Meyer stresses that the transformation from
communicative into cultural memory increases the
need for political decision-making and reflects ongo-
ing struggles for hegemony.

For political science, however, these underlying
normative configurations are difficult to operation-
alise and are usually inferred indirectly from their
effects in the public or political sphere. They
function like a kind of “dark matter” in political
discourse—a political unconscious (Jameson, 2002)
that steers and reorders collective experience and
interpretations (Benjamin, 2019). Although com-
memorations often present themselves as integrative
rituals, they invariably open a contested discursive
field in which, on the surface, political parties and
their supporters compete for primacy, while at a
deeper level the struggle concerns cultural hegem-
ony (Meyer, 2008). Each commemoration therefore
reactivates basic value schemas that link past, pre-
sent and future, legitimising present decisions and
articulating visions of the community’s future.

From this perspective, commemorations exert
a multilayered impact on public discourse in both
offline and online environments. To grasp this
dynamic, we draw on Willaert & Olbrich’s (2024)
empirically grounded framework for analysing the
relationship between social media and the public
sphere through platform affordances. Building on
Davis (2020), they identify four core public-sphere
functions that can be measured with big-data tech-
niques and linked to concrete platform affordances:
information dissemination, deliberation, collective-
identity formation and coordination of collective
action. However, given the specificity of cultural
memory, these functions require further conceptual
clarification before they can be applied to com-
memorative discourse.

First, identity is marked by a “double bind”.
Cultural memory simultaneously shapes cultural-
political identities, yet it is also filtered through
pre-existing orientations toward particular sites of

Table 2: Cultural-memory specificities of the four public-sphere functions — identity, deliberation, information and
engagement — and the corresponding analytic focus adopted in our framework.

Function Cultural memory specificity Analytic focus
. Cultural memory both shapes identities and is filtered Mapping narrative positioning, legitimation claims,
Identity . iy ) : ; .
through prior political orientations (double bind). and boundary-drawing.
Disagreement unfolds through rational argument Assessing how conflict is structured and whether
Deliberation as well as antagonistic/agonistic contestation of opponents are treated as enemies, adversaries, or
symbolic codes. interlocutors open to reciprocal justification.
Information functions less as “truth per se” than as a ) . . . .
. . . AL . Evaluating claims along epistemic, ethical,
Information meaning-making resource anchoring interpretations : . . X .
democratic, and ideological dimensions.
of the past.
E Utterances in memory debates are performative acts Treating participation as an enactment of legitimacy
ngagement - o . .
that already constitute political action. and belonging.
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memory. This double bind becomes sharper in digi-
tal environments, where political orientations influ-
ence how users appropriate commemorations. Ana-
lysing memory debates therefore requires mapping
the narrative structures through which users position
themselves, justify claims and contest legitimacy.
Second, deliberation in the field of cultural memory
unfolds not only through rational argument but also
through antagonistic and agonistic contestation of
symbolic codes, making it necessary to analyse how
conflict is structured rather than merely whether
dialogue occurs. Evaluating memory debates thus
requires tracing their discursive modes of engage-
ment, i.e. whether actors engage opponents as
legitimate adversaries (agonism) or as enemies to
be excluded (antagonism). Third, information in
memory debates rarely functions as “truth per se”.
It operates as a meaning-making resource whose
epistemic quality must be assessed alongside its
ethical, democratic and ideological implications.
Finally, engagement cannot be reduced to simple
participation, since in the “politics of history” utter-
ances are performative acts, as public debates “do
not refer to actions, nor do they announce actions
or decisions, but in fact already constitute actions
themselves” (Konig, cited in Meyer, 2008, 178).
This performativity becomes more explicit online,
where posting, sharing or hashtagging are political
acts that enact visions of community, belonging and
legitimacy.

Memory Regimes and Discursive Modes

To understand how cultural memory operates in
contemporary public spheres, particularly within
digitally mediated environments, it is necessary
to distinguish between the substantive normative
frameworks through which societies interpret the
past (memory regimes) and the interactional ways
in which these interpretations are articulated,
contested and transformed in public discourse
(discursive modes). This dual differentiation reflects
the broader evolution of memory studies, in which
analytical attention has been expanded beyond
nation-centred commemorative traditions to encom-
pass questions of justice, trauma and transnational
responsibility (Zubrzycki & Wozny, 2020; Olick et
al., 2023; Levy & Sznaider, 2002) and, increasingly,
the discursive modes (antagonistic, agonistic, delib-
erative) through which mnemonic conflict unfolds
(e.g., Bull & Hansen, 2016; Strémbom et al., 2022,
Horvat, 2025b). What follows is a brief overview of
the main memory regimes discussed in the literature
and a clarification of how they relate to discursive
modes of engagement in hybrid public spheres.

Nation-based memory was central to early
scholarship on collective remembrance. Halbwachs

(1925/1992) conceptualised it as a mechanism of
social integration that provides continuity and be-
longing while simultaneously drawing boundaries
toward an “Other.” Renan’s (1882/1990) classic for-
mulation likewise links national identity to shared
remembrance and shared forgetting, while Smith
(1991) and Anderson (1983) highlight its essentialist
or constructivist dimensions as foundational to po-
litical community formation. Nation-based memory
stabilises identity through selective remembering
(Tratnik, 2021; Darovec, 2021), yet societies remain
internally plural, while lieux de mémoire rarely
integrate divergent ideological positions and often
marginalise groups whose experiences fall outside
dominant memory reference points. Furthermore,
nation-based memory is only one among several
mnemonic formations even within the same politi-
cal community. As Berenskoétter (2023, 18) notes,
powerful collective memories also operate across
and above states, meaning that the integrative force
of national memory always coexists with other
memory regimes. Depending on context, nation-
based memory may manifest in antagonistic, ago-
nistic or deliberative modes.

Human-rights-based memory emerged after
1945 and expanded significantly after 1989,
grounding remembrance in universalistic norms of
justice, accountability and victim recognition (Yas-
seri et al., 2022). This regime developed alongside
political apologies (Misztal, 2005) and renewed
debates on acknowledging harm (Margalit, 2022;
Ricoeur, 2004). In post-socialist contexts, in par-
ticular, human-rights-based memory intersected
with identity crises and attempts to “catch up” with
the West (Krastev & Holmes, 2018), sometimes
producing moralising binaries that pitted “victims”
against “perpetrators.” In this sense, narratives of
transition and modernisation merged with claims of
national martyrdom and chosenness (Luthar, 2017),
transforming remembrance into an ideological per-
formative and fuelling “culture wars.” This type of
memory carries a structural paradox. While human-
rights-based memory broadens ethical reflexivity
and supports victim recognition, it also creates new
hierarchies of legitimacy and new forms of symbolic
competition, as stressed by scholars of the culture
of remembrance (Assmann & Shortt, 2012). Prac-
tices of coping with trauma, ranging from silence
and forgetting (Berenskoétter, 2023) to “deliberative
ignorance” (Hertwig & Engel, 2020), show that
this memory regime can democratise or polarise
depending on whether it is integrated dialogically
or instrumentalised for political ends.

Cosmopolitan memory gained prominence in the
1990s as the human-rights paradigm intertwined
with cosmopolitan discourse (Yasseri et al., 2022).
Levy & Sznaider (2002; 2006) conceptualise cos-
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Table 3: Substantive memory regimes: core logics, normative functions and democratic implications.

Type of Memory Core Logic

Normative Function

Democratic Implications

Constructs collective identity
through selective remembering
and forgetting.

Nation-based
memory

Provides cohesion, continuity and
shared belonging.

Can integrate or exclude; may
support dialogue or fuel division
depending on the context.

Addresses past wrongdoing
through universal norms of justice
and recognition.

Human-rights-
based memory

Encourages ethical reflection and
acknowledgement of harm.

Expands recognition but can
polarise when moral hierarchies
harden.

Frames traumatic pasts within
global rather than national
reference points.

Cosmopolitan
memory

Promotes shared responsibility
and transnational empathy.

Offers a normative horizon for
solidarity; uneven resonance
across local contexts.

mopolitan memory as remembrance that transcends
national frameworks by establishing the Holocaust
as a universal moral reference point. This theoretical
framework corresponds with the theory of reflexive
modernisation (Beck, 2006; Beck & Grande, 2007),
which argues that cosmopolitanisation erodes na-
tional binaries and enables transnational solidari-
ties. Similarly, Delanty & Rumford (2005) identify
within this paradigm the public sphere and civil
society as central to enacting cosmopolitan identi-
ties. Cosmopolitan memory emerged in a post-Cold
War moment marked by EU enlargement, liberal
optimism and confidence in global norms to restrain
nationalist excesses. As geopolitical conditions
shifted, the universalistic promise of cosmopolitan
memory became harder to sustain, yet it continues
to function as a normative horizon, an orientation
for recalibrating how social and political change is
imagined.

Agonistic memory, introduced by Bull & Hansen
(2016), responds to the limitations of both nation-
based and cosmopolitan memory regimes, which often
reproduce binary moral schemas of “good versus evil.”
They outline four features of agonistic remembering:
(i) resisting reductive binaries by situating wrongdoing
in specific historical circumstances and socio-political
struggles; (ii) drawing on testimonies from both victims
and perpetrators, alongside other implicated positions
such as witnesses and bystanders; (iii) recognising the
political significance of emotions by treating empathy as
an initial step toward remembrance that fosters critical
understanding, while also acknowledging the legitimacy
of civic and political passions; and (iv) reconstructing
historical context and struggle by tracing the socio-po-
litical dynamics and narrative formations through which
mass crimes are perpetrated (Bull & Hansen, 2016, 10).

Deliberative memory, as we propose here, offers an
alternative to both antagonistic closure and agonistic
contestation. Although Bull & Hansen (2016) note that
deliberative approaches, aimed at consensus, suppress

conflict, Habermas’ own intervention in memory de-
bates, particularly concerning the Holocaust and per-
petrator responsibility, aims not at consensus for its own
sake but at preventing cultural nationalism from becom-
ing the basis of community. His model of constitutional
patriotism foregrounds belonging in procedures and
communicative norms rather than shared ethno-cultural
narratives. Understood in this way, deliberative memory
does not seek closure but reframing, for example trans-
forming ideological antagonisms into communicative,
self-reflective dialogue. Rather than erasing trauma, de-
liberative memory aims to cultivate the conditions under
which more reflexive engagement with contested pasts
becomes possible, extending democratic repertoires
beyond purely agonistic modes. This is in line with con-
temporary deliberative democracy theory, which shifts
the focus from consensus to the creation of discursive
spaces capable of altering political vocabularies (Ham-
mond, 2019).

In this sense agonistic memory, developed by
Bull & Hansen, refers to a normative orientation
toward plural, conflict-aware remembrance that
resists moral absolutism and closure. By contrast,
the agonistic mode in our framework (cf. Table 4)
captures how conflict is actually enacted in com-
municative practice. The two are related but not
identical since agonistic interaction may occur
within different substantive memory regimes. Ac-
cordingly, we treat antagonism, agonism, and de-
liberation here as discursive modes of engagement
rather than as memory regimes. They do not define
what kind of past is being remembered, i.e. the
substantive content that constitutes a memory re-
gime, but rather specify how competing mnemonic
narratives are enacted in public interaction. Table
4 then illustrates that any regime can be enacted
through different discursive modes of engagement
(antagonistic, agonistic, or deliberative), depending
on how actors position themselves and their oppo-
nents in public discourse.
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Table 4: Mapping substantive memory regimes across discursive modes of engagement (AAD). The table

illustrates plausible (non-exhaustive) enactments of each regime in public debate.

Regimes / Modes

Nation-based memory

Human-rights-based memory

Cosmopolitan memory

Antagonistic mode

Uses national past to draw sharp
boundaries, exclude “others,”
and legitimise conflictual identity
politics.

Turns victimhood and justice
claims into moral binaries,
reinforcing blame, competition,
and a symbolic hierarchy.

Frames global norms in
oppositional terms, producing
defensive reactions and identity
backlash.

Agonistic mode

Allows plural interpretations
of national history while
recognising legitimate
disagreement about identity.

Encourages contestation over
responsibility, justice and
recognition without collapsing
into moral absolutism.

Enables critical, context-
sensitive engagement with global
solidarities while accepting
persistent differences.

Deliberative mode

Reinterprets national narratives
through inclusive dialogue and
reflective debate; opens space for

Supports balanced discussions
of harm, responsibility, and
reconciliation beyond rigid

Fosters transnational dialogue
oriented toward mutual
understanding rather than

shared understanding.

victim-perpetrator roles.

normative imposition.

The table also illustrates that memory regimes do
not predetermine the democratic quality of public
remembrance. Rather, their effects emerge through
the discursive modes of engagement—antagonistic,
agonistic or deliberative—through which they are
articulated in the public sphere. Each memory regime
can thus function as a source of exclusion and po-
larisation, as a platform for legitimate contestation, or
as a resource for dialogue and democratic renewal.
This matrix highlights that the key analytical task is
not only to identify the content of a memory regime
but also to examine the communicative mode through
which it operates, since it is the interaction between
the two that shapes democratic possibilities and con-
straints. What matters, therefore, is not only what is
remembered but also how mnemonic narratives are
mobilised and transformed within contemporary, digi-
tally mediated communicative dynamics. This insight
motivates the need for an analytical framework capa-
ble of capturing narrative patterns, discursive dynam-
ics and deliberative functions—an operationalisation
developed in next section.

OPERATIONALISING CULTURAL MEMORY
RESEARCH: MEMORY REGIMES, DISCURSIVE
MODES AND FUNCTIONS

If the previous sections established cultural mem-
ory as a field of negotiation that structures political
meaning-making across public spheres (Meyer, 2008),
the next step is to translate this conceptual apparatus
into an analytical framework. The distinction devel-
oped earlier between the regimes of memory and the
discursive modes in which memory is enacted provides
the backbone of this operationalisation. Substantive
regimes capture what communities remember and to
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what normative end; discursive-mode configurations,
by contrast, concern how these memories are per-
formed in offline or online discourse: whether they po-
larise through antagonism, open plural spaces through
agonism, or support more reflexive, transformative
deliberative engagement.

To analyse memory in a way that speaks to both
political theory and empirical research, we integrate
these dimensions into a three-part analytical architec-
ture. The unit of analysis is a discrete communicative
act (e.g. a social-media post or a news article). In the
first step, narrative analysis identifies the substantive
memory regime by reconstructing narrative structures.
In the second step, discursive modes of engagement
are assessed through the Antagonism-Agonism-Delib-
eration (AAD) framework or operationalised through
DQI-based deliberative quality indicators. In the third
step, deliberative functions (epistemic, ethical, demo-
cratic) with added ideological function are evaluated
discursively or using empirically observable indicators.
This architecture ensures cross-media comparabil-
ity while remaining sensitive to platform- and genre-
specific communicative logics. Each component is
theoretically elaborated in the subsections that follow,
while the technical components of our methodologi-
cal apparatus are presented elsewhere (Horvat et al.,
2026; Lampe et al., 2026; Horvat & Korazija, 2026).

Narrative Analysis: Exploring the Substantive Level
of Memory

To identify the embedded narratives attached to a
commemoration, cultural memory cannot be treated
as a self-contained phenomenon but must be situated
within the broader discursive field of the “politics
of history” (Meyer, 2008). Narrative analysis, in our
framework, serves as this bridge, linking the symbolic
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Table 5: Narrative and rational world paradigm (adapted from Fisher, 1989).

Narrative paradigm

Rational world paradigm

1. Humans are storytellers.

1. Humans are rational.

2. Decision making and communication are based on “good
reasons”.

2. Decision making is based on arguments.

3. Good reasons are determined by matters of history,
biography, culture and character.

3. Arguments adhere to specific criteria for soundness and logic.

4. Rationality is based on people’s awareness of internal
consistency and resemblance to lived experience.

4. Rationality is based on the quality of evidence and formal
reasoning processes.

5. We experience a world that is filled with stories, and we
must choose among them.

5. The world can be understood as a series of logical relationships
that are uncovered through reasoning.

sphere of memory with the public sphere in which
political reasoning unfolds and providing an opera-
tional tool for making the symbolic work of memory
analytically visible.

Narrative approaches are well established in mem-
ory studies. Much scholarship conceptualises memory
narratively as structured accounts, mental images or
symbolic representations of the past (Zerubavel, 2003).
Berenskotter (2023, 23) notes that while images suggest
stability, narratives allow change; they evolve as new
experiences or shifting political contexts reshape their
meaning. Narrative “maps” thus function as cognitive
devices that organise temporal flow through plots, ac-
tors and moral framings. Examining their architecture
reveals how political actors mobilise memory, justify
action, define visions of order and delineate boundaries
of legitimate interaction. This is particularly salient in
digital environments where attempts to impose a unified
“grand narrative” are readily countered by reframings
and participatory appropriations (Silvestri, 2018; Mau-
rantonio, 2023).

However, understanding how such narratives impact
political reasoning requires recognising that they operate
according to a logic distinct from the procedural norms
of public discourse. Whereas the public sphere is nor-
matively grounded in rational justification (Habermas,
1989; 1996), political narratives are first and foremost
socio-historically embedded meaning-making devices
(Boswell, 2013). They may transmit doctrines, serve as
vehicles of ideology, or compress political complexity
into narrative form. This produces a performative dou-
ble bind: individuals align themselves with narratives,
while narratives—in Luis Althusser’s terms—interpellate
subjects who recognise themselves as their addressees.

This contrast is particularly evident at the micro level.
Walter Fisher’s (1989) narrative paradigm suggests that
individuals often reason through narratives rather than
through reason-based argumentation. Good reasons,

Fisher argues, are grounded not in formal logical criteria
but in narrative coherence and fidelity, that is, in consist-
ency with one’s history, biography, culture and charac-
ter. Following Meyer (2008), we can argue that cultural
memory activates precisely this narrative rationality by
linking past, present and future through inherited value
templates. Conversely, the rational-world paradigm
corresponds to communicative rationality, where claims
are validated through evidence, mutual justification
and procedural testing (Habermas, 1984; 1987). These
two modes coexist in political life, yet commemorative
discourse tends to foreground narrative reasoning, espe-
cially when the past functions as a source of identity and
legitimacy. This tension is illustrated in Table 5.

At the mezzo level, public debates often appear as
contests between competing narratives (Eliaz & Spiegler,
2020). However, political narratives are embedded in
deeper socio-historical configurations, in particular
value cleavages, institutional trajectories, implicit social
contracts, and collective experiences that shape how
stories resonate and how they structure public discourse
(Horvat, 2025a; Schneiderhan & Khan, 2018). Under
digital conditions, the public sphere becomes a dense
intersection where narratives collide, reinforce or under-
mine each other. For this reason, narrative analysis must
examine not only which stories circulate but how they
function: how they frame and articulate moral bounda-
ries, construct visions of political community and legiti-
mise ideological positions, often echoing grand political
narratives at the macro level.

Narrative analysis therefore forms the first compo-
nent of our integrated theoretical framework. It identifies
the substantive content of memory and reveals how
commemorations provide legitimating resources for
political reasoning. In line with the narrative layer devel-
oped here, we operationalise commemorative narratives
through Greimas’s actantial schema, implemented in
a scalable LLM-supported pipeline. This facilitates the
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systematic identification of subjects, objects, helpers,
opponents, senders and receivers across large datasets
(X and online news), thus allowing us to map how
memory discourse produces, circulates and legitimises
political claims (Horvat et al., 2026).

Antagonism-Agonism-Deliberation (AAD):
Discursive Modes of Discussions

If narrative analysis clarifies the substantive con-
tent of memory, the next analytical step concerns
how these narratives are enacted in public discourse.
To capture these dynamics, we introduce the An-
tagonism—Agonism-Deliberation (AAD) framework,
which identifies three distinct yet interrelated modes
of interaction that structure contemporary com-
memorative discourse: antagonistic, agonistic and
deliberative. Again, it is important to distinguish
between substantive memory orientations (memory
regimes) and interactional modes of engagement.
Substantive orientations describe how the past is
normatively interpreted and politically framed,
whereas antagonism, agonism, and deliberation refer
to discursive enactments, i.e. how mnemonic claims
are performed, contested, and negotiated. The same
substantive orientation can therefore be enacted an-
tagonistically, agonistically, or deliberatively across
different media environments and genres. To map
these enactments more precisely, we describe the
three AAD modes in turn, starting with antagonism
as the most polarising baseline (cf. Table 6).

The antagonistic mode emerges when discourse is
organised around an existential friend-enemy distinc-
tion. Digital media intensifies this logic since homo-
phily (McPherson et al., 2001), filter bubbles (Pariser,
2011) and echo chambers (Cinelli et al., 2021) reward
affectively charged and identity-signalling communica-
tion, contributing to what Tornberg (2018) terms “toxic
polarisation.” In antagonistic commemorative debates,

rival groups assert mutually exclusive moral claims,
often encapsulated in slogans such as “our truth versus
their lies”, framings that cast the past as a battlefield of
competitive victimhood, unbridgeable grievances and
categorical delegitimisation. Here, opponents are con-
structed not as participants in a shared public sphere
but as enemies whose perspectives lack legitimacy.

The agonistic mode reframes conflict without dis-
solving it. Drawing on Mouffe (1999; 2013) and mem-
ory-studies scholarship such as Bull &Hansen (2016),
agonism recognises that interpretations of the past
may remain irreconcilable, yet insists that adversaries
accept one another as legitimate opponents. Conflict
is thus relocated from moral absolutism to democratic
contestation. Agonistic commemorative discourse
acknowledges plural perspectives, enables critical en-
gagement and sustains political disagreement without
collapsing into exclusion. Recognition of the opponent,
reason-giving critique and explicit “agree to disagree”
cues are central indicators of agonistic interaction.

The deliberative mode introduces a further normative
shift by prioritising mutual justification, argumentation
and openness to persuasion. Whereas antagonism turns
disagreement into exclusion and agonism structures
conflict as legitimate contestation, deliberation seeks
to transform tensions through communicative practices
that foster understanding and shared problem-solving.
Deliberation can be conceptualised at both a systemic
level (Parkinson & Mansbridge, 2012; Bachtiger &
Parkinson, 2019) and a micro level, where inclusive
language, explicit justification and willingness to revise
one’s position signal constructive engagement. In the
context of cultural memory, deliberation becomes vis-
ible when participants introduce historical evidence,
respond to counterarguments or re-evaluate claims in
light of alternative interpretations. Although emotion-
ally charged memories make such exchanges difficult,
the deliberative mode is essential for moving beyond
entrenched antagonisms.

Table 6: Antagonistic, agonistic and deliberative modes of engagement in commemorative discourse: core

interactional traits and main empirical indicators.

Mode Core interactional traits

Empirical indicators

Binary “us vs. them” framing; affectively
charged communication; mutual
delegitimisation

Antagonistic
mode

e Delegitimising or dehumanising language
e Hostile labels and moral exclusion
e Refusal of common ground or dialogic engagement

Adversaries rather than enemies; conflict
conducted within shared democratic
rules

Agonistic mode

¢ Recognition of the opponent as legitimate
® Reason-giving critique
e Explicit “agree to disagree” cues

Reason-giving and mutual justification;
openness to persuasion; transformative
potential

Deliberative
mode

e Deliberative quality signals (e.g. justification, responsiveness)
e Presence of structured argumentation
* Openness to revising one’s position
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This modal layer provides the essential analytic
bridge between the reconstruction of narrative structures
and the evaluation of deliberative functions. It shows
how memory enters the public sphere as communicative
action and how different modes of engagement shape
the democratic possibilities of mnemonic contestation.

Deliberative Functions and Ideology in Memory
Discourse

Public discourse on cultural memory is never a neu-
tral recounting of past events. It is a site where identities,
values and power relations are negotiated, stabilised or
contested. From a deliberative perspective, assessing
discourse quality requires attention not only to what
is said but also to how, and with what consequences.
This is particularly important for online commemorative
discourse, where platform affordances shape visibility,
emotional intensity and interpretive authority. Build-
ing on Mansbridge et al. (2012), we distinguish three
deliberative functions—epistemic, ethical and demo-
cratic—and add a fourth, ideological, which captures
systematic distortions that often structure memory
debates in practice. Together, these functions provide a
diagnostic vocabulary for evaluating the normative pres-
sures and communicative tensions through which public
engagement with the past unfolds.

The epistemic function concerns whether discourse
supports shared standards for evaluating historical claims
and whether it enables evidence-based contestation of

narratives. In cultural-memory debates, epistemic quality
depends on responsible engagement with sources, inter-
pretive transparency, and openness to correction. Ideally,
commemoration functions as a form of collective inquiry.
Participants can weigh claims, challenge distortions, and
reduce misinformation and symbolic misrepresentation
of the past. When epistemic safeguards fail, and claims
are neither evidence-tested nor open to correction, delib-
eration becomes fragile or impossible. Yet the symbolic
nature of memory (Meyer, 2008) complicates epistemic
assessment, and digital infrastructures further intensify
these vulnerabilities.

The ethical function concerns how participants
are treated in interaction and how moral registers of
memory are articulated. Ethical deliberation requires
recognising others as legitimate interlocutors, acknowl-
edging historical harm, and refraining from humilia-
tion, mockery, or exclusion. Misztal (2005) argues that
memory discourse should cultivate civic virtues such as
empathy and respect rather than function as a space of
symbolic retaliation. However, the ethical dimension
also raises a normative paradox: should democracies
respect all memories, even those glorifying authori-
tarianism or ethnic cleansing? As Wiistenberg (2023)
notes, not all remembrance is democratically valid.
Ethical deliberation, therefore, requires both normative
boundaries around memory practices and communica-
tive infrastructures that can sustain cross-group respect
under conditions of heightened affect and visibility in
different media systems.

Table 7: Deliberative functions, adapted from Mansbridge et al. (2012, 11-12), and applied to cultural-memory
discourse; the ideological function is added as an analytical dimension.

Function Mansbridge et al. (2012, 11-12) Applied to Memory Field
“... is to produce preferences, opinions, and
Epi . decisions that are appropriately informed e Creates shared standards for evaluating historical claims
pistemic by facts and logic and are th f <0 for evidence-based ion of narrati
function y facts and logic and are the outcome o pens space for evidence-based contestation of narratives
substantive and meaningful consideration of e Reduces misinformation and symbolic distortions of the past
relevant reasons.”
“... Is to promote mutual respect among ¢ Encourages recognition of suffering across memory
Ethical citizens ... Mutual respect is also an ethical communities
function requirement * Weakens moral exclusion (“our victims vs. your victims”)
among democratic citizens” e Allows disagreement without delegitimisation
“... to promote an inclusive political process e Incorporates silenced memories
Democratic on terms of equality ... For those excluded, e Expands participation
function no deliberative democratic legitimacy is e Strengthens the democratic legitimacy of how a society
generated” remembers
e Produces competing truth claims defining legitimate
. . . . . . knowledge
Ideological (Analytical dimension capturing systematic ¢ Enhances ideological filtering and framing of archives,
function distortions rather than a normative deliberative - - d historical evid
(added) goal) testimonies, and historical evidence
e Facilitates victimhood narratives and moral labels used as
identity boundaries
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The democratic (inclusive) function addresses who
can participate and whose memories become publicly
visible. It asks whose voices are heard, whose experi-
ences are marginalised and who is granted interpretive
authority in the construction of collective pasts. His-
torically, many groups were excluded from authorised
sites of remembrance, while digital platforms appear to
widen participation by enabling minority groups and
activists to circulate alternative narratives (Gutman &
Wiistenberg, 2023). In divided memory debates, inclu-
sion also requires that silenced memories can enter
the public sphere and that participation is not reduced
to polarised identity camps. Fulfilling the democratic
function therefore depends on conditions that diversify
visibility, protect vulnerable participants and enable
reciprocal engagement across groups.

The ideological function captures how com-
memorative discourse is used to legitimise political
positions, stabilise power relations or naturalise par-
ticular interpretive frames. While the epistemic,
ethical and democratic functions articulate norma-
tive expectations of deliberation, the ideological
function foregrounds a recurrent empirical pattern:
memory debates are frequently structured by power
and strategic mobilisation. We conceptualise the
ideological function as an analytic dimension captur-
ing how actors mobilise memory to justify positions,
identities, and policy preferences within power-laden
public arenas. This function is not “negative” per se
since ideological articulation is an inevitable feature
of democratic contestation. It becomes problematic
when it overrides epistemic robustness, ethical rec-
ognition, and democratic reciprocity, thus shifting
debate from contestation to discursive closure.

These four functions (Table 7) provide an ana-
lytic vocabulary for evaluating how commemorative
discourse operates epistemically, ethically, demo-
cratically, and ideologically across media systems.
Of course, no public debate fully satisfies these
functions. Tensions among them are inevitable.
However, diagnosing epistemic failures, ethical
violations, democratic exclusions, and ideological
instrumentalisation clarifies whether cultural-memory
discourse contributes to democratic understanding
or, conversely, deepens division and distortion. This
functional framework has been fully operationalised
in Horvat et al. (2026), where its dimensions are
translated into empirically observable indicators for
empirical analysis.

Integrating the Three Analytical Components

The integrated model presented below (Figure 1)
synthesises the three analytical components developed
in previous sections into a single legitimacy-oriented
framework, corresponding to the input-throughput-
output framework of political legitimacy (e.g. Schmidt
& Wood, 2019). As demonstrated in Horvat et al.
(2026), where this approach was first fully applied to
the commemoration of Slovenia’s Day of Resistance
Against the Occupier, the model provides a systematic
way to trace how cultural memory moves from sym-
bolic meaning-making to democratic consequences
across hybrid media environments. Importantly, Figure
1 not only summarises analytic relations between
components. It also makes explicit the methodological
logic of our approach: each component is a potential
leverage point for diagnosing—and, in applied settings,

INPUT LEGITIMACY - THROUGHPUT LEGITIMACY OUTPUT EVALUATION
(memory regimes) (discursive modes of engagement) (deliberative functions)
Nation-based o
memory
Ethical function
Human-rights- Antagonistic Agonistic  Deliberative
based memory mode mode mode Democratic
function
Cosmopolitan / ;
Transnational Ideclogica
memory function (added)
< LEGITIMACY LOOPS >

Figure 1: Legitimacy-oriented framework linking memory regimes (input legitimacy) to discursive modes of
engagement (throughput legitimacy; AAD) and deliberative functions (output evaluation) across public sphe-
res. The arrow at the bottom indicates legitimacy loops: improvements in any one component can feed back
into and strengthen the others, reshaping how mnemonic narratives gain traction, how conflict is enacted
(AAD), and how epistemic, ethical, democratic and ideological qualities of discourse are realised.
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improving—the deliberative potential of contested
memory debates.

Cultural memory enters public discourse primarily
through narratives that articulate historically grounded
claims about identity, responsibility, and political
orientation. These narratives reflect the substantive
memory regimes discussed earlier (nation-based,
human-rights-based, and cosmopolitan/transnational)
and encode memory regime-based legitimacy. In our
model, they constitute the input dimension: a justifica-
tory horizon through which actors (e.g. online users)
across the political spectrum mobilise the past to
authorise present preferences. To analyse these inputs
systematically and at scale, we employ narrative analy-
sis, adapted for computational extraction (Horvat et
al., 2026). This approach enables us to reconstruct the
deep-structural logic of commemoration. Throughput
legitimacy concerns the communicative modes through
which these narratives are enacted and contested in
public interaction across hybrid media environments.
Output evaluation refers to the epistemic, ethical, and
democratic qualities that emerge from public debates.
However, Figure 1 should not be read as implying a
linear progression from antagonism to deliberation.
Rather, it illustrates what we termed “legitimacy
loops”: improvements in each component, especially
at the level of discursive modes (AAD) and delibera-
tive functions, can generate feedback effects between
the input, throughput and output dimensions, thereby
strengthening the overall quality of public discussion
and reducing the traction of antagonistic framings.

EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE FRAMEWORK

To understand how digital memory operates across
different political and symbolic contexts, we examine
three commemorative fields situated at the national,
cross-border, and transnational levels. Together, they
span key substantive memory regimes discussed earlier
in the paper, and allow us to observe how history,
identity, and digital communication intersect in con-
temporary Europe. Although each case is shaped by
a distinctive symbolic logic and political function, all
are analysed through the same integrated framework,
with operational choices adapted to the specifics and
substantive content of each memory regime.

The first case, the Day of Resistance against the
Occupier (April 27) is one of Slovenia’s most sensitive
public holidays. It commemorates the founding of the
Liberation Front (OF) and symbolises anti-fascist resist-
ance, while also being marked by disputes over the role
of the Communist Party, post-war violence, and the leg-
acies of Socialist Slovenia. Since independence, it has
remained a focal point where contemporary political
divisions become especially visible. To examine how
this nationally institutionalised memory is rearticulated
across hybrid public spheres, we compare traditional

media coverage with social media discussion. We ask
how social media reshapes the dominant narratives of
the commemoration (inputs), whether they shift the
interactional style of contestation toward antagonistic,
agonistic, or deliberation-compatible modes (through-
put), and how such shifts affect epistemic authority and
claims to political legitimacy in debates about the past
(outputs) (Horvat et al., 2026).

Case study 2 examines one of the most polarising
commemorations in contemporary ltaly—Giorno del
ricordo—and its cross-border resonance in Slovenia.
The main aim is to assess whether public discourse
contains agonistic potential despite strong antagonistic
framing of victimhood, responsibility, and national
identity. Methodologically, the case study combines an
LLM-assisted analysis of debates across Twitter/X and
online news (2022-2024) with a survey of citizens’
normative orientations toward key agonistic principles.
This triangulation enables a systematic comparison be-
tween mediated communicative practices and broader
public dispositions, thereby providing a transferable
template for diagnosing agonistic modes in contested
memory conflicts. We ask: to what extent do debates
on Giorno del ricordo / foibe exhibit agonistic poten-
tial, how does agonism vary across media arenas (X
vs. online news) and across national contexts (Italy vs.
Slovenia); and how do citizens’ normative orientations
toward agonistic principles align with, or diverge from,
observed mediated practices? (Lampe et al., 2026).

Case study 3 addresses transnational commemora-
tions that function as European-level reference points
and are frequently mobilised to interpret contemporary
political conflict: Europe Day and the fall of the Berlin
Wall. It tests a three-step LLM-assisted design on Twitter/X
across France, Germany, ltaly, and Slovenia: (A) conflict
detection, (B) antagonistic versus non-antagonistic tone
within conflict (as an incivility proxy), and (C) delibera-
tive quality assessment using DQI-based indicators. In
addition, topic modelling serves as a diagnostic layer to
identify thematic hotspots where conflict, antagonistic
tone, and lower deliberative quality concentrate, as well
as clusters where deliberative signals persist even under
confrontational tone. The results enable direct cross-
country comparisons of whether commemorative talk
is primarily ceremonial, confrontational, or conflictual
yet deliberation-compatible. We ask whether Europe
Day and the fall of the Berlin Wall systematically dif-
fer in conflict intensity and tone across countries; how
the balance between antagonistic and non-antagonistic
engagement varies across France, Germany, ltaly, and
Slovenia; and how deliberative quality (DQI-based in-
dicators) varies across commemorations, countries, and
topics—including whether specific thematic clusters
sustain deliberative signals even under antagonistic tone
(Horvat & KoraZzija, 2026).

To synthesise these observations, Table 8 presents
a comparative overview of the three commemorative
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Table 8: Comparative overview of three commemorative cases—Day of Resistance (Slovenia), Giorno del ricordo
(Italy-Slovenia), and Europe Day & the Fall of the Berlin Wall (four countries)—mapping the memory field, dominant

narrative inputs, and core research questions.

Europe Day & Fall of the Berlin

narrative inputs

antifascism; partisan resistance;
revolution; post-war violence)

responsibility attribution;
borderland histories)

Dimension Day of Resistance (Slovenia) Giorno del Ricordo (Italy-Slovenia) Wall (EU)
Memory field National Bilateral / cross-border Transnational (European)
. . Cosmopolitan/transnational
; Human-rights-based + nation- . ;
Dominant Nation-based (statehood/ based (victimhood/justice; frames, filtered nationally

(integration/legitimacy;
democracy/authoritarianism;
contemporary analogies)

Core research
questions

How does X (vs. online news)
reconfigure commemorative
narratives (inputs), shift AAD and
deliberative quality (throughput/
outputs), and reshape epistemic
authority in a polarised national
commemoration?

To what extent do debates exhibit
agonistic potential (throughput)
across arenas (X vs. online news)
and countries (ltaly vs. Slovenia),
and how does this align with
citizens” agonistic orientations
(survey; outputs)?

How do the two commemorations
differ in conflict prevalence,
antagonistic tone, and deliberative
quality across France, Germany,
Italy, and Slovenia, and which
topic clusters concentrate
antagonism vs. deliberation-

compatible conflict?

fields. The reflections presented here indicate how the
methodology elaborated in this article is customised
and extended across commemorations. By covering a
wider spectrum of memory discussions, the cases show
how digital memory practices can reinforce entrenched
cleavages but also open new spaces for interpretation,
dialogue, and learning. The conclusion draws out these
implications for cultural-memory studies, democratic
theory, and computational social science.

CONCLUSION

This article has argued that understanding cultural
memory in contemporary public spheres requires mov-
ing beyond analyses centred on memory regimes
toward an integrated framework that also captures the
discursive modes through which memory is articulated,
contested, and transformed. Digitalisation intensifies
the need for such an approach. As communicative
and cultural memory increasingly merge on hybrid
media platforms, commemorations become dynamic
arenas in which narratives circulate rapidly, discursive
modes shift continuously, and epistemic, ethical, and
democratic functions are enacted in ways that standard
regime-centred approaches and classical public-sphere
theory cannot fully explain.

By conceptualising memory simultaneously as a
symbolic reference code, narrative resource, and com-
municative practice, the framework developed here
provides a structured way to analyse how mnemonic
claims enter public debate (input legitimacy), how
they interact within platform-mediated environments
(throughput legitimacy), and how they affect the
epistemic, ethical, and democratic quality of discourse
(output evaluation). Integrating three analytical layers

allows us to trace how mnemonic structures become
politically operative in digital settings and how discur-
sive modes shape the democratic possibilities embed-
ded in memory conflicts, including through “legitimacy
loops,” where improvements in one segment can feed
back into the others. Methodologically, the framework
has demonstrated its analytical value in our empirical
studies (Horvat et al., 2026; Lampe et al., 2026; Horvat
& Korazija, 2026).

The integrated framework proposed here contrib-
utes to ongoing debates in cultural memory studies,
democratic theory, and computational social science
by offering a scalable, theoretically grounded basis for
analysing commemorative discourse across classical
and digital media. As memory continues to serve as an
important terrain for negotiating identity, legitimacy,
and power, such analytical tools are essential for di-
agnosing democratic vulnerabilities and identifying
opportunities for more inclusive, reflexive, and delib-
erative public engagement across media platforms.
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V HIBRIDNI JAVNI SFERI
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POVZETEK

Prispevek razvija teoreticno-konceptualni okvir za analizo kulturnega in komunikativnega spomina v kla-
si¢nih in digitalnih javnih sferah. Izhaja iz predpostavke, da ucinkov spomina v javni sferi ni mogoce pojasniti
zgolj z analizo njegove vsebine, temvec tudi z analizo nacinov njegove javne artikulacije. Na tej podlagi ¢lanek
premakne tezis¢e od analize spominskih reZimov — nacionalnega, na clovekovih pravicah utemeljenega,
kozmopolitskega in transnacionalnega spomina — k analizi diskurzivnih modusov, skozi katere se ti rezimi
udejanjajo v hibridnih javnih sferah. Osrednji prispevek ¢lanka je tridelni analiti¢cni model. Prva raven obravnava
narativne sestavine spomina in nacine, kako akterji s sklicevanjem na preteklost oblikujejo identiteto, odgovor-
nost, krivdo in politicno pripadnost. Druga raven analizira nacine razpravljanja skozi okvir antagonizem-ago-
nizem—deliberacija (AAD), ki omogoca presojo, ali so nasprotniki v javni razpravi obravnavani kot sovrazniki,
legitimni nasprotniki ali sogovorniki, s katerimi je mogoca argumentirana razprava. Tretja raven presoja ucinke
spominskega diskurza skozi epistemsko, eticno, demokraticno in ideolosko razseznost. Izhajajoc iz razumevanja
kulturnega spomina in komemoracij kot polja, v katerem se pogajajo norme, identitete, legitimnostne zahteve in
razmerja kulturne hegemonije (Erik Meyer), predstavljeni okvir pokaze, kako akterji spomin artikulirajo, izpod-
bijajo in potencialno preoblikujejo v javni razpravi. Pristop je ponazorjen z delovanjem spomina na nacionalni,
c¢ezmejni in transnacionalni ravni. Predlagani model tako omogoca analizo, kdaj in pod kaksnimi pogoji digitalni
spominski diskurzi poglabljajo politicne razkole in polarizacijo ter kdaj lahko odpirajo moznosti za agonisti¢no
soocanje, pluralizacijo razlag in bolj refleksivno razpravo o preteklosti.

Kljuéne besede: kulturni spomin, politika zgodovine, hibridne javne sfere, antagonizem—-agonizem-deliberacija
(AAD), demokrati¢na legitimnost, deliberativha demokracija

178



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Marjan HORVAT: FROM MEMORY REGIMES TO DISCURSIVE MODES: A THEORY-DRIVEN FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING CULTURAL MEMORY IN HYBRID ..., 163-182

SOURCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aguilar, Paloma & Carsten Humlebaek (2002):
Collective Memory and National Identity in the Span-
ish Democracy: The Legacies of Francoism and the
Civil War. History and Memory, 14, 1-2, 121-164.

Anderson, Benedict (1983): Imagined Com-
munities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism. London, Verso.

Assmann, Aleida (2014): Transnational Memories.
European Review, 22, 4, 546-556.

Assmann, Aleida (2023): Foreword. In: Gutman,
Yifat & Jenny Wistenberg (eds.): The Routledge
Handbook of Memory Activism, 1-4. London and
New York, Routledge.

Assmann, Aleida & Linda Shortt (eds.) (2012):
Memory and Political Change. New York, Palgrave
Macmillan.

Assmann, Jan (2008): Communicative and Cul-
tural Memory. In: Erll, Astrid & Ansgar Ninning
(eds.): Cultural Memory Studies: An International
and Interdisciplinary Handbook, 109-118. Berlin
and New York, De Gruyter.

Assmann, Jan & John Czaplicka (1995): Collec-
tive Memory and Cultural Identity. New German
Critique, 65, 125-133.

Bichtiger, André & John Parkinson (2019): Map-
ping and Measuring Deliberation: Towards a New
Deliberative Quality. Oxford, Oxford University
Press.

Beck, Ulrich (2006): The Cosmopolitan Vision.
Cambridge, Polity Press.

Beck, Ulrich & Edgar Grande (2007): Cosmopoli-
tan Europe. Cambridge, Polity Press.

Ben-David, Anat, Meyers, Oren & Motti Neiger
(2024): How Social Memory Works on Social Media:
A Methodological Framework. Memory, Mind &
Media, 3, €20, 1-23.

Benjamin, Walter (2019): The Storyteller Essays.
New York, New York Review of Books.

Berenskatter, Felix (2023): Memory, Identity and
Its Politics. In: Malksoo, Maria (ed.): Handbook on
the Politics of Memory. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar
Publishing, 18-37.

Bernhard, Michael & Jan Kubik (eds.) (2014):
Twenty Years After Communism: The Politics of
Memory and Commemoration. New York, Oxford
University Press.

Birkner, Thomas & André Donk (2018): Collec-
tive Memory and Social Media: Fostering a New
Historical Consciousness in the Digital Age? Memory
Studies, 13, 4, 367-383.

Boswell, John (2013): Why and How Narrative
Matters in Deliberative Systems. Political Studies,
61, 3, 620-636.

Bull, Anna C. & Hans Lauge Hansen (2016): On
Agonistic Memory. Memory Studies, 9, 4, 390-404.

Calhoun, Craig (2007): Nations Matter: Culture,
History, and the Cosmopolitan Dream. London and
New York, Routledge.

Chadwick, Andrew (2017): The Hybrid Media
System: Politics and Power. 2nd ed. Oxford, Oxford
University Press.

Cinelli, Matteo, De Francisci Morales, Gianmarco,
Galeazzi, Alessandro & Michele Starnini (2021):
The Echo Chamber Effect on Social Media. Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118, 9,
€2023301118.

Darovec, Darko (2021): Slovenian Nation-Build-
ing Mythmaker: Fran Levstik’s Martin Krpan. Acta
Histriae, 29, 3, 457-502.

Davis, Jenny L. (2020): How Artifacts Afford: The
Power and Politics of Everyday Things. Cambridge,
MA, MIT Press.

Delanty, Gerard & Chris Rumford (2005): Re-
thinking Europe: Social Theory and the Implications of
Europeanization. London and New York, Routledge.

Deticek, Nusa & Marusa Pusnik (2025): Memory
and Gender: Women in Museum and Textbook Repre-
sentations of the Second World War in Slovenia. An-
nales, Series Historia et Sociologia, 35, 1, 109-122.

Dobrin, Diana (2020): The Hashtag in Digital
Activism: A Cultural Revolution. Journal of Cultural
Analysis and Social Change, 5, 1, 1-14.

Eliaz, Kfir & Ran Spiegler (2020): A Model of
Competing Narratives. American Economic Review,
110, 12, 3786-3816.

Erll, Astrid (2011): Travelling Memory. Parallax,
17, 4, 4-18.

Fisher, Walter R. (1989): Human Communication as
Narration: Toward a Philosophy of Reason, Value, and
Action. Columbia, University of South Carolina Press.

Fridman, Orli (2022): Memory Activism and
Digital Practices after Conflict: Unwanted Memories.
Amsterdam, Amsterdam University Press.

Gohrmann, Matthias & Dennis Henneb6hl (2024):
Exploiting Britain’s Imperial History: The Polarising
Effects of the Culture War Discourse and the Master
Narrative of Nostalgia in Contemporary British Politi-
cal Rhetoric. Amnis, 5.

Gutman, Yifat & Jenny Wiistenberg (eds.) (2023):
The Routledge Handbook of Memory Activism. Lon-
don, Routledge.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1984): The Theory of Commu-
nicative Action, Vol. 1: Reason and the Rationaliza-
tion of Society. Boston, Beacon Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1987): The Theory of Com-
municative Action, Volume 2: Lifeworld and System:
A Critique of Functionalist Reason. Boston, Beacon
Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1989): The Structural Trans-
formation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a
Category of Bourgeois Society. Translated by Thomas
Burger. Cambridge, MA, MIT Press.

179



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Marjan HORVAT: FROM MEMORY REGIMES TO DISCURSIVE MODES: A THEORY-DRIVEN FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING CULTURAL MEMORY IN HYBRID ..., 163-182

Habermas, Jiirgen (1996): Between Facts and
Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law
and Democracy. Translated by William Rehg. Cam-
bridge, MA, MIT Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (2001): The Postnational Con-
stellation: Political Essays. Translated and edited by
Max Pensky. Cambridge, Polity Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (2023): A New Structural
Transformation of the Public Sphere and Delib-
erative Politics. Translated by Ciaran Cronin. Cam-
bridge, Polity Press.

Halbwachs, Maurice (1925/1992): On Collec-
tive Memory. Edited and translated by Lewis A.
Coser. Chicago, University of Chicago Press.

Hammond, Marit (2019): Sustainability as a
Cultural Transformation: The Role of Deliberative
Democracy. Environmental Politics, 29, 1, 173-
192.

Hertwig, Ralph & Christoph Engel (eds.) (2020):
Deliberate Ignorance: Choosing Not to Know. Cam-
bridge, MA, MIT Press.

Hobsbawm, Eric (1983): Introduction: Inventing
Traditions. In: Hobsbawm, Eric & Terence Ranger
(eds.): The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1-14.

Horvat, Marjan (2021): Osamosvajanje Sloveni-
je v prizmi kulture spominjanja. Acta Histriae, 29,
1,207-242.

Horvat, Marjan (2025a): Transhistoricna delib-
eracija in izzivi 21. stoletja: Slovenci kot Studija
primera. Ljubljana, ZaloZzba Univerze v Ljubljani.

Horvat, Marjan. (2025b): Kultura, dediscina in
trajnostni razvoj: deliberacija kot spodbujevalec
druzbene preobrazbe. Annales, Series Historia et
Sociologia, 35, 3, 343-360.

Horvat, Marjan & Jure Korazija (2026): Europe
Day and the Fall of the Berlin Wall on Twitter/X:
Conflict, Tone, and Deliberative Quality Across
France, Germany, ltaly, and Slovenia. Zenodo.

Horvat, Marjan, Korazija, Jure, Babnik, Jan,
Skvorc, Tadej & Marko Robnik-Sikonja (2026):
Cultural Memory from Antagonism to Deliberation
in (Social) Media: Al Approach. Zenodo.

Hoskins, Andrew (2011): Media, Memory,
Metaphor: Remembering and the Connective Turn.
Parallax, 17, 4, 19-31.

Hoskins, Andrew (2018): Memory of the Multi-
tude: The End of Collective Memory. In: Hoskins,
Andrew (ed.): Digital Memory Studies: Media Pasts
in Transition. London and New York, Routledge,
85-109.

Jameson, Fredric (2002): The Political Uncon-
scious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act. Lon-
don and New York, Routledge Classics.

Jaugaité, Rimanté (2024): Digital Remem-
brance: Honouring Srebrenica Genocide Victims
via #StoTeNema. Memory, Mind & Media, 3, e5.

Krastev, Ivan & Stephen Holmes (2018): The
Light That Failed: A Reckoning. New York, Penguin.

Lampe, Urska (2021): Spomin in pozaba v Ju-
goslaviji po drugi svetovni vojni: primer taborisca
Borovnica v Sloveniji. Acta Histriae, 29, 1,
135-158.

Lampe, Urska, Horvat, Marjan, Korazija, Jure,
Ergaver, Angelika & Darko Darovec (2026): Agonis-
tic Engagement in Memory Politics: Media Arenas,
Normative Orientations, and Debates on Giorno del
ricordo in Italy and Slovenia. Zenodo.

Lebow, Richard Ned (2006): The Memory of
Politics in Postwar Europe. In: Lebow, Richard
Ned, Wulf Kansteiner & Claudio Fogu (eds.): The
Politics of Memory in Postwar Europe. Durham,
NC, Duke University Press, 1-39.

Levy, Daniel & Natan Sznaider (2002): Memory
Unbound: The Holocaust and the Formation of
Cosmopolitan Memory. European Journal of Social
Theory, 5, 1, 87-106.

Levy, Daniel & Natan Sznaider (2006): The
Holocaust and Memory in the Global Age. Phila-
delphia, Temple University Press.

Luthar, Oto (ed.) (2017): Of Red Dragons
and Evil Spirits: Post-Communist Historiography
Between Democratization and New Politics of
History. Budapest, Central European University
Press.

Maddison, Sarah (2016): Conflict Transforma-
tion and Reconciliation: Multi-level Challenges in
Deeply Divided Societies. London, Routledge.

Milksoo, Maria (2023): Politics of Memory: A
Conceptual Introduction. In: Médlksoo, Maria (ed.):
Handbook on the Politics of Memory. Cheltenham,
Edward Elgar Publishing, 1-17.

Mansbridge, Jane, Bohman, James, Chambers,
Simone, Christiano, Thomas, Fung, Archon, Parkin-
son, John, Thompson, Dennis F. & Mark E. Warren
(2012): A Systemic Approach to Deliberative De-
mocracy. In: Parkinson, John & Jane Mansbridge
(eds.): Deliberative Systems: Deliberative Democ-
racy at the Large Scale. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1-26.

Manucci, Luca (2020): Populism and Collective
Memory: Comparing Fascist Legacies in Western
Europe. London, Routledge.

Margalit, Avishai (2022): On Compromise and
Rotten Compromises. Princeton, Princeton Univer-
sity Press.

Marles, Janet E. (2015): Simulating Memory: A
Technique of Memory and Narrative in Interactive
Digital Media. Continuum: Journal of Media &
Cultural Studies, 29, 4, 534-548.

Maurantonio, Nicole (2023): (New) Media
Memory. In: Médlksoo, Maria (ed.): Handbook on
the Politics of Memory. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar
Publishing, 269-282.

180



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Marjan HORVAT: FROM MEMORY REGIMES TO DISCURSIVE MODES: A THEORY-DRIVEN FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING CULTURAL MEMORY IN HYBRID ..., 163-182

McPherson, Miller, Smith-Lovin, Lynn & James
M. Cook (2001): Birds of a Feather: Homophily in
Social Networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27,
1, 415-444.

Meyer, Erik (2008): Memory and Politics. In:
Erll, Astrid & Ansgar Ninning (eds.): Cultural Mem-
ory Studies: An International and Interdisciplinary
Handbook. Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 173-180.

Misztal, Barbara A. (2005): Memory and De-
mocracy. American Behavioral Scientist, 48, 10,
1320-1338.

Mouffe, Chantal (1999): Deliberative Democ-
racy or Agonistic Pluralism. Social Research, 66, 3,
745-758.

Mouffe, Chantal (2013): Agonistics: Thinking
the World Politically. London and New York, Verso.

Nienass, Benjamin (2023): Between Conflict and
Consensus. In: Gutman, Yifat & Jenny Wiistenberg
(eds.): The Routledge Handbook of Memory Activ-
ism. London and New York, Routledge, 454-458.

Nora, Pierre (1989): Between Memory and His-
tory: Les Lieux de Mémoire. Representations, 26,
7-24.

Olick, Jeffrey K. (2007): The Politics of Regret:
On Collective Memory and Historical Responsibil-
ity. New York, Routledge.

Olick, Jeffrey K., Sierp, Anna & Jenny Wiisten-
berg (2023): Introduction: Taking Stock of Memory
Studies. Memory Studies, 16, 6, 1399-1406.

Olson, Laura Ruth (2023): Internet Usage, You-
Tube, and Conspiracy Mindedness in the United
States. Lingue Culture Mediazioni - Languages
Cultures Mediation, 10, 2, 175-199.

Oswald, Lisa (2024): More than News! Mapping
the Deliberative Potential of a Political Online
Ecosystem with Digital Trace Data. Humanities and
Social Sciences Communications, 11, 1, 1-16.

Papacharissi, Zizi (2009): The Virtual Sphere
2.0: The Internet, the Public Sphere, and Beyond.
In: Chadwick, Andrew & Philip N. Howard (eds.):
Routledge Handbook of Internet Politics. New York,
Routledge, 230-245.

Pariser, Eli (2011): The Filter Bubble: What the
Internet Is Hiding from You. New York, Penguin
Press.

Parkinson, John & Jane Mansbridge (eds.) (2012):
Deliberative Systems: Deliberative Democracy at
the Large Scale. Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press.

Pavlakovi¢, Vjeran (2020): Memory Politics in
the Former Yugoslavia. Rocznik Instytutu Europy
Srodkowo-Wschodniej, 18, 2, 9-32.

Pavlakovi¢, Vjeran & Davor Paukovi¢ (eds.)
(2019): Framing the Nation and Collective Identi-
ties: Political Rituals and Cultural Memory of the
Twentieth-Century Traumas in Croatia. London,
Routledge.

181

Pentzold, Christian, Lohmeier, Christine & Thomas
Birkner (2023): Communicative Remembering: Revis-
iting a Basic Mnemonic Concept. Memory, Mind &
Media, 2, €9, 1-15.

Pshenychnykh, Anastasiya, Pfoser, Alena & Sabina
Mihelj (2024): When Monument Battles Go Digital:
Russian—Ukrainian Conflicts over Material Heritage
on Telegram. Social Media + Society, 10.

Pusnik, Marusa (2017): Media Memorial Discours-
es and Memory Struggles in Slovenia: Transforming
Memories of the Second World War and Yugoslavia.
Memory Studies, 12, 4, 433-450.

Renan, Ernest (1882/1990): What Is a Nation? In:
Bhabha, Homi K. (ed.): Nation and Narration. Lon-
don, Routledge, 8-22.

Reuters (2025): After Years of Waiting, Is-
rael’s Netanyahu Finally Makes His Move on Iran.
Reuters, 13 June. https://www.reuters.com/world/
middle-east/after-years-waiting-israels-netanyahu-
finally-makes-his-move-iran-2025-06-13/ (last ac-
cess: 2026-06-16).

Richardson-Little, Ned, Merrill, Samuel & Leah Ar-
laud (2022): Far-Right Anniversary Politics and Social
Media: The Alternative for Germany’s Contestation of
the East German Past on Twitter. Memory Studies, 15,
6, 1360-1377.

Ricoeur, Paul (2004): Memory, History, Forgetting.
Translated by Kathleen Blamey and David Pellauer.
Chicago, University of Chicago Press.

Robinson, Jessica Yarin (2022): George Floyd
and Cosmopolitan Memory Formation in Online
Networks: A Report from Northern Europe. Mediter-
ranean Journal of Communication, 13, 2, 185-199.

Rutten, Ellen, Fedor, Julie & Vera Zvereva (eds.)
(2013): Memory, Conflict and New Media: Web Wars
in Post-Socialist States. London, Routledge.

Schmidt, Vivien & Matthew Wood (2019): Con-
ceptualizing Throughput Legitimacy: Procedural
Mechanisms of Accountability, Transparency, Inclu-
siveness and Openness in EU Governance. Public
Administration, 97, 4, 727-740.

Schmidtke, Oliver (2023): Competing Historical
Narratives: Memory Politics, Identity, and Democracy
in Germany and Poland. Social Sciences, 12, 7, 391.

Schneiderhan, Erik & Shamus Khan (2018): De-
liberation in Sociology. In: Bachtiger, André, Dryzek,
John S., Mansbridge, Jane & Mark E. Warren (eds.):
The Oxford Handbook of Deliberative Democracy.
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 572-583.

Silvestri, Lisa (2018): Memeingful Memories and
the Art of Resistance. New Media & Society, 20,
3997-4016.

Smith, Anthony D. (1991): National Identity.
Reno, University of Nevada Press.

Smrdelj, Rok (2024): Who Sets the Agenda in the
Hybrid Media Sphere? Annales, Series Historia et
Sociologia, 34, 4, 383-398.



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 36 - 2026 - 2

Marjan HORVAT: FROM MEMORY REGIMES TO DISCURSIVE MODES: A THEORY-DRIVEN FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING CULTURAL MEMORY IN HYBRID ..., 163-182

Smrdelj, Rok & Mojca Pajnik (2025): Enhancing
the Hybrid Media System Model: The Role of Criti-
cal Theory in Media and Communication Research.
European Journal of Communication, 40, 1, 55-69.

Splichal, Slavko (2024): The Rise of Contrac-
tual Publics: Conceptual Crisis and the Tech-Driven
Siege of the Public Sphere. Javnost — The Public, 31,
1, 1-25.

Strombom, Lisa, Bramsen, Isabel & Anne Lene
Stein (2022): Agonistic Peace Agreements? Ana-
lytical Tools and Dilemmas. Review of International
Studies, 48, 4, 689-704.

Sirok, Kaja (2012): Kolektivni spomin, pri¢evalec
in zgodovina: diskurzivne konstrukcije preteklosti.
Acta Histriae, 20, 1-2, 137-150.

Toomey, Michael (2018): History, Nationalism
and Democracy: Myth and Narrative in Viktor Or-
ban’s “llliberal Hungary”. New Perspectives, 26, 1,
1-16.

Tornberg, Petter (2018): Echo Chambers and
Viral Misinformation: Modeling Fake News as Com-
plex Contagion. PLOS ONE, 13, 9, e0203958.

Tratnik, Polona (2021): Vloga popularne kulture
in oglasevanja v kulturi spominjanja: grajenje ju-
goslovanske nacije in zamisljanje slovenske drzave.
Acta Histriae, 29, 1, 159-190.

van der Beek, Matthijs (2020): Israel’s Holocaust
Analogy towards Iran’s Nuclear Program: An Analy-
sis of Benjamin Netanyahu’s Political Speeches,
2009-2015. Working paper. https://www.academia.
edu/43194933 (last access: 2026-06-16).

Van Dijck, José (2007): Mediated Memories in the
Digital Age. Stanford, CA, Stanford University Press.

Verovsek, Peter J. (2021): Memory and the Future
of Europe: Rupture and Integration in the Wake of
Total War. Manchester, Manchester University Press.

Willaert, Tom & Eckehard Olbrich (2024): Social
Media and the Public Sphere: An Empirically-
Informed Taxonomy of Platform Affordances. SoMe-
4Dem Project Deliverable D4.1. https://files-www.
mis.mpg.de/mpi-typo3/SoMe4Dem/Deliverables/
D4.1_V2.pdf (last access: 2026-06-16).

Winter, Jay (2008): Sites of Memory and the
Shadow of War. In: Erll, Astrid & Ansgar Niinning
(eds.): Cultural Memory Studies: An International
and Interdisciplinary Handbook. Berlin, Walter de
Gruyter, 61-76.

Wodak, Ruth & John E. Richardson (eds.) (2013):
Analyzing Fascist Discourse: European Fascism in
Talk and Text. London, Routledge.

Wiistenberg, Jenny (2023): Memory and Democ-
racy: A Complex Relationship. Observing Memories,
7. European Observatory on Memories.

Yasseri, Taha, Gildersleve, Patrick & Lea David
(2022): Collective Memory in the Digital Age. In:
O’Mara, Shane M. (ed.): Collective Memory. Pro-
gress in Brain Research, 274. Amsterdam, Elsevier,
203-226.

Zannettou, Savvas, Finkelstein, Joel, Bradlyn,
Barry & Jeremy Blackburn (2020): A Quantitative
Approach to Understanding Online Antisemitism.
Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference
on Web and Social Media, 14, 786-797.

Zerubavel, Eviatar (2003): Time Maps: Collective
Memory and the Social Shape of the Past. Chicago,
University of Chicago Press.

Zubrzycki, Geneviéve & Anna Wozny (2020): The
Comparative Politics of Collective Memory. Annual
Review of Sociology, 46, 175-194.

182



