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ABSTRACT

The article examines agonistic engagement in debates on the Giorno del ricordo in Italy and Slovenia 
across three communication environments: X, online news, and survey responses. Drawing on agonistic 
memory theory and discourse-quality indicators, it analyses how contested memories are articulated as an-
tagonistic, agonistic, or deliberation-compatible discourse. The findings show that X is dominated by conflict 
and contains little agonistic engagement, whereas Slovenian online news displays stronger agonistic framing 
than Italian news. Survey responses reveal a gap between respondents’ declared support for plural, respectful 
debate and the more antagonistic dynamics of social media.

Keywords: agonistic memory, memory politics, Giorno del ricordo, Italy, Slovenia, X, online news, contested 
memories

IMPEGNO AGONISTICO NELLA POLITICA DELLA MEMORIA: ARENE MEDIATICHE, 
ORIENTAMENTI NORMATIVI E DIBATTITI SUL GIORNO DEL RICORDO IN ITALIA E SLOVENIA

SINTESI

L’articolo analizza l’impegno agonistico nei dibattiti sul Giorno del ricordo in Italia e Slovenia attraverso 
tre ambienti comunicativi: X, notizie online e risposte a un questionario. Basandosi sulla teoria della memoria 
agonistica e su indicatori della qualità del discorso, esamina come memorie contese vengano articolate in forme 
antagonistiche, agonistiche o compatibili con la deliberazione. I risultati mostrano che X è dominato dal conflit-
to e presenta scarso agonismo, mentre le notizie online slovene mostrano un inquadramento più agonistico di 
quelle italiane. Il questionario evidenzia uno scarto tra norme dichiarate e pratiche digitali.

Parole chiave: memoria agonistica, politica della memoria, Giorno del ricordo, Italia, Slovenia, X, notizie online, 
memorie contese
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INTRODUCTION

The Second World War left a wide range of 
long-term impact on Europe and around the world, 
continuing to shape politics, social relations, and 
everyday life.1 This has generated extensive research 
on cultures of remembrance (Assmann, 2011; Olick, 
2007), particularly on conflicting memories that per-
sist within and across communities as a consequence 
of wartime divisions and complex post-war dynamics 
(Verovšek, 2021; Wüstenberg, 2017). Conflicting nar-
ratives continue to coexist, periodically reactivated by 
political contestation and historiographical disputes. 
Historical, social, and political factors condition 
whether such divisions are gradually mitigated or 
further entrenched. These struggles can be understood 
as competition among social groups over what “really 
happened” (the contested past; cf. Hodgkin & Rad-
stone, 2003), where interpretations of the past carry 
strategic, political, and ethical implications.

A particularly salient example is the Giorno del 
ricordo, a national memorial day in Italy commemo-
rated on 10 February since 2004. On this day, Italy 
commemorates victims of the so-called foibe killings 
(mass killings by the Yugoslav army after the liberation 
of Trieste in 1945) and the Istrian-Dalmatian exodus, 
which led to the emigration of about 220,000 to 
270,000 (cf. D’Alessio, 2012, 295) Italians from Yu-
goslavia after the war. The commemoration remains 
among the most discussed sites of remembrance in 
Italy and in the Italo-Slovenian borderland (cf. Pagella 
politica, 2020; 2021; 2022).

Within this article, we adopt the agonistic memory 
approach as a framework with which to analyse con-
tested commemorations. The broader theoretical 
basis for this approach has been developed elsewhere 
through a framework that shifts attention from mem-
ory regimes to discursive modes of memory (Horvat, 
2026). This article builds on that conceptual frame-
work by operationalising agonistic engagement for 
the empirical analysis of the Giorno del ricordo across 
different communicative arenas. Following Mouffe 
(1999; 2013), we distinguish between two modes of 
political conflict. In antagonism, opponents are con-
structed as enemies to be excluded and delegitimised. 
In agonism, by contrast, opponents remain legitimate 

1	  The authors acknowledge funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe programme under grant agreement ID 101094752: 
Social Media for Democracy (SoMe4Dem). Views and opinions expressed are however those of the authors only and do not ne-
cessarily reflect those of the European Union or Horizon Europe. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be 
held responsible for them. The article is also the result of the research project From Contested Memories towards Multidirectional 
Communities: a Case Study of the Italo-Slovenian Borderland (ARIS N6-0463) and research programme Practices of Dispute Re-
solution between Customary and Written Law in the Area of Present-day Slovenia and Neighbouring Countries (ARIS P6-0435), 
co-funded by the Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency (ARIS).

2	 By large-language-model-assisted techniques (LLM-assisted techniques), we refer to the use of a generative language model to support the 
systematic annotation of textual data according to predefined coding schemes. More specifically, we used an LLM to classify X posts and 
online news articles on the basis of theoretically derived indicators. The coding procedure was validated against expert-coded samples, 
as described in the methodology section.

adversaries within a shared democratic horizon. In 
contested memory contexts, this approach enables 
us to treat polarised narratives not only as sources of 
division but also as potential resources for democratic 
engagement. This perspective has been further devel-
oped in agonistic memory studies (cf. Bull & Hansen, 
2016; Berger & Kansteiner, 2021).

Despite the expanding literature on agonistic 
memory and digitally mediated memory conflicts, 
we still lack systematic, comparative evidence on 
how agonistic engagement is actually articulated 
across different media arenas. Much of the existing 
work either remains primarily normative, specifying 
what agonistic remembrance should look like, or ex-
amines single arenas in isolation, for example social 
media or journalistic discourse. In addition, empirical 
studies rarely connect mediated patterns to broader 
public normative orientations. Our study addresses 
these gaps by operationalising agonistic engagement 
through transparent indicator sets and rule-based 
typologies across X and online news, and by bench-
marking these mediated patterns against citizens’ 
normative orientations measured in a cross-national 
non-structured survey.

Building on this conceptual framework, our re-
search takes a step further by combining the theoretical 
contribution of agonistic memory with computational 
methods to systematically examine how contested 
memories are articulated in both traditional and online 
arenas. Rather than treating agonism as a purely nor-
mative ideal, we approach it as an empirical phenom-
enon that can be identified, described, and compared 
across media environments. We use a combination of 
LLM-assisted techniques2 to detect and map agonistic 
elements in a large corpus of online news articles and 
X posts about the Giorno del ricordo in Slovenia and 
Italy. This includes detecting and comparing agonistic 
cues in X posts and in online news reporting. Finally, 
we complement these analyses with a survey capturing 
citizens’ orientations toward key agonistic principles, 
aligned with our indicator frameworks. This triangula-
tion of methods allows us to assess not only where 
agonistic engagement emerges in mediated discourse, 
but also how it relates to broader public dispositions. 
We operationalise these aims in two research questions 
outlined below.
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RQ1: To what extent do debates about the Giorno 
del ricordo contain agonistic engagement, and how 
does this vary across X and online news in Slovenia 
and Italy?

To address RQ1, we provide a corpus-level map-
ping of agonistic engagement across both media 
arenas and countries by applying the rule-based 
typologies specified in Table 1 (X discourse types) 
and Table 2 (news profiles). On X, each post is coded 
on six binary indicators (conflict, incivility, respect, 
reciprocity, justification, constructiveness) and then 
assigned to a single discourse type using the decision 
rules in Table 1, separating antagonistic escalation 
(uncivil conflict) from non-antagonistic conflict, weak 
agonism, agonism with deliberative cues, agonism 
with constructiveness, and non-conflictual civil 
communication. In online news, each text is coded 
on four framing markers (G1–G4) and assigned to a 
single profile in Table 2, distinguishing non-agonistic/
descriptive coverage from procedural-only neutrality, 
core agonism (legitimation of the opponent), stronger 
agonistic profiles combining plurality and/or bridging, 
and strong agonism (all markers present). 

RQ2: How are memory-related discourses on the 
Giorno del ricordo shaped by the affordances, audi-
ences, and normative expectations of different com-
munication environments in Slovenia and Italy?

To address RQ2, we triangulate the media-based 
typology results with survey measures of respond-
ents’ normative orientations (cf. Table 3 and Table 
4). Particular attention was paid to the presence 
and proportion of agonistic discourse, in order to 
evaluate the agonistic potential of each communi-
cation environment (news articles, social media/X, 
survey). This facilitates an assessment of how actors 
adapt their modes of engagement and argumenta-
tion to specific (media) contexts. By comparing the 
Italian and Slovenian national contexts, we identify 
similarities and differences in agonistic attitudes 
toward the Giorno del ricordo and assess how na-
tional frameworks influence the public performance 
of memory politics. 

HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The Giorno del ricordo and political polarisation

After the Second World War, Fascist veterans in 
the postwar Italian democratic republic were free 
to narrate their war experiences but were marginal-
ised by the prevailing anti-fascist rhetoric of public 
discourse (D’Alessio, 2012, 303). This had the 
paradoxical effect of leaving largely unaddressed 
Italian responsibility for what occurred during the 

3	 For details on Giorno del ricordo and the relationship between public discourse and history cf. Orlić (2015).

Second World War, as observed by historian Vanni 
D’Alessio (2012, 303), that raising the role of fas-
cism in Italy “would probably have had the effect to 
reconsider the Italian responsibilities in the Second 
World War, the question of Italian aggression on 
Yugoslavia, and the case of unprosecuted Italian 
war criminals”. This omission has had a lasting im-
pact on the perception of fascism in contemporary 
Italy. Filippo Focardi (2016), one of Italy’s leading 
experts on cultural memory of the Second World 
War and (anti)fascism, observes that after decades 
of a political “war of memory” marked by clashes 
and mediation, Italian public memory has become 
“self-centred, victimising and auto-celebratory” 
(Focardi, 2016, 193).

Until the 1990s, the historical narrative and 
public discourse mostly omitted the events related 
to the end of the Second World War in the border-
land region of Venezia Giulia. Due to the need to 
maintain good relations with neighbouring Yugo-
slavia, these events – especially the mass killings 
(foibe) and the Istrian exodus – did not emerge in 
the historiographical narrative and public discourse 
until the collapse of Yugoslavia. However, after the 
dissolution of Yugoslavia in the 1990s, the memory 
of those events occupied an increasingly prominent 
position in Italian public debate. In the space of two 
decades, an episode that had previously played a 
marginal role in Italy’s wartime history, was trans-
formed into a central national myth, increasingly 
placed alongside the memory of the Shoah (Tenca 
Montini, 2014; Knittel, 2015; Gobetti, 2021). Revi-
sionist attempts, mainly on the part of the political 
right, have sought to portray the foibe as a forgotten 
episode in Italian history, the memory of which had 
been suppressed in the postwar period by the Com-
munists (cf. Ballinger, 2000; 2004). At the discursive 
level, the Italian political right in particular, often 
frames the foibe as a symbol of national victim-
hood. As argued by Tenca Montini, the narrative is 
based on a limited range of simple assertions: (1) 
the total innocence of the victims, killed simply for 
their loyalty to their national group, (2) the brutality 
of the executioners and a supposed (3) forty-year 
“conspiracy of silence”, which now justifies the ex-
posure of the topic (Tenca Montini, 2014, 183–184).

In response, some intellectuals and politicians 
from the moderate left initially placed blame on 
their own side for the “silence”. As such, we can 
understand the circumstances that facilitated the 
proclamation of the Giorno del ricordo in 2004.3 
As Tenca Montini (2014, 183) argues, recognition 
of the mass killings allowed the left to distance 
itself from the Communist legacy and to reject ac-
cusations traditionally levelled at communists of 
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“national nihilism.” In fact, the law proclaiming the 
Giorno del ricordo was passed with an overwhelm-
ing parliamentary majority of 502 votes, opposed 
only by the Partito della Rifondazione Comunista 
(PRC) and Partito dei Comunisti Italiani (PdCI), i.e. 
the successors of the historical Communist Party 
of Italy. 

The National Memorial Day is held annually on 
February 10. The date chosen is no coincidence: it 
marks the signing of the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, 
by which Italy ceded most of Istria and parts of the 
Slovene-populated Littoral region to Yugoslavia, while 
the Free Territory of Trieste was created as a separate 
entity. This date thus symbolises both the end of Ital-
ian rule in large parts of the eastern Adriatic territories 
and the beginning of the mass exodus of a significant 
portion of their Italian-speaking population (partly 
regulated through the legal mechanism of the so-
called “option” for Italian citizenship established by 
the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, cf. Kosmač, 2015; 2017). 
Consequently, the Giorno del ricordo quickly evolved 
from a national into a transnational issue, as it directly 
concerns the Italo-Slovenian-Croatian borderlands, 
a region historically characterised by ethnically and 
linguistically mixed communities.4 Yet the Slovenian 
government rarely launches an official protest regard-
ing the narrative around the Giorno del ricordo, which 
openly criminalises the Yugoslav partisan liberation 
struggle and especially the Slovenian Partisans. How-
ever, events surrounding the Giorno del ricordo and 
media reports thereof have a direct impact on the lives 
of the Slovenian minority in Italy. This includes the 
fact that the central memorial site, declared a national 
monument in 1992, is the site of an annual national 
ceremony on the Giorno del ricordo at the memorial 
Foiba of Basovizza, located in Basovizza, a borderland 
village near Trieste largely populated by the Slovenian 
minority. In parallel to the general debate on the suit-
ability of the site, which has been ongoing for years, 
another notable fact is that just a distance of one km 
from the foiba memorial stands another monument, 
this one commemorating the “heroes of Bazovica” – 
Slovenians, who were executed by the fascist militia on 
September 6, 1930, after the First Trieste Trial (cf. Dato, 
2010). They are considered a symbol of opposition and 
resistance to the fascist regime and September 6 is still 
today the most important day of remembrance of the 
Slovenian minority in Italy.

Over the past twenty years, debates around the 
Giorno del ricordo have grown increasingly polar-
ised, especially in the Italian public sphere. As An-
drea Enrici explains, “[w]hile Il Giorno del Ricordo 
was initially introduced as a day of remembrance for 

4	 For a discussion of the region’s historical complexity and cultural hybridity, particularly in the post-Second World War period and 
in relation to the Istrian exodus, cf. Hrobat Virloget (2015). For more details on contested (collective) memories in Italo-Slovenian 
borderland cf. Širok (2010; 2012a; 2012b; 2012c), Cattunar (2012; 2014) and Klabjan (2012; 2017).

innocent victims, it has, over time, been shaped by 
a political agenda that decontextualises the violence 
committed by Tito’s partisans.” As he continues, por-
traying Yugoslav partisans as war criminals has been 
instrumental in criminalising the Resistance itself, 
with a clear goal of discrediting the Italian partisans 
(Enrici, 2025). According to the historian Eric Gobetti, 
the debate around the Giorno del ricordo has been 
placed in a much broader context of a long-term at-
tempt to rehabilitate fascism, conveying the image of 
a fascism with a ‘human face’ (cf. Gobetti, 2025). On 
the other hand, some left-wing political parties and 
their representatives express criticism of the way the 
Day of Remembrance is celebrated, emphasising the 
need for a more comprehensive historical context and 
warning of the danger of the political instrumentalisa-
tion of this day. Strong opposition about events related 
to the day is expressed in particular by the bearers of 
anti-fascist memory and narrative in Italy – the Na-
tional Association of Italian Partisans (Associazione 
Nazionale Partigiani d’Italia – ANPI). Each year, this 
creates a sharp polarisation in opinions toward the 
Giorno del ricordo in the public sphere.

While most scholarship has focused on discursive 
and historiographical debates (Pirjevec, 2009; Gobetti, 
2021), limited research has analysed the social media 
debates. A notable exception is Pagella Politica’s moni-
toring of politicians’ social media activity between 
2020 and 2022 on two days of remembrance: Giorno 
della Memoria (Holocaust Remembrance Day, January 
27) and Giorno del ricordo (February 10) (cf. Pagella 
politica, 2020; 2021; 2022). The analysis showed that, 
in general, right-oriented politicians are much more 
engaged on social networks than other politicians on 
the Giorno del ricordo, compared to the Holocaust Re-
membrance Day. Engagement levels fluctuated due to 
political dynamics and the Covid-19 pandemic, but the 
findings suggest that the commemoration is particularly 
amplified within right-wing digital discourse.

The Giorno del ricordo illustrates how contested 
memories of the Second World War continue to fuel 
political and social polarisation in both Italy and the 
Italo-Slovenian borderland. Previous scholarship has 
highlighted the transformation of the events into a 
powerful national myth, the political instrumentalisa-
tion of remembrance, and the persistent silencing of 
alternative perspectives, while recent monitoring of 
online debates points to their amplification in the 
digital spheres. Yet relatively little attention has been 
paid to how such conflicts unfold across different me-
dia environments or how polarised narratives might 
nevertheless contain agonistic elements of recogni-
tion and openness. 
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Agonism as discursive mode: From theory to 
operationalisation

Building on the case outlined above, we treat 
the Giorno del ricordo as an instance of contested 
memory. Rawski (2024, 1) defines this type of mem-
ory as “any dispute over the legitimacy of specific 
sets of meanings and symbols related to significant 
events of the past, which play an important role in 
identity-formation for more than one social group 
in the present.” In such disputes, the analytical 
object is not only historical reference or accuracy 
per se, but the public struggle over interpretations, 
symbols, and claims of responsibility within the 
shared political space (Meyer, 2008).

In such settings, where identities, moral claims 
and competitive notions of victimhood are at stake, 
the public discourse is often antagonistic. Antago-
nistic memory is typically marked by binary opposi-
tions, competitive victimhood, and moral exclusion 
of the other side (Berger & Kansteiner, 2021), and 
this mode of discussion can often be amplified by 
digital media dynamics such as selective exposure, 
echo chambers, and toxic polarisation (Törnberg, 
2022). An agonistic approach, advanced in particu-
lar by Bull & Hansen (2016), offers a productive 
alternative to antagonism by distinguishing adver-
saries from enemies and by recognising conflict as 
a legitimate form of democratic contestation rather 
than a pathology to be eliminated (Mouffe, 1999; 
2013). Applied to memory politics, this perspective 
suggests that competing interpretations of the past 
are not necessarily destructive; under certain condi-
tions, they can constitute arenas of plural coexist-
ence in which disagreement is publicly articulated 
without enforcing closure. In this context, there 
has been an increasing body of research on how to 
employ an agonistic approach in memory debates 
(Berger & Kansteiner, 2021), for instance by linking 
oral history and agonistic memory to the contested 
past (Reynolds, 2021), through specific case studies 
on how to deal with the past (Castro de Azevedo, 
2025) or with contentious heritage (Deufel, 2017; 
Kisić, 2021). 

The central analytical question is not whether 
memory conflicts will disappear, but whether they 
are structured as antagonistic struggles or as agonistic 
contests among legitimate opponents. In this sense, 
Bull and Hansen specify how remembering can be 
organised so that conflict remains democratically 
productive. They outline four features of agonistic 
remembering: (i) resisting reductive “good versus 
evil” binaries by situating wrongdoing in specific his-
torical 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 regarding 
empathy as an initial step toward forms of remem-
brance that foster critical understanding, while also 
acknowledging the legitimacy of civic and political 
passions; and (iv) reconstructing historical context 
and struggle by tracing the socio-political dynamics 
and narrative formations through which mass crimes 
are perpetrated (Bull & Hansen, 2016, 10).

Bull & Hansen (2016) developed this catego-
risation within memory studies. However, to link 
agonistic memory with the domain of political sci-
ence and to analyse how debates about contested 
commemoration are conducted across online and 
offline arenas, a broader approach is useful, one 
that foregrounds interactional quality and commu-
nicative practices. For this purpose, we draw on a 
deliberative-democratic framework as a measure-
ment toolkit for observable interactional cues. It 
should be noted that, referencing Habermas’s delib-
erative model of the public sphere, Bull and Hansen 
argue that a deliberative approach to memory risks 
the silencing of dissensus and conflict, since con-
sensus-building can underestimate the importance 
of affect, identity, and antagonism in the political 
realm, whereas agonistic memory “does not aim to 
overcome conflict but to make it productive” (Bull 
& Hansen, 2016, 30). 

However, this does not mean that deliberative-
democratic approaches are irrelevant for the 
empirical study of contested memory. As argued 
elsewhere (Horvat, 2026), at the level of discourse 
quality, deliberative-democratic methods that focus 
on procedural features and are operationalised 
through Discourse Quality Index indicators can 
be productively adapted to contested memory 
debates. In our approach, agonism is treated as 
one discursive mode alongside antagonistic and 
deliberative modes, and can be measured through 
observable signals. This allows us to move beyond 
the binary of “enemy” versus “adversary” by 
identifying and measuring specific moves that ac-
knowledge disagreement while sustaining minimal 
mutual recognition, such as respectful engage-
ment, reciprocity, reason-giving, and constructive 
orientation. In other words, combining an agonistic 
lens with deliberative quality markers helps us 
identify discursive “bridges” across deep divisions, 
a move through which conflict becomes manage-
able without eliminating disagreement (Bächtiger & 
Dryzek, 2024), and a transformative moment that 
enables communication across divides. Identifying 
such moments resonates with micro-analytical ap-
proaches that study shifts between low- and high-
quality interaction in divided settings (cf. Steiner 
et al., 2017). In contested memory politics, these 
are particularly important as they represent rare but 
meaningful instances in which polarisation does 
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not merely reproduce itself, but generates openings 
for recognition, pluralism, and constructive contes-
tation. Importantly, we operationalise the distinc-
tion between agonistic memory through specific 
markers: agonistic engagement is captured primar-
ily through pluralising, de-polarising remembrance 
(e.g., acknowledging multi-sided suffering, resisting 
instrumentalisation) that keeps the contestation “in 
play” while sustaining mutual respect.  

To examine agonistic potential across the full corpus, 
we translate the above concepts into comparable em-
pirical signals across three data sources. On X, we focus 
on the communicative conditions under which conflict 
becomes compatible with agonistic engagement. This 
part of the framework draws on established deliberative 
democracy indicators (Steenbergen et al., 2003; Bächti-
ger et al., 2009), as well as work on identifying conflict 
in online political communication (Canute et al., 2023). 
For the operationalisation of deliberative-quality signals 
on X, we rely on the Corpus for the Linguistic Analysis 
of Political Talk ONline (CLAPTON), which provides a 
framework for capturing features such as constructive-
ness, justification, relevance, reciprocity, empathy, and 
incivility in political discussions (Jaidka, 2022). We 
adapt and tailor this coding scheme to the specificities 
of the Giorno del ricordo debates in our datasets.

For online news, we apply a specific agonism-
focused coding scheme that captures whether texts 
present opposing positions as legitimate and whether 
they introduce plural perspectives and bridge-building 
frames. Here, agonism is approximated less through 
conversational exchange and more through framing 
practices that either reinforce binary delegitimation or 
open space for adversarial coexistence.

Finally, we complement these indicator-based 
measures with a survey capturing respondents’ norma-
tive orientations toward key agonistic principles, such 
as willingness to listen to those who disagree, tolerance 
for plural interpretations, acknowledgement of others’ 
suffering, and preferences for common ground and so-
lution-oriented discussion. By aligning these normative 
orientations with observable patterns, identified through 
our measures on X and online articles, we assess how 
mediated practices relate to broader dialogical disposi-
tions of the public in Slovenia and Italy.

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Data and corpora

We analyse debates on the Giorno del ricordo in 
Slovenia and Italy using two media corpora, X posts 
and online news articles, collected for the period from 
2022 to 2024, complemented by a cross-national survey 

5	 Italian keywords: Giorno del ricordo, foibe, esodo, esuli, 10 febbraio, Basovizza, monumento di Basovizza; Slovene keywords: 
Dan spomina na fojbe, fojbe, eksodus, ezuli, 10. februar, Bazovica, šoht, bazoviški šoht.

(December 2025–February 2026). This section describes 
sampling, time windows, inclusion criteria, and basic 
corpus statistics.

We collected X posts using Zeeschuimer v1.11.3 
(2024), a browser extension developed by the Digital 
Methods Initiative that captures items visible in the 
platform’s public web interface for research purposes. 
We queried conceptually equivalent, event-related 
keywords in Italian and Slovene.5 For each year from 
2022 to 2024, we collected all posts returned by the 
tool that matched the keyword queries and were pub-
lished within a 20-day window (ten days before and 
ten days after the commemoration date). The result-
ing corpus is highly imbalanced, comprising 23,389 
Italian posts and 198 Slovene posts; we therefore 
interpret cross-national comparisons for X as primar-
ily descriptive and treat estimates for Slovenia with 
caution due to the small N (and avoid fine-grained 
breakdowns for the Slovene X subset).

We collected online news articles using Media Cloud, 
applying the same event-related keyword logic for each 
year from 2022 to 2024. Because Media Cloud coverage 
of Slovenian outlets is limited and the Slovenian news 
corpus is comparatively small, we complemented the 
Media Cloud dataset with an additional set of Slovenian 
articles gathered manually from publicly accessible on-
line sources. Manual collection followed a documented 
protocol: we searched outlet archives and the open 
web using the keywords and removed duplicates across 
sources. The final news corpus comprised 1,390 Italian 
articles and 148 Slovene articles.

The cross-national survey was designed by the 
members of the research group. It was designed in 
the open-source tool 1KA, which provides an online 
survey service. The link to the survey was shared 
on social media (Facebook, Instagram) and through 
private correspondence on the part of researchers 
(e-mail, etc.). The survey was active from December 
16, 2025, to February 3, 2026. To support cross-
national comparability, the survey was available in 
two equivalent translations (Slovenian and Italian), 
with respondents choosing their preferred language. 
The survey was fully completed by 68 respondents 
(22% of all those who accessed the questionnaire). 
In this article, we analysed 42 responses from those 
who chose Italian as their mother tongue and 22 
responses from respondents who chose Slovenian 
as their mother tongue. The remaining completed 
responses were excluded from the language-based 
comparison because respondents either reported 
another mother tongue or did not provide this in-
formation. The subsample included 37 women and 
27 men. Among respondents who provided a us-
able age response, the average age was 43.6 years, 
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with an age range from 19 to 74 years. Age was 
calculated by treating four-digit responses as year of 
birth and two-digit responses as reported age, while 
non-responses and “I do not know” answers were 
excluded. The Italian-mother-tongue group included 
23 women and 19 men, with an average age of 42.6 
years among valid age responses. The Slovenian-
mother-tongue group included 14 women and 8 
men, with an average age of 45.3 years among valid 
age responses. Regarding educational attainment, 
of those who answered, 48 respondents, or 75.0% 
reported university-level education or higher, while 
16 respondents, or 25.0%, reported secondary edu-
cation as their highest completed level.6 

Indicators and typology of agonistic categories: X

X posts were coded with a multi-label scheme in 
which each indicator is evaluated independently as a 
binary variable. Our coding scheme draws on DQI-
inspired discourse-quality indicators (Steenbergen et al., 
2003; Bächtiger et al., 2009) and related frameworks for 
online political discourse (Jaidka, 2022), and adds an 
explicit Conflict indicator to distinguish disagreement-
oriented posts from descriptive or commemorative 
content. In total, the scheme includes eight indica-
tors: Conflict, Incivility, Respectfulness, Reciprocity, 
two Constructiveness subtypes (Common ground and 
Solutions/Next steps), and two Justification subtypes 
(Justification–Reason and Justification–Personal experi-

6	 To consult the entire questionnaire, cf. Koražija et al. (2026). 
7	 The full annotated dataset (including all indicators and subtypes) is available in Koražija et al. (2026).

ence). During prompt development and validation, the 
original Constructiveness indicator proved both con-
ceptually too broad and the weakest-performing item in 
the X scheme. We therefore replaced it with two more 
specific indicators, Common ground and Solutions/
Next steps. For typology assignment, we use a binary 
Constructiveness flag coded 1 if either Common ground 
and/or Solutions/Next steps is present, and we collapse 
the two justification subtypes into a single binary indica-
tor, Justification (coded 1 if Justification–Reason and/or 
Justification–Personal experience is present). We retain 
the subtype labels for descriptive analyses.7 

Each post was then assigned to one discourse 
type using the decision rules in Table 1, following 
the DQI-based discourse-typology approach pro-
posed by Bächtiger et al. (2009). Non-conflictual 
and civil (e.g., informative) includes posts that 
are non-conflictual and civil, but do not display 
deliberative cues (e.g., announcements, reporting, 
or descriptive commemoration-related content). 
Antagonistic conflict includes posts that contain 
uncivil expressions (insults, slurs, degrading stereo-
types, or threats), irrespective of whether they also 
contain justification, reciprocity, or constructive 
elements (i.e., incivility takes precedence). Non-
antagonistic conflict captures conflictual posts that 
are civil but not respectful (i.e., no incivility, yet 
no minimal recognition of the other side), such 
as critique or blame expressed without explicit 
acknowledgment of the legitimacy of the opposing 

Table 1: Rule-based typology for assigning each X post to a single discourse label based on six binary indicators 
(Conflict, Uncivil, Respect, Reciprocity, Constructiveness, Justification). “x” denotes either 0 or 1, because the final 
assignment is determined by the precedence and the extra-condition rules.

Conflict Uncivil Respect Reciprocity Constructive Justification Label Extra condition / rule

0 0 x x x x Non-conflictual 
(e.g., informative)

Respectful, Reciprocity, 
Constructiveness AND 
Justification = 0 OR 1

x 1 x x x x Antagonistic 
conflict

Uncivil = 1 overrides 
everything

1 0 0 x x x Non-antagonistic 
conflict

-

1 0 1 0 0 0 Agonism (weak) (= 101000)

1 0 1 x 1 x Agonism + 
Constructive 

(= 101x1x)

1 0 1 x 0 x Agonism + 
deliberation

(Reciprocity = 1 OR 
Justification = 1)

0 0 1 x x x Deliberation (Reciprocity = 1 OR 
Constructiveness = 1 OR 

Justification = 1)
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position. Agonism (weak) includes conflictual posts 
that maintain a respectful tone but contain no reci-
procity, constructiveness, or justification. Agonism 
+ constructiveness includes conflictual posts with a 
respectful tone that also contain explicit construc-
tive moves, such as proposing de-escalatory steps, 
suggesting dialogue-oriented practices, or articu-
lating common-ground remembrance. Agonism (+ 
deliberation) includes conflictual and respectful 
posts that additionally feature deliberative moves, 
such as reciprocity and/or explicit justification. 
Deliberation includes respectful, non-conflictual 
posts that nevertheless contain deliberative ele-
ments (reciprocity and/or justification) and/or 
constructive moves (e.g., proposals for dialogue or 
forward-looking steps).

Indicators and coding: news (G1–G4 agonism markers)

For online news, we apply an agonism-focused 
coding scheme capturing plural perspectives, le-
gitimation of opposing positions, bridge-building 
frames, and restrained style. This allows us to as-
sess how journalistic discourse frames contested 
memories as antagonistic boundary-drawing or as 
legitimate adversarial contestation (cf. Table 2). 

Each text was coded on four binary indicators, where 
1 indicates the presence of the feature and 0 indicates its 
absence. Recognition of plurality (G1) captures whether 
the text acknowledges the legitimacy of multiple posi-
tions, experiences, or memories. This includes explicit 
recognition that more than one side can have valid claims 
or that different historical or political experiences can 

8	 For the full coding scheme and the corresponding prompt cf. Koražija et al. (2026, Appendix A). 

coexist without being reduced to a single moral hierar-
chy. Legitimation of the opponent (G2) captures whether 
the text criticises an opponent while maintaining the 
opponent as a legitimate participant in the political or 
moral community. This indicator is treated as the core 
indicator of agonism in this framework because it op-
erationalises the key distinction between adversary and 
enemy (Mouffe, 1999). Bridging elements (G3) capture 
whether the text attempts to connect different traumas, 
values, or historical experiences. This includes rhetorical 
moves that link narratives across groups, acknowledge 
reciprocal suffering, or otherwise construct an explicit 
bridge between competing collective memories or iden-
tities. Restrained language (G4) captures whether the 
text avoids stereotypes, insults, and absolute generalisa-
tions, such as totalising expressions that portray one side 
as uniformly or inherently culpable. This indicator does 
not require explicit respect or agreement, but rather a 
restrained style of presentation.8 

Based on combinations of these indicators, texts 
were classified into the following categories. Strong 
agonism is defined as the joint presence of all four 
indicators, G1, G2, G3, and G4. This category 
represents texts that recognise plurality, legitimis-
ing the opponent, include bridging elements, and 
maintain restrained language. Core + X (no bridges) 
is defined as the presence of G2 together with at 
least one additional marker (G1 and/or G4), while 
explicitly lacking bridging elements (G3 = 0). 
This category captures texts centred on opponent 
legitimation with added pluralist and/or stylistic 
support, but without bridging moves across compet-
ing memories or identities. Because G2 is central, 

Table 2: Agonism markers and derived news profiles (G1–G4). Online news texts are coded on four binary indica-
tors capturing agonism-relevant framing: recognition of plurality (G1), legitimation of the opponent (G2), bridging 
elements (G3), and restrained language (G4), where 1 indicates presence and 0 absence. “x” denotes either 0 or 1, 
because the profile is determined by the defining condition(s) in each row.

G1 (Recognition of 
plurality)

G2 (Legitimation of the 
opponent)

G3 (Bridging 
elements)

G4 (Restrained 
language) Profile

0 0 0 0 No agonism / descriptive

0 0 0 1 Procedural-only neutrality (G4 only)

1 0 x x Non-core (G1 only; no opponent 
legitimation)

0 1 0 0 Core only (thin; G2 only)

x 1 0 x Core + X (G2 + at least one of G1 or G4; 
no bridges)

1 1 1 0 Strong core + bridges + plurality (without 
G4)

1 1 1 1 Strong agonism



235

Urška LAMPE et al.: AGONISTIC ENGAGEMENT IN MEMORY POLITICS: MEDIA ARENAS, NORMATIVE ORIENTATIONS, AND DEBATES ON THE ..., 227–246

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

this category represents a broad set of agonistic 
texts beyond the strongest form. Core only (thin) is 
defined as G2 only, without G1, G3, or G4. This 
captures minimal agonism in which the opponent 
is treated as legitimate, but there is no explicit 
recognition of plurality, bridging, or restrained lan-
guage beyond what is implied by G2. Strong core 
plus bridges plus plurality is defined as the pres-
ence of G1, G2, and G3 without G4. This category 
captures texts that perform a substantive bridging 
and plurality move while not meeting the restrained 
language criterion. Procedural only neutrality is 
defined as G4 only. This category captures texts 
that are restrained in style but do not show plurality 
recognition, opponent legitimation, or bridging. 
It reflects neutrality in tone rather than agonism 
in substance. No agonism / descriptive is defined 
as the absence of all four indicators, meaning G1, 
G2, G3, and G4 all equal to 0. These texts do not 
contain the features used to operationalise agonis-
tic discourse in this framework and are treated as 
descriptive or non-agonistic within this typology. 
This typology is designed to distinguish between 
different strengths and forms of agonism, anchored 
in the core requirement of opponent legitimation, 
and to separate these from texts that are stylistically 
restrained but not agonistic, and from texts with no 
agonistic features.

Survey comparability to indicators

We fielded a cross-national online survey to 
capture respondents’ normative orientations toward 
key agonistic principles. The responses were not 
treated as ground truth for discourse quality or as 
behavioural validation of platform indicators. In-
stead, survey measures served as a benchmark for 
locating norm–practice gaps between respondents’ 
orientations, observed interaction on X, and jour-
nalistic framing in online news.

For X, Table 3 maps platform indicators to con-
ceptually corresponding survey items. Conflict is 
approximated by the perceived legitimacy of clearly 
expressing disagreement (Q10), while Uncivil is 
benchmarked by tolerance of harsh or provocative 
language (Q11). Respect/Reciprocity is approximat-
ed by openness to listening to those who disagree 
(Q12), complemented by a reverse-coded closure 
item capturing unwillingness to discuss these events 
with certain individuals (Q3). For Justification, we 
align survey items on argument-based debate and 
fact-based discussion (Q15, Q13) with the broad 
reason-giving indicator used in the platform coding; 
any subtype distinctions in the platform data (e.g., 
reason, experience, links) are analysed separately. 
Finally, we disaggregate constructiveness into two 
analytically distinct components: CommonGround 

Table 3: Mapping between X discourse indicators and survey items. The table links platform-based indicators 
used to code X posts to conceptually corresponding survey questions capturing citizens’ normative orientations 
(used as a benchmark for norm–practice gaps rather than behavioural validation).

X indicator (practice) Survey item(s) (Q numbers) Measures in the survey

Conflict 
 (explicit disagreement / conflict)

Q10: “... important that I can clearly express 
disagreement when I think an interpretation is wrong.”

Legitimacy of expressing 
disagreement

Uncivil (incivility: harsh/abusive 
language, insults, slurs, threats, degrading 
stereotypes)

Q11: “Using harsher and provocative expressions ... is 
sometimes necessary ...”

Tolerance/acceptance of harsh 
language

Respect+Reciprocity (respectful 
engagement + recognition; listening/
responding/questions)

Q12: “For substantive debate it is important to listen to 
those who disagree.” + (reverse/closure proxy) Q3: “With 
some individuals it is impossible to discuss these events.”

Openness to dialogue / recognition-
oriented engagement (vs. exclusion/
closure)

Justification_reason 
(reason-giving / argument-based 
justification)

Q15: “Debates should be based on arguments and not 
on emotions.” Q13: “Debates are more constructive if 
based on verified facts.”

Justification norm (reason-giving)

Constructiveness / CommonGround  
(depolarising memory: recognising 
more than one side’s suffering; plural 
interpretations; inclusive remembrance / 
anti-instrumentalisation)

Q7: “Remember our victims while acknowledging 
others’ suffering.” Q4: “There are multiple 
interpretations of post-WWII events.” Q6: “Different 
interpretations of history can coexist.” Q8: “Public 
debate should show multiple perspectives.” Q18: “On 
this day we should also talk about suffering under 
Italian fascism.”

Norms of pluralism + mutual 
recognition + inclusive 
remembrance (“common ground”)

Constructiveness / SolutionsNextStep 
 (concrete peaceful steps: dialogue, 
education, commemorative practices, 
institutional steps)

Q14: “Debates are more constructive if they offer 
concrete proposals for joint reflection.” Q19: 
“Governments should form a new joint commission …”

Solutions orientation / willingness 
to take constructive next steps (incl. 
institutional measures)
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captures pluralist and inclusive remembrance 
through recognition of multiple interpretations 
and mutual suffering (Q4, Q6–Q8, Q18), whereas 
SolutionsNextStep captures support for concrete, 
peaceful next steps that can improve understanding 
or coexistence, including institutional measures 
(Q14, Q19). 

For online news, Table 4 maps the agonism 
markers (G1 to G4) to the closest survey items. Rec-
ognition of plurality in news (G1) is aligned with 
survey items capturing pluralism norms and support 
for multi-perspective public debate (Q4, Q6, Q8). 
Legitimation of the opponent (G2), the core agonism 
marker in our framework, is linked to respondents’ 
willingness to listen across disagreement and the 
reverse “closure” item indicating exclusionary 
attitudes (Q12 and Q3). Bridging elements (G3) 
correspond to norms of mutual acknowledgement 
and inclusive remembrance across groups (Q7 and 
Q18). Restrained language (G4) has no direct survey 
equivalent and is therefore not mapped.

Evaluation and robustness checks

To create ground truth data for evaluation and 
prompt development, we drew a random sample from 
the X and news-article corpora (N=200 and N=30, 
respectively), which were independently coded by 
two expert annotators. Inter-annotator agreement 
on the initial independent coding was moderate 
overall, with some indicators on the lower end, but 

9	 Several indicators are rare in our samples, producing highly skewed distributions (most items are coded 0, with relatively few 1s). Under 
such conditions, Cohen’s κ can be deflated despite high observed agreement, making κ alone potentially misleading (Zec et al., 2017). 
We therefore report Gwet’s AC1 alongside κ, as it is commonly regarded as less sensitive to imbalance-driven deflation and provides a 
more robust reliability estimate under such conditions (Gwet, 2014).

10	 Expert–expert inter-rater reliability (prior to adjudication). X posts (N=200): Conflict (Percent agreement=0.880; κ=0.710; 
AC=0.790), Respectfulness (0.755; 0.450; 0.560), Incivility (0.875; 0.660; 0.800), Reciprocity (0.955; 0.390; 0.950), Con-
structiveness_old (0.680; 0.270; 0.450), Justification_reason (0.770; 0.460; 0.600), Justification_experience (0.970; 0.000; 
0.970). News articles (N=30): G1: Recognition of plurality (Percent agreement=0.800; κ=0.460; AC=0.690), G2: Legitima-
tion of the opponent (0.870; 0.580; 0.800), G3: Bridging elements (0.900; 0.710; 0.850), G4: Restrained language (0.730; 
0.320; 0.580).

sufficient to support adjudication through structured 
discussion. Across the X dataset, observed (percent) 
agreement ranged from 68.0% to 97.0%, Cohen’s κ 
ranged from 0.00 to 0.82, and Gwet’s AC9 ranged 
from 0.45 to 0.97. For news articles, observed agree-
ment ranged from 73.0% to 90.0%, Cohen’s κ from 
0.32 to 0.71, and Gwet’s AC from 0.58 to 0.85 across 
the four indicators.10 We therefore constructed an 
adjudicated ground truth, where for each item and 
label, disagreements were reviewed and resolved 
until a final consensus label set was reached.

We used GPT-5.2 via the API for LLM-assisted 
annotation. The model was selected because it 
represented a state-of-the-art option at the time of 
analysis and because it supports fully deterministic 
inference settings. Specifically, we set the tempera-
ture to 0, which constrains the model to produce 
identical outputs for identical inputs, thereby 
strengthening the reproducibility of the annotation 
procedure. We began with prompts that mirrored 
the codebooks intended for human annotators and 
then followed an iterative prompt-tuning process. 
In this process, we tested candidate prompts on the 
ground-truth sample, assessed agreement against 
expert annotations, and refined definitions and 
decision rules until performance stabilised at an 
acceptable level. For the X prompt, we addition-
ally introduced a small set of few-shot examples 
targeting edge cases and the weakest-performing 
indicators (for the full prompt, cf. Koražija et al., 
2026, Appendix B).

Table 4: Mapping between news agonism markers (G1–G3) and survey items. The table links content-coded news 
indicators to the closest survey questions for cross-arena benchmarking; restrained language (G4) is not mapped 
because it has no direct survey equivalent.

News indicator (G) Survey item(s) (Q numbers) Measures in the survey

G1 — Recognition of 
plurality

Q4: “There are multiple interpretations of post-WWII historical events.”; 
Q6: “Different interpretations of history can coexist.”; Q8: “Public 
debate should encourage discussions showing multiple perspectives.”

Pluralism norm / preference for plural 
framing

G2 — Legitimation 
of the opponent

Q12: “For substantive debate it is important to listen to those who 
disagree with us.”; Q3 (reverse/closure proxy): “With some individuals 
it is impossible to discuss these events.”

Recognition-oriented engagement 
(openness to engage vs. exclusion/
closure)

G3 — Bridging 
elements

Q7: “Remember our victims while acknowledging others’ suffering.”; 
Q18: “On Giorno del ricordo we should also talk about suffering/victims 
under Italian fascism.”

Bridge / mutual-acknowledgement 
norm (inclusive remembrance across 
groups)
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Because the original X ground-truth sample con-
tained too few instances of Justification - experience 
to meaningfully evaluate agreement for that label, 
we added a set of six synthetic X posts designed 
to express first-hand experience explicitly used as 
justification. These were generated by prompting 
GPT-5.2 using real comments as templates and 
providing a broader sample of authentic comments 
to preserve topical and stylistic context. Both expert 
annotators coded the synthetic comments, and the 
resulting labels were integrated via the same adju-
dication procedure as the rest of the ground truth. 
This augmentation explains the difference between 
the expert–expert X sample size (N=200) and the 
GT–LLM X evaluation size (N=206). Across the X 
dataset (N=206), observed agreement between 
the ground truth and GPT-5.2 ranged from 78.6% 
to 97.6%, with Cohen’s κ from 0.51 to 0.79 and 
Gwet’s AC1 from 0.50 to 0.79 across indicators. For 
news articles (N=30), observed agreement ranged 
from 70.0% to 87.0%, with Cohen’s κ from 0.42 to 
0.59 and Gwet’s AC1 from 0.42 to 0.80 across the 
four agonistic-discourse indicators.11

During this validation process, the original 
X Constructiveness indicator proved both con-
ceptually too heterogeneous and the weakest 
performing item. To improve interpretability and 
reliability without disrupting the remainder of the 
X measurement pipeline, we replaced Construc-
tiveness with two more specific binary indicators, 
Common ground and Solutions/Next steps, and 
validated these in a targeted re-annotation of the 
same X ground-truth sample (N = 200). Both expert 
annotators coded all 200 items again for the two 
new indicators and disagreements were resolved 
through the same adjudication procedure. In the 
expert–expert coding, agreement was 89.4% for 
Common ground (Cohen’s κ = 0.65; Gwet’s AC = 
0.84) and 97.5% for Solutions/Next steps (Cohen’s 
κ = 0.77; Gwet’s AC = 0.97). We then evaluated 
a dedicated prompt that classified only these two 
indicators. Agreement between the adjudicated 
ground truth and GPT-5.2 was 84.4% for Common 
ground (Cohen’s κ = 0.52; Gwet’s AC1 = 0.77) 
and 95.0% for Solutions/Next steps (Cohen’s κ = 
0.56; Gwet’s AC1 = 0.94). After validation, the 
original Constructiveness indicator was dropped 
and replaced with these two indicators in the X 
annotation pipeline; for typology assignment, 
Constructiveness is operationalised as present 
when either Common ground and/or Solutions/
Next steps is present.

11	 Ground truth–LLM inter-rater reliability (GPT-5.2 vs adjudicated ground truth). X posts (N=206): Conflict (Percent agree-
ment=0.908; κ=0.789; AC=0.789), Respectfulness (0.893; 0.745; 0.744), Incivility (0.903; 0.761; 0.760), Reciprocity (0.976; 
0.604; 0.603), Constructiveness_old (0.786; 0.508; 0.501), Justification_reason (0.806; 0.597; 0.591), Justification_experience 
(0.976; 0.693; 0.693). News articles (N=30): G1 (Percent agreement=0.867; κ=0.586; AC=0.804), G2 (0.767; 0.462; 0.607), G3 
(0.833; 0.444; 0.762), G4 (0.700; 0.416; 0.416).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Discourse-type distributions and agonistic engagement 
in X corpora (Italy–Slovenia)

As we have seen, the two Twitter/X datasets are 
highly imbalanced. The dataset for Italy contains 
23,389 entries (N = 23,389), while the dataset for 
Slovenia contains 198 entries (N = 198). Charts 1 
and 2 report the distribution of discourse types in 
both datasets. In the Italian dataset, the two most 
prevalent discourse types are Non-antagonistic 
conflict (31.6%) and Antagonistic conflict (29.9%). 
The third largest category is Non-conflictual con-
tent (24.3%), followed by Deliberation (6.0%). The 
remaining categories occur at comparatively low 
levels: Agonism + Constructive (3.4%), Agonism + 
Deliberation (2.7%), and Agonism (weak) (2.1%).

In the Slovene dataset, Antagonistic conflict 
is the most prevalent discourse type (37.9%), fol-
lowed by Non-antagonistic conflict (34.8%). Non-
conflictual (e.g., informative) content accounts 
for 20.7%. The remaining categories are observed 
at low levels: Agonism + Constructive (3.0%), 
Deliberation (2.0%), Agonism (weak) (1.0%), and 
Agonism + Deliberation (0.5%). 

Overall, as we can see, both datasets are 
dominated by conflict: combining non-antagonistic 
conflict and antagonistic conflict yields 61.5% of X 
posts in Italy and 72.7% in Slovenia. Furthermore, 
we can observe that three larger groups predomi-
nate in both datasets (antagonistic conflict, non-
antagonistic conflict and non-conflictual), while 
the remaining four groups (agonism + constructive, 
agonism (weak), deliberation and agonism + delib-
eration) share a smaller portion. Those groups are 
consistently more prevalent in Italy than in Slovenia 
(14.2% in Italy vs. 6.5% in Slovenia). 

To facilitate interpretation, we separated the 
relevant discursive groups into an agonistic and a 
non-agonistic cluster. For Italy, the non-agonistic 
cluster amounts to 91.8% vs. 8.2% of the agonis-
tic cluster. For Slovenia, the non-agonistic cluster 
amounts to 95.4% vs. 4.5% of the agonistic 
cluster. Related to RQ1, we can identify agonistic 
engagement within the dataset in three discourse 
types: agonism + constructive, agonism (weak) and 
agonism + deliberation. This represents 8.2% of the 
Italian dataset (N=1921) and 4.5% of the Slovenian 
(N = 9). We can therefore see that despite the very 
different sizes of the datasets, the results are very 
comparable in terms of agonistic and non-agonistic 
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discourse in the Slovenian and Italian X dataset, 
when it comes to discussions related to the Giorno 
del ricordo and the related historical events, only a 
very small proportion of discourse on X is agonis-
tic in nature, both in Slovenia and Italy. To better 
understand what this means in a broader discursive 
landscape, we will proceed to the distribution of 
discourse in online news.

Discourse-type distributions and agonistic engagement 
in news corpora (Italy–Slovenia)

In analysing the news article dataset, we have 
focused on agonistic discourse by identifying forms 
of public argument in which disagreement and con-
flict are present, but the opponent is treated as a 
legitimate adversary rather than an enemy. For this 
reason, the typology used is an agonism-oriented 
typology that distinguishes different intensities and 
forms of agonism and separates them from texts 
without agonistic features.

While the data for distribution within X was very 
similar, here it differs significantly. The Italian news 
dataset is concentrated in categories that do not 
meet the core agonism requirement. The category 
no agonism accounts for 32.6%, and procedural 
only neutrality accounts for 31.2%. The remaining 
categories are smaller: strong agonism 11.7%, core 
plus X 10.9%, core only 7.4%, strong core plus 
bridges plus plural (no G4) 3.7%, and non core 
2.5%. The Slovene news article dataset shows a 
markedly different composition. Strong agonism is 
the largest category at 44.9%, followed by core plus 
X at 20.4%. Categories without agonistic indicators 
are less prevalent than in Italy: no agonism or de-
scriptive is 10.9%, and procedural only neutrality 
is 9.5%. The remaining categories are smaller: core 

only 6.1%, strong core plus bridges plus plural (no 
G4) 5.4%, and non core 2.7%. 

We can see that, unlike social media/X, the 
presence of agonism in Italian and Slovenian online 
media is significantly different. As shown in the 
Charts, the fundamental difference is that agonis-
tic discourse prevails in Slovenian online media 
(76.88%), while in the Italian context, agonistic dis-
course accounts for only 33.69%. This is certainly 
to be expected, since articles in Slovenian online 
media are usually designed to call on the Italian 
political and media arenas to contextualise events 
rather than simply presenting a unilateral view 
(G1). In addition, the majority of those articles also 
link narratives across groups and acknowledge re-
ciprocal suffering or otherwise construct an explicit 
bridge between the conflicting narratives (G4). The 
predominance of this type of discourse is evident 
from the fact that most articles within the Slovenian 
agonistic discourse (44.9% or 58.4% of the whole 
agonistic cluster) fall into the “strong agonism” 
group, which is characterised by the presence of all 
indicators (G1–G4).  

Discourse-type distributions and agonistic 
engagement in survey results

In order to address RQ2, we fielded a cross-
national online survey to capture respondents’ nor-
mative orientations toward key agonistic principles. 
The survey was active from December 16, 2025, to 
February 3, 2026, and available in two equivalent 
translations (Slovenian and Italian), with respond-
ents choosing their preferred language. A total of 309 
people opened the survey, with 86 people partially 
and 68 people (22%) fully completing it. A total of 
47% (N = 40) of respondents were female and 31% 

Chart 1 & 2: Comparative Distribution of Discourse Types on X in the Italian and Slovene Datasets.



239

Urška LAMPE et al.: AGONISTIC ENGAGEMENT IN MEMORY POLITICS: MEDIA ARENAS, NORMATIVE ORIENTATIONS, AND DEBATES ON THE ..., 227–246

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

(N = 27) were male. We used an anonymous survey 
precisely in order to best compare people’s behav-
iour on social networks with how they respond 
when asked directly, but still anonymously. The 
data obtained is therefore most comparable to the 
data in the X dataset, as the data in the online news 
dataset does not reflect the attitudes of the general 
population, but primarily those of journalists and 
writers. The results obtained are not representative 
due to the not structured and small sample size (N = 
68), which is why the comparison will be based on 
social media activity and respondents to the survey 
and cannot be generalised. 

We first divided the survey results into two 
groups of respondents based on Q29: those who 
declared Slovenian is their mother tongue (N = 22) 

and those who identified Italian as their mother 
tongue (N = 42). By this division we “assumed” 
that those respondents that defined that Slovenian 
is their mother tongue, are “nationally Slovenian”, 
while those with the Italian mother tongue are 
“nationally Italians”. For presentation, we recoded 
the original 6-point Likert responses into a binary 
measure (Agree vs Disagree), with non-responses 
coded as Missing. After that we decided to find 
out the antagonistic narrative within both groups, 
based on responses to the adequate question (Q11). 
Within the question, we measured how acceptable 
it is for people – when asked directly – to use of-
fensive and provocative language when discussing 
the issues related to the Giorno del ricordo. Com-
pared to X data, we can see that when respondents 

Chart 3 & 4: Comparative Distribution of Discourse Types in Online News Articles in the Italian and Slovene Datasets.

Chart 5 & 6: Comparative Distribution of Acceptance of Provocative/Offensive Language (Q11) among Italian and 
Slovene Survey Respondents.
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were asked directly – although anonymously –, 
they report they are less in favour of engaging in 
antagonistic discourse and using insults than when 
interacting on X. It should however be emphasised 
that the Slovenian chart shows a very high percent-
age of missing answers – 50% –, compared to 17% 
in the Italian chart.

Compared to the data for X in charts 1 and 2, 
we can see that the antagonistic group (answer 
“I agree”) is smaller among the survey responses. 
Among the respondents who actually gave an an-
swer, 20% of Italians and 27% of Slovenians are 
inclined toward antagonistic discourse. What is 
particularly interesting is that the ratio between 
Italy and Slovenia remains similar to that for X: 
Slovenian respondents are more inclined towards 
antagonism. The reason for this is probably quite 
similar to that for X networks: in Slovenia, the ap-
proach to this issue is more antagonistic, since the 
very content of the Giorno del ricordo, which – al-
though indirectly – attacks Yugoslav and Slovenian 
partisans and condemns them for crimes, calls for 
a defensive position. This can often be very antago-
nistic (“attacking back”). However, it is important to 
emphasise again, that there is a high percentage of 
missing answers.

We tried to identify the conflictual group 
(question Q10), asking respondents whether they 
consider it important to be able to express clear 
disagreement if they believe that a certain interpre-
tation of events is wrong. Here we can observe an 
overlapping of results: 67% of ‘Italian’ respondents 
and 63% of ‘Slovenian’ respondents agree that it 
is important for them to be able to express their 
opinion if they believe that others are not interpret-
ing events correctly.

When comparing these data with the social 
media dataset, we first had to combine the data that 
indicated conflict on X. Specifically, we combined 
the following groups: non-antagonistic conflict, an-
tagonistic conflict and all three agonism groups. We 
omitted deliberation and non-conflicting content, 
bearing in mind that most non-conflicting content 
on X is informative in nature and merely reports 
on events – something we did not measure among 
survey respondents. The result for Italy amounts to 
69.7%, for Slovenia 77.2%. What we can observe is 
that the X and the survey results are fully compara-
ble, with a small distinction: ‘Italians’ in the survey 
were more eager to debate the topic, while in the 
case of X, Slovenians were less reluctant to engage 
in conflict.

Finally, we will focus on question Q12, which 
measured openness to listening to those with 
whom they disagree. 76% of ‘Italian’ respondents 
and 59% of ‘Slovenian’ respondents in the survey 
are prepared to listen to the other party, even if 
in conflict or disagreement. What comes out from 
these results is that when respondents are asked 
directly, albeit anonymously, they are in practice 
very receptive to listening to the arguments of the 
opposing side. 

Question Q12 gives us a direct comparison with 
the agonistic cluster in both previous datasets: 
social media (Charts 1 and 2) and the online news 
dataset (Charts 3 and 4). In fact, if we look at Tables 
1 and 2, this indicator is always present in any ago-
nistic discourse (“respect” marked with 1 in Table 
1, and G2 marked with 1 in Table 2). Question Q12 
– in combination with question Q11 – can thus also 
be employed to identify agonistic discourse among 
respondents:

Chart 7 & 8: Comparative Distribution of Support for Expressing Clear Disagreement (Q10) among Italian 
and Slovene Survey Respondents. 
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Q11: The use of stronger and more provocative lan-
guage in debates is sometimes necessary to educate 
people about historical events.
Q12: For a substantive debate, it is important to 
listen to the views of those who do not agree with us.

We measured antagonistic conflict with ques-
tion Q11. All respondents who did not agree with 
the statement (answer “I don’t agree” from 1 to 3) 
were classified as belonging to the non-antagonistic 
group. We then took only the responses from this 
non-antagonistic group and examined their re-
sponses to question Q12. With question Q12, we 
measured both conflict (“views of those who do not 

agree with us”) and respectfulness and willingness 
to engage in dialogue, if we want the discussion to 
be substantive and constructive.

As Charts 11 and 12 show, all responses in 
both groups agree that it is important to listen to 
the views of those who disagree with them and 
are therefore prone to agonism. None of those for 
whom we have data disagreed with this. We have 
thus successfully identified the agonistic cluster 
among the respondents to the questionnaire. This 
amounts to 74% for the Italian group and 47% for 
the Slovenian group, although it should be noted 
that there are considerably more “missing” answers 
in the Slovenian cluster.  

Chart 9 & 10: Comparative distribution of openness to listening to those with whom we disagree with (Q12) 
among Italian and Slovene survey respondents. 

Chart 11 & 12: Comparative distribution of openness to listening to those with whom we disagree (Q12) among 
non-antagonistic respondents (Q11=Disagree) in Italy and Slovenia.
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CONCLUSIONS: AGONISTIC ENGAGEMENT IN 
DIFFERENT COMMUNICATION ENVIRONMENTS 

IN SLOVENIA AND ITALY

Based on the results obtained, we can observe 
that agonistic discourse is differently prevalent 
within the three communication environments 
analysed in this paper. What unites the analysis 
of the Slovenian and Italian case studies is the 
fact that agonistic discourse is by far the least 
prevalent on X. Debates on social networks are 
therefore generally much more prone to conflict, 
also antagonistic conflict, as Charts 1 and 2 
demonstrate. The other two groups show a rather 
diverse picture depending on the national context. 
In general, Slovenian media outlets pay much less 
attention to events and discussions in Italy sur-
rounding the Giorno del ricordo, as evidenced by 
the much smaller dataset for Slovenia (N = 198). 
This is to be expected, as national media do not 
usually follow commemorative ceremonies in 
other countries closely, if at all. Nevertheless, the 
presence of online news on the topic is still quite 
substantial, showing that the Giorno del ricordo is 
notably discussed in the Slovenian online media. 
To some extent this is expected, since the narrative 
addresses events in which Slovenian and Yugoslav 
partisans play one of the key – antagonistic – roles. 
Nevertheless, agonistic discourse largely prevails 
in the Slovenian dataset (Chart 4), especially when 
compared to the Italian national context (Chart 
3). Furthermore, the majority of this discourse is 
characterised as strong agonism. Online media in 
Slovenia most often do not take an antagonistic 
stance, but call for broader contextualisation and 
recognition of the dynamics that led to post-war 
reprisals (borderland fascism and fascist crimes in 
Slovenia and Yugoslavia during the Second World 
War). Instead, they call for more balanced debates 
that would not divide but seek ways to bridge past 
divisions.

In Italy, on the other hand, agonism in online 
media is not as prevalent as in Slovenia, since 
Italian online media do not seek to problematise 
or contextualise issues of the official narrative 
surrounding the Giorno del ricordo. This is not 
expected in the Italian national discourse either. 
Nevertheless, there is an important proportion 
of this discourse (33.66 %), indicating that even 
in Italy there is a desire for more agonistic and 
thus constructive debate in online media when it 
comes to the Giorno del ricordo. Finally, it is par-
ticularly interesting to see how people responded 
to the survey. As we have seen, all respondents 
who answered the question and are not recorded 
as missing, were entirely in favour of agonistic 
discourse. This percentage is 74% among Italian 

respondents and lower among Slovenian respond-
ents (47%) due to a higher percentage of missing 
responses. In general, however, the data show that 
when asked directly, people are more inclined to-
ward agonism, especially when compared to their 
behaviour on X, where the proportion of agonism 
is very small. 

In conclusion, the findings demonstrate that the 
prevalence and intensity of agonistic discourse vary 
significantly across communication environments 
and national contexts. While X in both Slovenia 
and Italy is characterised by a markedly low pres-
ence of agonistic discourse and a higher propensity 
toward antagonistic conflict, online media spaces 
offer a more nuanced picture. In Slovenia, despite 
a smaller dataset, agonistic discourse – particularly 
strong agonism – clearly prevails, reflecting efforts 
to contextualise historical events and encourage 
more balanced and dialogical interpretations of 
the Giorno del ricordo. In contrast, Italian online 
media display a lower degree of agonistic engage-
ment, largely aligning with the official national 
narrative, though traces of constructive debate 
remain visible. The survey results further highlight 
an important discrepancy between expressed at-
titudes and actual communicative practices. When 
asked directly, respondents in both countries 
overwhelmingly endorsed agonistic engagement, 
suggesting a normative preference for constructive 
and pluralistic debate. However, this stands in 
stark contrast to the limited presence of agonism 
observed on X. Taken together, the results point to 
a gap between individuals’ declared support for 
agonistic discourse and the dynamics of digital 
communication environments, underscoring the 
structural and contextual factors that shape how 
public debates unfold.

The theoretical contribution of these findings is 
to conceptualise agonistic memory not only as a 
normative orientation toward plural remembrance, 
but also as an empirically observable discursive 
mode. By translating the distinction between dif-
ferent modes of engagement into operational indi-
cators, the article shows how the same contested 
commemoration can be enacted differently across 
platforms, genres, and national contexts. In this 
sense, the analysis extends the agonistic memory 
approach by demonstrating how it can be used to 
diagnose the conditions under which memory con-
flict becomes antagonistic, agonistic, or potentially 
deliberation-compatible.

DATA AVAILABILITY

An anonymised, feature-only dataset sup-
porting the findings of this study (computed/
annotated indicators such as conflict, DQI scores 



243

Urška LAMPE et al.: AGONISTIC ENGAGEMENT IN MEMORY POLITICS: MEDIA ARENAS, NORMATIVE ORIENTATIONS, AND DEBATES ON THE ..., 227–246

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

and discourse-type) is available via Zenodo. The 
record also includes the coding schemes, the LLM 
prompts, and the opinion poll questionnaire (cf. 
Koražija et al., 2026).
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POVZETEK

Članek obravnava agonistično angažiranje v razpravah o Dnevu spomina (Giorno del ricordo) v Italiji 
in Sloveniji ter primerja tri komunikacijska okolja: objave na X, spletne novičarske članke in anketne od-
govore. Izhaja iz teorije agonističnega spomina in kazalnikov kakovosti diskurza, s katerimi analizira, kako 
se sporne interpretacije preteklosti oblikujejo kot antagonistični, agonistični ali deliberativno združljivi 
diskurz. Empirična analiza pokaže, da so razprave na X v obeh nacionalnih kontekstih izrazito konfliktne 
in vsebujejo malo agonističnega angažiranja. Nasprotno pa spletni mediji, zlasti v Sloveniji, pogosteje 
vključujejo pluralnost perspektiv, priznavanje nasprotnih stališč in povezovalne okvire. Italijanski spletni 
mediji v večji meri sledijo uradni nacionalni pripovedi, čeprav tudi tam obstajajo elementi konstruktivne 
razprave. Anketni podatki razkrivajo pomemben razkorak med deklarirano podporo spoštljivemu, plural-
nemu dialogu in dejanskimi komunikacijskimi praksami na družbenih omrežjih. Članek tako pokaže, da 
agonistični spomin ni le normativni ideal, temveč tudi empirično prepoznaven diskurzivni način, katerega 
pojavnost je odvisna od medijskega okolja, občinstva in nacionalnega konteksta.

Ključne besede: agonistični spomin, spominska politika, Giorno del ricordo, Italija, Slovenija, X, spletni mediji, 
nasprotujoči si spomini
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