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1. Introduction  

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Evaluation  
This deliverable evaluates the Political Attunement Model (D6.5) developed by the 
OppAttune project and implemented through multiple toolkits and interventions. The 
evaluation synthesizes evidence from implementations across eight sites (D7.2-D7.3), 
feedback from the Summer and Winter Academies in Glasgow (Scotland) and Coimbra 
(Portugal), and the attunement tool deliverables produced by work packages 2 through 
6.  

There are two key foci of this report; 

1. To conceptually evaluate the Attunement Model in relation to other common, 
and successful, approaches aimed at improving the democratic capacities of 
citizens (e.g., deliberative democracy initiatives) and reducing hostility between 
oppositional narratives or groups (e.g., intergroup contact interventions).  

2. To practically evaluate whether the Political Attunement Model effectively 
addresses these dual aims: limiting everyday extremism and building democratic 
capacity. 

Everyday extremism, a concept developed by OppAttune project, refers to the 
normalization of extreme narratives in everyday discourse and the routine adoption of 
extreme behaviors by ordinary citizens, often without awareness of their symbolic 
violence or how they limit others' democratic participation (D6.5, p.9). Unlike 
interventions targeting organized extremist groups, the Attunement Model focuses on 
how ordinary citizens navigate political disagreement in daily life, taking as its starting 
point the assumption that every individual has the potential to become extreme in their 
views, opinions and behaviours.  

For policymakers, we assess what the attunement approach offers and under what 
conditions it appears promising. For practitioners, we provide guidance on tool 
selection and realistic expectations based on experiences across eight contexts. For 
researchers, we identify contributions to understanding political polarization and gaps 
requiring further investigation. In evaluating the Model we move beyond simple 
success-or-failure judgments toward nuanced understanding of when, how, and for 
whom the attunement model creates value. As such, the focus of the current report is 
not to make claims as to whether the model works universally but rather where it offers 
genuine contributions to sustaining democratic dialogue across Europe's deepening 
divisions.  
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1.2 The Attunement Model: An Overview 
The Political Attunement Model provides a framework for understanding and intervening 
in everyday extremism. The full model is discussed in detail in D6.5 and will not be 
repeated here, instead we provide an overview and recap of the model. It is worth 
nothing, however, that the model is not an explanatory model of the emergence, rise 
and spread of extreme narratives and everyday extremism, but is rather a model for 
diagnosing, identifying and intervening to limit the spread of extreme narratives and/or 
build the democratic skills of citizens. It is this latter intervention aim that was tested 
through WP7 and so will be the primary focus of the evaluative report. 

The model rests on a core proposition: healthy democracies require citizens to engage 
politically in oppositional environments while resisting the pull toward dehumanization 
and hostility. Political attunement, as defined in D6.5, is "a dynamic relational 
interaction between oppositional entities, whether individuals, groups, parties or 
nations" that "involves positional play whilst acknowledging the political legitimacy and 
rights of the other party" (p.10). 

Critically, the model assumes dissensus rather than consensus. Unlike approaches that 
treat political disagreement as a problem to be resolved through finding common 
ground, political attunement operates on the premise that democracy requires, and 
should encourage, differences and disagreements. The challenge is not eliminating 
opposition but managing it democratically, maintaining the capacity for sustained 
dialogue and mutual recognition even as political adversaries pursue conflicting aims. 
This positions the model explicitly within agonistic democratic theory, building on 
Mouffe's (2000) emphasis on legitimate conflict within democratic bounds rather than 
Habermasian consensus ideals. 

The model employs a tennis metaphor to make these abstract concepts accessible 
across diverse audiences and national contexts (see Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. Tennis Metaphor and Visualization of Attunement Model 

A tennis match provides an immediately recognizable image of oppositional 
engagement governed by rules: two players face each other across a net, attempting to 
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win through positional play and strategic decisions, yet both acknowledge the 
legitimacy of the game, the authority of the umpire, and the certainty that they'll play 
again regardless of today's outcome. Within this metaphor, different elements of the 
political landscape map onto the game's components. The court surface represents the 
anthropological ground; the local, historical, and cultural narratives that shape what's 
politically possible (WP5). The lines, net, and umpire represent regulatory frameworks 
and rule of law that bound legitimate political action (WP2). The crowd represents 
media dynamics and online-offline hybrid spaces that influence and potentially 
mobilize players (WP4). Coaches represent economic and protectionist decision-
making factors that shape strategic choices (WP3). The players themselves represent 
the psychological drivers – worldviews, identifications, disaffections – that influence 
individual and collective capacity for sustaining oppositional dialogue (WP6). 

The model proposes a three-step process for applying attunement interventions in 
practice (see Figure 2 below).  

 

Figure 2: The Three Steps of the Attunement Model (taken from D6.5).  

Step one involves identifying the everyday extremism scenario – what specific 
behaviours, narratives, or dynamics indicate rising extremism in any given context? D6.5 
outlines twelve potential scenarios ranging from polarization and protectionist 
sovereignty narratives to disinformation, mainstreaming of extremist content, and anti-
democratic disaffection. Step two requires determining how everyday extremism 
should be measured in this context and what successful limitation would look like. Step 
three involves selecting appropriate attunement tools from four categories based on 
the scenario and desired outcomes. The four tool categories correspond to different 
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levels and dynamics of political engagement. Regulatory-Rights Attunement Tools 
(WP2) provide frameworks for understanding how regulatory contexts, freedom of 
speech protections, and rights claims shape environments where everyday extremism 
emerges. Limiting Mobilisation Attunement Tools (WP4) address the spread of extremist 
narratives through media, particularly visual and meme-based content in online-offline 
hybrid spaces, offering detection, deconstruction, and media literacy interventions. 
Living Democracy Attunement Tools (WP5) focus on community-level and youth 
interventions that build democratic capacity through narrative group work, trust-
building exercises, co-created games, and psychoeducational workshops grounded in 
local ethnographic understanding. Public Dialogue Attunement Tools (WP6) target 
individual and interpersonal levels, providing measures of everyday extremism, 
techniques for sustaining dialogue between polarized individuals, political mobilization 
awareness, and self-coaching resources. 

This multi-level structure reflects the consortium's transdisciplinary approach, 
integrating insights from psychology, anthropology, sociology, political science, 
economics, and communication studies. It is also a key strength of the model, enabling 
it to be flexible and context-sensitive in its adaptation and application. The model 
assumes everyday extremism cannot be addressed through single-level interventions – 
individual psychological drivers operate within media environments, cultural contexts, 
and regulatory frameworks that all shape the possibilities for democratic or extreme 
political engagement.  

1.3. Evaluation Methodology and Data Sources 
The evaluation draws on several sources. Firstly, it considers existing deliverables that 
have tested various pathways of the Attunement Model (WP7 implementation). 
Secondly, it draws on feedback from Summer and Winter Academies with academics, 
policymakers and practitioners to consider how the key concepts of ‘everyday 
extremism’ and the testing of the Model through interventions are received by various 
stakeholder communities and their feedback on these. Finally, it considers the 
deliverables across W2-7 which detail theoretical frameworks and development 
processes for individual tools. This establishes the empirical and conceptual 
foundations underlying the integrated model. 

2. Evaluating the attunement model 
Previous deliverables have evaluated and discussed the effectiveness of individual 
tools. The aim of this report is to evaluate the model, and so will therefore discuss, 
compare and evaluate it holistically. In this section, we both conceptually and 
practically evaluate the attunement model, drawing on feedback from implementation 
partners and academies.  
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2.1. Conceptual evaluation of the attunement model 
The Attunement Model, as a whole, has significant value in providing a conceptual 
framework for thinking differently about rising extremism, polarization and the everyday 
normalization of anti-democratic sentiments and narratives. While the individual tools 
provide practical insights and have successfully been tested and implemented (see 
D7.2-7.3), the main novelty of the Model lies in its ability to reframe how we understand, 
and should tackle, rising extremism and its normalization.  

In this section we compare the Attunement Model to two other dominant, and 
successful, approaches towards addressing the limiting of extremist narratives and the 
building of democratic capacities among citizens in oppositional contexts: deliberative 
democracy and intergroup contact. 

2.1.1. Attunement and Deliberation  

Deliberative democracy has become a dominant framework for addressing political 
polarization and strengthening democratic participation across Europe and beyond 
(Bächtiger, et al., 2018). From citizens' assemblies and deliberative mini-publics to 
consensus conferences and participatory budgeting, deliberative approaches share a 
core commitment: bringing diverse citizens together for structured, reasoned 
discussion aimed at reaching informed collective decisions (Fishkin, 2009; Dryzek, 
2010). The European Union has increasingly embraced deliberative mechanisms, most 
notably through the Conference on the Future of Europe and recommendations for 
permanent citizens' assemblies at national levels. 

The Attunement Model shares deliberative democracy's commitment to inclusive 
participation, reasoned discourse, and creating conditions for citizens to engage 
constructively across political differences as potential pathways toward limiting the 
appeal of extremist narratives. Both reject purely aggregative models of democracy (i.e., 
focusing only on voting and elections) in favour of communicative processes that can 
transform rather than merely tally opinions. Both emphasize the quality of political 
engagement – how citizens talk to each other – as central to democratic health, not just 
electoral outcomes or policy outputs. 

However, the models diverge on the question of disagreement's role in democracy. 
Deliberative democracy, particularly in its Habermasian formulations, treats political 
disagreement as a problem to be overcome through better communication under ideal 
conditions. Success is measured by convergence – did participants move toward 
shared positions? Citizens' assemblies typically conclude with agreed-upon 
recommendations; deliberative polls track opinion change toward greater agreement; 
consensus conferences aim for collective statements. 
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The Attunement Model, by contrast, operates from an agonistic premise: democracy 
requires ongoing contestation between legitimate adversaries (Mouffe, 2013). Indeed, 
while democratic theory and writing emphasize the importance of pluralism, 
disagreement and debate (e.g., Gutmann & Thompson, 2004; Young, 2002), they say 
less about the productivity of disagreement and more on its relevance as a starting 
point for intervention aimed at achieving consensus or agreement. As OppAttune 
makes clear, not all opposition is problematic, and indeed the type of opposition the 
project has aimed to ‘counter’ is ‘oppositional political extremism’. This form of 
opposition is one that denies the legitimacy of the other’s perspective or their humanity. 
As the research emphasizes, productive oppositions – those rooted in mutual 
recognition and dialogical engagement – can strengthen democratic life and social 
cohesion (Mouffe, 2000).  

Political attunement explicitly does not aim for consensus. As D6.5 emphasizes, 
attunement "resists calls for coalitions and consensus-building" while "acknowledging 
partisan differences" (p.11). The tennis metaphor that captures the Model considers 
how the players coming together to rally captures both this mutual recognition and 
dialogical engagement. Success is measured not by convergence but by sustained 
engagement despite persistent disagreement. An important consideration is worth 
mentioning here, which is the potential for the use of a tennis metaphor to undermine 
this key point of sustained engagement. Tennis, in its competitive settings, is a zero-sum 
game – someone wins and someone loses. This could imply that the metaphor 
positions Attunement in a finite way, where the outcome is achieving a victory or a loss. 
While the OppAttune consortium did discuss the limits of the metaphor, this is an 
important caveat to consider in terms of how the Model is metaphorically presented so 
as to avoid misrepresenting the core ideas of it. To stay with the metaphor, the Model 
aims to keep the ball in play, over and above encouraging victory (whether that entails 
one side winning or consensus being reached).  

This distinction proved empirically significant in implementations. The Portugal 
Attunement Game explicitly did not aim for consensus, which participants across 
multiple sites identified as neither realistic nor desirable. Yet it successfully enabled 
relaxed and easy-going communication between opposing and contradictory positions 
with participants maintaining profound disagreements while demonstrating mutual 
respect and continued willingness to engage. Cyprus participants similarly emphasized 
they were not seeking agreement but rather learning to manage differing perspectives 
and understand opponents' reasoning without adopting their conclusions. 

Another key distinction is where interventions take place. Deliberative mini-publics 
typically operate as formal institutional interventions, specially convened assemblies, 
often randomly selected participants, structured over defined time periods (weekends, 
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multiple sessions), producing policy recommendations for governmental consideration. 
They're embedded in policy processes, with clear beginning and end points. 

Attunement interventions target everyday spaces where democracy is lived rather than 
performed institutionally. The tools focus on routine political engagement – social 
media interactions, casual political conversations, ongoing relationships across 
political divides – rather than episodic deliberative events. Malta's findings (D7.3) that 
youth in education engage during calm periods but withdraw during electoral cycles 
underscores this: living democracy happens between elections, not during them. 

Despite these distinctions, deliberative approaches offer advantages in specific 
contexts where attunement may prove insufficient: 

Policy-focused decision-making: When concrete policy choices require collective 
decision (e.g., municipal budgeting, infrastructure planning, local zoning), deliberative 
processes that produce agreed recommendations provide actionable outcomes. 
Attunement's acceptance of ongoing dissensus may leave such decisions unresolved 
and indeed is more focused on skills-building than outcome achievement.  

Low-stakes technical issues: Where political disagreement reflects information 
asymmetries rather than fundamental value conflicts, deliberative processes that 
educate participants and facilitate informed consensus may be more efficient than 
sustaining ongoing contestation. 

Institutional legitimacy for recommendations: Deliberative assemblies' formal status 
and clear policy connection can give their recommendations democratic weight with 
policymakers. Attunement's focus on everyday practice generates diffuse cultural 
change harder to measure or credit institutionally. 

The most productive framing views attunement and deliberation as complementary 
rather than competing. Deliberative assemblies might periodically convene to address 
specific policy challenges, producing recommendations through structured consensus-
building. Attunement interventions operate continuously in everyday spaces, building 
citizens' capacity to sustain dialogue across the political differences that deliberative 
moments cannot eliminate and that inevitably re-emerge once formal deliberation 
ends.  

2.1.2 Attunement and Contact 

Intergroup contact theory, originating with Allport's (1954) seminal work, proposes that 
prejudice and hostility between groups can be reduced through direct interaction under 
optimal conditions, which include equal status within the contact situation, common 
goals, intergroup cooperation, and support from authorities or institutional structures. 
Decades of research have validated contact's effectiveness in reducing prejudice 
across diverse contexts, from school integration programs to peace-building initiatives 
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in post-conflict societies (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Contact interventions remain 
among the most widely implemented approaches for addressing intergroup tensions, 
informing policies on educational integration, community cohesion programs, and 
workplace diversity initiatives across Europe. 

The Attunement Model shares contact theory's key insight that quality of interaction 
between opposing groups profoundly shapes capacity for coexistence. Both recognize 
that abstract appeals to tolerance prove less effective than structured opportunities for 
meaningful engagement. Both emphasize that interventions must create specific 
enabling conditions, while contact theory offers a set of optimal conditions, the 
attunement model and its intervention feedback emphasized the importance of skilled 
facilitation, common ground establishment, and psychologically safe environments – 
which mirror contact theory’s emphasis on common goals and support from authorities 
or institutional structures. However, as with deliberation, there are differences. Notably, 
how they conceptualize difference and what constitutes success. 

Contact theory primarily addresses social prejudice, stereotyping, discrimination, and 
intergroup anxiety based on category memberships (race, ethnicity, religion, sexuality). 
The goal is reducing negative views of others as members of different social categories 
by promoting positive contact experiences. Attunement explicitly addresses political 
opposition, disagreement over policies, values, institutional arrangements, and visions 
for collective life. Political differences cannot be reduced to prejudices to be overcome 
but rather they are legitimate positions in democratic contestation. The model assumes 
political identities and conflicts are not only inevitable but democratically necessary. As 
D6.5 emphasizes, attunement "works with an assumption of oppositional worldviews, 
and dissensus" (p.7). Rather than reducing salience of political differences, attunement 
makes them sustainable topics of ongoing engagement. 

Similarly to deliberation’s emphasis on consensus, contact focuses on discovering 
similarities (Pettigrew, 1998). Anxiety reduction comes from recognizing common 
humanity, shared experiences, and universal concerns beneath group labels. 
Attunement mechanisms centre on acknowledging legitimacy despite difference. The 
tennis metaphor captures this: opponents do not need to become friends or discover 
they secretly agree. They must recognize each other's right to hold contrasting positions 
and commitment to playing the game again regardless of today's outcome. As D6.5 
states, attunement "involves acknowledging the political legitimacy and rights of the 
other party" while engaging in "positional play" (p.10). 

Finally, contact interventions aim to reduce negative attitudes, stereotypes, and 
discriminatory behaviours toward outgroups. Success is measured through attitude 
change; did contact reduce prejudice? Attunement interventions in turn aim to build 
democratic capacity – skills for sustaining dialogue across disagreement, resisting 
dehumanization despite ongoing conflict, and maintaining commitment to democratic 
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engagement even when losing. The Everyday Extremism Scale does not measure 
attitudes toward outgroups but behaviours that either sustain or undermine democratic 
dialogue (promoting own views, critiquing opponents, attacking personally, excluding 
from conversation). Success is measured not by attitude change but by sustained 
engagement despite persistent disagreement. 

Contact interventions offer advantages in contexts where attunement's political focus 
may be inappropriate: 

Social rather than political divisions: When tensions stem primarily from categorical 
prejudice (ethnic stereotyping, religious discrimination) rather than genuine political 
disagreement, contact's prejudice-reduction mechanisms directly address root causes.  

Post-conflict reconciliation: In settings where intergroup violence has occurred, 
contact theory's extensive application in peace-building contexts (Northern Ireland, 
Rwanda, Cyprus) provides validated approaches. Attunement's emphasis on legitimate 
opposition may feel inappropriate when groups need healing from trauma before 
political contestation. 

The most productive application recognizes that social prejudice and political 
disagreement often intertwine. As one framework cannot address all dimensions of 
democratic dysfunction, the strategic question becomes not which approach is 
superior but which combination of contact (for reducing social prejudice), deliberation 
(for policy decision-making), and attunement (for sustaining political opposition 
democratically) best addresses specific contexts. 

2.2. Practical evaluation of the attunement model 
Between June and September 2025, eight implementation sites tested attunement 
tools in diverse political and cultural contexts: Malta, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Kosovo, 
Serbia, Cyprus, Iraq, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. Partners selected tools from the 
Attunement Toolkit (D7.1) based on operational capacity, target audiences, and 
context-specific opposition drivers.  

The collective evidence provides robust basis for evaluating the model's core 
propositions and practical applicability. Detailed findings are reported in D7.2-7.3; here 
we synthesize cross-cutting themes that speak to the model's strengths and limitations. 

Firstly, it should be noted that each implementation partner followed the three-step 
implementation process (see Figure 2) of the Attunement Model. This also enabled us 
to apply the Attunement Model in a way that showcased its flexibility and context 
sensitive application. As noted in WP7 deliverables, a key strength of the attunement 
model was the extent to which the tools enabled awareness and reflexivity with regards 
to everyday extremism. Whereas there is often a tendency to local extremism in 
‘others’’. Three post-conflict intervention partners (Bosnia & Herzegovina, Kosovo and 
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Serbia) all reported that participants initially associated extremism with terrorism or 
ethnic outgroups but, following tool exposure, recognized that "certain behaviours, like 
ignoring opposing perspectives, spreading misinformation or engaging in hostile 
debating, contribute to everyday extremism even when intentions are justified" (D7.2, 
p.13). This provides strong validation for the model's foundational premise; everyday 
extremism manifests through actions anyone might engage in rather than fixed 
ideological commitments. 

The interventions also evidenced the possibilities, and limitations, of applying the 
model across more, or less, ‘hot’ political contexts. Specifically, Malta’s longitudinal 
comparison (May 2024 electoral period vs. July 2025 calm period) demonstrated shift in 
endorsement of everyday extremism (via the EE scale). Similarly, in contexts where 
oppositional drivers included deeply felt convictions about injustice (especially 
structurally endorsed injustice, such as in Serbia, Iraq and Portugal), attunement is 
limited in addressing structural injustices. The model's emphasis on tracking political 
context as prerequisite for intervention receives strong empirical support. However, this 
also reveals a practical challenge: interventions require continuous environmental 
assessment and cannot be standardized temporally. 

2.3 Feedback from Academies 
Two Academies were held as part of OppAttune. The Summer Academy took place in 
Glasgow, Scotland in August 2025 and attracted scholars from Europe and north 
America across multiple disciplines (see Appendix 1 for programme). The Summer 
Academy provided useful feedback on the concept of ‘everyday extremism’. The Winter 
Academy in turn took place in Coimbra, Portugal in November 2025 and included 
Portuguese policymakers, European practitioners and consortium members (see 
Appendix 2 for programme).  

These academies served dual purposes: disseminating project findings to wider 
scholarly and practitioner communities, and gathering critical feedback on the model's 
conceptual coherence, practical applicability, and potential for broader adoption 
beyond the project's lifetime. 

2.3.1 Summer Academy: Relevance of the Everyday Extremism 

Regarding the Summery Academy, feedback from attendees provided valuable insight 
into how the concept of everyday extremism resonated with academic and practitioner 
audiences, and how they understood its implications for democratic resilience. 

A central insight from academy discussions was that everyday extremism operates 
through normalization rather than overt radicalization. As Participant 1 observed, 
"extremism can emerge through everyday practices and emotions, such as addiction or 
exclusionary behaviours." This reframing challenges conventional approaches that 
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locate extremism exclusively in organized groups or violent actors, echoing the 
reflections from practitioners implementing the Model. In reflecting on the Summer 
Academy another participant 3 elaborated how it helped them realize that 
"authoritarian tendencies and extremist dynamics are not only driven by formal 
institutions or overt ideology but are often reproduced through everyday practices and 
social interactions. This perspective challenged me to think beyond traditional 
explanations." 

The academy highlighted how seemingly mundane activities, social media 
consumption, casual conversations, routine political behaviours, can normalize 
extreme positions without conscious awareness. Participant 5 noted that "everyday 
extremism often becomes normalized and requires nuanced, context-sensitive 
responses," emphasizing that addressing it demands different strategies than 
countering violent extremism. Additionally, the Academy highlighted cross-cutting 
themes; Participant 4 further noted: "analysing different contexts, it becomes clear that 
similar mechanisms underpin everyday extremism across societies, even when the 
local political, cultural, or social frameworks differ." This cross-national consistency 
suggests everyday extremism reflects structural features of contemporary democratic 
life rather than context-specific aberrations. 

The Summer Academy demonstrated that everyday extremism as an analytical concept 
resonates beyond the consortium, providing scholars and practitioners with language 
for phenomena they observe but previously lacked frameworks to address 
systematically. 

2.3.2. Winter Academy: The Attunement Model and its Application 

The Winter Academy shifted focus from academics to practitioners and policymakers. 
The Attunement Model featured more prominently in this Academy and focused on 
situating it in relation to wider democratic action plans within the European policy 
landscape. Participant 1 observed that "the great interest shown by Portuguese 
policymakers in the concepts of everyday extremism and attunement was outstanding. 
This refers to finding a language, methodology and skill set for practicing 'unlikely 
dialogues' across wide political and cultural gaps." The same participant noted that 
"similar levels of interest among policymakers could be reached in other countries too if 
similar events were to be held more frequently," suggesting the model successfully 
translates academic concepts into policy-relevant frameworks. The use of an 
accessible metaphor likely aids this translation. Critically, Participant 1 emphasized 
that "the attunement approach of the OppAttune project requires a comprehensive 
whole-society approach to strengthening communication skills and framework 
structures in the everyday lives of people in Western democracies," rather than isolated 
interventions. 
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This integrated and whole-of-society approach was reflected in other feedback; 
Participant 3 reflected that "The winter Academy made clear that there is no magic 
bullet to resolve the problem of escalating extremism in contemporary democracies." 
They elaborated that "dialogical engagement may result in diluted political action that 
does not do justice to the cause, requiring a more intense effort aimed at forcing 
powerful forces into action." This acknowledgment that attunement has limits – 
particularly when confronting "claims of injustice, corruption and misrepresentation"- 
echoes Serbia and Iraq implementation findings about moral justifications for 
extremism. Consequently, as Participant 4 reflected after the Academy: "Attunement 
works, but it works inside structures that can undo it very quickly." Another participant 
observed a similar limitation to be aware of in terms of the value of the Model; "You 
can't put everything on individuals when the algorithms are designed to provoke." These 
reflections validate that the model cannot substitute for structural reform but must 
accompany efforts addressing institutional failures, algorithmic manipulation, and 
systemic inequalities. 

The Winter Academy validated the model's core insights while providing critical 
perspective on its scope, applicable contexts, and necessary accompaniments for 
meaningful democratic impact. 

3. Using the Attunement Model  
Below we outline the potential uptake of the Attunement Model by three key audiences; 
policymakers, practitioners and researchers. 

3.1. The attunement model for policymakers 
For policymakers, the evaluation of the Model and the evidence drawn on suggests 
three scenarios where attunement provides distinctive value. 

First, when polarization stems from endogenous democratic functioning rather 
than external threats. While the European Democracy Shield appropriately addresses 
Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference (FIMI), validation evidence shows 
that everyday extremism emerges primarily from ordinary democratic processes: 
representative democracy's competitive pressures, economic precarity, and political 
dilemmas around institutional legitimacy. When the problem is how citizens do politics, 
not just foreign manipulation, attunement tools address root causes. 

Second, when existing information literacy initiatives prove insufficient. The 
European Democracy Shield emphasizes media literacy and critical thinking to counter 
disinformation. These are key initiatives that, we would argue, should be supplemented 
with the relevant relational capacities and communication skills needed to engage with 
information. Attunement complements information literacy by building dialogue skills: 
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acknowledging opponents' legitimacy, sustaining engagement despite disagreement, 
regulating emotional activation. 

Third, between electoral cycles when political temperature allows reflection. 
Malta's longitudinal evidence demonstrated interventions work differently during 
electoral periods (high defensiveness, withdrawal) versus calm periods (openness, 
engagement). Policymakers should deploy attunement tools preventively during calm, 
building capacity before crises emerge, rather than reactively during electoral 
campaigns when polarization peaks. 

Policymakers must also recognize attunement's limits. Serbia and Iraq evidence 
demonstrated that when structural inequalities and institutional failures create moral 
justifications for extremism.  

Attunement cannot substitute for: 

• Structural reforms addressing inequality, corruption, institutional accountability 

• Legal frameworks protecting rights and regulating harmful speech 

• Economic interventions addressing material drivers of polarization 

• Specialized de-radicalization for violent extremist groups or deeply 
conspiratorial worldviews 

However, across the various WPs of OppAttune we have evidenced how each of these 
can become drivers of everyday extremism, and so recommend policymakers engage 
with these deliverables and their accompanying diagnostic tools. The model provides 
not a replacement for existing EU democracy frameworks but complementary tools 
operationalizing "whole-of-society" rhetoric into concrete grassroots practice, 
addressing the relational dimensions current initiatives underspecify. 

3.2. The attunement model for practitioners 
For practitioners, the Attunement Model offers a wide range of tools, however their 
selection and effectiveness will depend on going through the three-step process to 
ensure that the context matches the intervention.   

• Low-intensity tools (iAttune, Vote for Me Films) require minimal resources (e.g., 
online platforms or screening equipment) and work well for awareness-raising. 
However, awareness alone doesn't guarantee behaviour change. These tools 
work best as entry points, creating reflexivity that practitioners then channel into 
practice-based follow-up. 

• Medium-intensity tools (Attunement Game, Reflexivity Tool) require trained 
facilitators, 2-3 hour sessions, and game materials or structured protocols.  
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• High-intensity tools (Narrative Group Work, Sustaining Dialogue Pairings) 
require expert facilitators, 6-8 sessions, and substantial time investment. These 
build deep capacity for sustained engagement but demand resources many 
practitioners lack. Germany's Narrative Group Work showed biographical 
storytelling can transform relationships but requires specialized facilitation 
training unavailable through brief workshops. 

Practitioners should understand attunement doesn't produce consensus and so should 
not aim to use the tools if that is the main goal, then other options, such as deliberative 
mini publics, might be more suitable. Success according to the Model is not attitude 
change toward agreement but capacity building for democratic disagreement. 
Additionally, impacts manifest gradually. Sustainable capacity requires repeated 
practice over time, embedded in institutions (schools, community centres, local 
government) creating ongoing opportunities beyond one-off events. 

3.3. The attunement model for researchers  
The Attunement Model advances scholarly understanding of polarization and 
democratic backsliding through three primary theoretical contributions. 

First, it operationalizes agonistic democracy in ways previous scholarship has not. 
While Mouffe's (2013) agonistic pluralism provides normative political theory, it offers 
limited guidance for empirical research or practical intervention. The Attunement Model 
translates agonistic principles (e.g., legitimate conflict, sustained contestation, 
adversaries not enemies) into measurable behaviours (Everyday Extremism Scale) and 
structured interventions. The tennis metaphor makes abstract theory concrete: 
positional play, acknowledging opponents' legitimacy, keeping the ball in play. This 
enables empirical investigation of agonistic democracy's psychological and relational 
prerequisites, filling theoretical-empirical gap. 

Second, the model introduces everyday extremism as analytical concept distinct from 
radicalization. Existing extremism research focuses primarily on pathways to violent 
extremism, organized hate groups, or terrorism. The Attunement Model's behavioural 
focus on how ordinary citizens engage politically in daily life addresses the 
normalization of hostile narratives in mainstream spaces that radicalization frameworks 
miss. Summer Academy participants recognized this: "extremism can emerge through 
everyday practices and emotions" and "is not only driven by formal institutions or overt 
ideology but are often reproduced through everyday practices and social interactions." 
This shifts analytical attention from margins to mainstream, from spectacular violence 
to mundane hostility. 

Third, the model provides multi-level integration rarely achieved in polarization 
research. Political psychology typically focuses micro-level (individual attitudes, 
biases); political science examines macro-level (institutions, party systems); 
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communication studies address meso-level (media dynamics). The Attunement 
Model's tennis metaphor integrates ground (anthropological/cultural, WP5), 
lines/umpire (regulatory-rights, WP2), crowd (media/mobilization, WP4), coaches 
(economic factors, WP3), players (psychological drivers, WP6). That said, we must note 
the limitations of the interventions in speaking to this multi-level integration, as they 
predominantly focused on the individual and group context.  

Finally, the Everyday Extremism Scale provides behavioural measurement avoiding 
ideological labelling. Unlike measures assessing support for democracy abstractly or 
identification with extremist groups, the EES captures specific actions along continuum 
from promoting own views to excluding opponents from dialogue. Malta's longitudinal 
application demonstrated sensitivity to political context – everyday extremism becomes 
salient concern during charged political times (elections), which concerns disappear 
once situation stabilizes. Cross-national validation (Bosnia & Herzegovina, Kosovo, 
Serbia, Cyprus) showed cultural adaptability, though partners in some countries noted 
the need to contextualize scale items to make them further adaptable and relevant.  

3.3.1 Research Gaps Requiring Investigation 

Despite important novelty and insights, there are some remaining gaps that require 
further research. For example, linking attitudes and behaviours. Bosnia & Herzegovina 
and Kosovo demonstrated awareness-raising succeeded but behaviour change 
remained uncertain. What converts reflexivity into sustained practice? How many 
practice-based sessions produce durable capacity? What follow-up intervals maintain 
gains?  

Another important caveat is to consider when political differences become too 
fundamental for attunement. The model assumes opponents can acknowledge each 
other's legitimacy, but Serbia and Iraq revealed contexts where this felt impossible given 
institutional failures. Systematic investigation of when legitimacy acknowledgment is 
feasible versus when it requires prerequisite structural reforms would clarify scope 
conditions. 

4. Final considerations  
The Political Attunement Model explicitly targets everyday extremism and the rise of 
extreme narratives focusing on tackling normalized hostile behaviours in ordinary 
political engagement, not organized violent extremism or terrorist radicalization. When 
individuals have moved beyond everyday hostility to planning violence, specialized de-
radicalization approaches with security dimensions prove necessary. This was also 
clear in the feedback on the Model, as Winter Academy participants reflected on how 
attunement is "not always ethical or safe," validating that some contexts involve such 
profound power asymmetries or ongoing violence that attempting dialogue could 
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legitimize harm or endanger vulnerable participants. Developing clear ethical guidelines 
for when not to pursue attunement remains critical future work. 

The most consistent finding across implementations is important to reiterate – 
attunement cannot substitute for structural reform. Serbia, Iraq, and Portugal 
demonstrated that institutional failures, corruption, and sectarian representation gaps 
create moral justifications for extremism that relational interventions alone cannot 
address. As one Iraqi practitioner reflected, "when the difference is that one group has 
access to state resources and another doesn't, dialogue alone won't fix the problem." 

The Cyprus-Malta findings about representative democracy's competitive pressures 
reveal a deeper structural challenge: electoral systems may inherently incentivize 
hostile rhetoric. The model identifies this dynamic but cannot resolve it through 
individual-level interventions, it demands institutional reforms (direct democracy 
mechanisms, electoral system changes, debate format regulations) beyond 
attunement's scope. 

Kosovo and Bosnia & Herzegovina implementations succeeded in raising awareness but 
could not confirm behaviour change. Participants recognized everyday extremism in 
their own actions, yet uncertainty remained whether this translated to different 
engagement in daily life. As such, the current evidence cannot demonstrate sustained 
impact beyond immediate intervention contexts with regards to the Model. 
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Programme 

In an era marked by rising polarisation, populism and everyday extremism, the 
OppAttune Winter Academy invites you to explore what it means to be political in 
divisive times. Hosted by the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies (CEIS20) at the 
University of Coimbra, this two-and-a-half-day academy brings together a diverse group 
of civil society practitioners, policymakers, journalists, and researchers from across 
Europe.  

Through keynote talks, interactive workshops, and collaborative policy labs, we will 
examine how oppositional thinking can strengthen democratic resilience rather than 
erode it. Participants will engage in innovative approaches and findings from the 
OppAttune project, including contributions to the European Democracy Shield 
initiative.  

This academy is not just a space for reflection, it is a call to action. Together, we will co-
create strategies to detect and reject extreme narratives, foster political consensus and 
build sustainable democratic capacity in local, national, and transnational contexts.  

 

Day One: Wednesday 26th November 2025  
Timing    Name of Session   OppAttune Facilitators 

10:15 – 10:45   Arrivals (tea and coffee)      

10:45-12:30   Session 1: OppAttune & the 
rise of Everyday Extremism.   

   

Prof. Kesi Mahendran, Open University, 

UK. 

Dr. Joana Ricarte, University of 

Coimbra, Portugal. 

Dr. Sandra Obradović, London 
School of Economics, UK. 
 

12:30-13:30 Keynotes:  

From Portugal to Europe and 
back: the rise of everyday 
extremism and the policy 
implications? 

Catarina Martins, Member of the 

European Parliament for Portugal.  

Ana Gomes, Former Member of the 

European Parliament  
 

13:30-15:00   Lunch    Provided on site.   

15:00 –17:00   

   

Session 2: Living democracy, 
Political Attunement and new 
the public sphere.   

Associate. Prof. Dr. Susan Beth 
Rottmann, Özyeğin University in 
Istanbul, Turkey.  



 

 

Prof. Kesi Mahendran, Open University, 

UK. 

Associate. Prof Berna Yazici, 
Bogazici University’s Ataturk, Turkey. 
 

17:00-17:30   Networking (Tea and coffee)   

   

   

19:30   Academy Dinner   To be held at: 

Sapientia Hotel, Rua José Falcão Nº4, 
3000-062, Coimbra, Portugal 

Menu | Sapientia Hotel  
 

 

Day Two: Thursday 27th November 2025  
Timing    Name of Session     OppAttune Facilitator 

09:40-10:00   Arrivals (tea and coffee)      

10:00-12:15   Session 3: Media, 
mobilisation.   

   

Mag. Dr. Ursula Reeger, Institute for 
Urban & Regional Research, Austrian 
Academy of Sciences, Austria. 

Dr Miriam Haselbacher Institute for 
Urban & Regional Research, Austrian 
Academy of Sciences, Austria. 

Jullietta Stoencheva, OppAttune 
PhD candidate, Malmö University, 
Sweden 

Matteo Bergamini, Founder/CEO of 
Shout Out UK (UK) 

Bruce White, Director Organization 
for Identity and Cultural Development 
(OICD), UK. 

12:15-12:45 Cultural Event – UNESCO 
Library visit included.  

Dr. Joana Ricarte, University of 

Coimbra, Portugal. 

 

13:00-14:15 Lunch Provided on site. 

https://www.sapientiahotel.com/menu?lang=en


 

 

14:15 –17:00   

   

Session 4: Mainstreaming 
Political Literacy into 
Educational Policy across 
Europe and beyond.     

Dr. habil. Harald Weilnböck, 
Cultures Interactive, Germany.   

Jasmin Jašarević, PRONI, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

Pascale Warda, Hammurabi Human 
Rights Organization (HHRO), Iraq. 

David Fernandez Puyana, 
Ambassador and Permanent Observer 

of the United Nations University for 

Peace to the UN Educational, Scientific 

and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) in 

Paris and the United Nations Office at 

Geneva 
 

17:00-17:30   Networking (Tea and coffee)   

   

 Provided on site. 
 

 

  



 

 

Day Three: Friday 28th November 2025  
   

Timings   Name of Session    OppAttune Facilitators 

09:30-10:00   Arrival (Tea and Coffee)      

10:00-12:15   Session 5: Everyday 
Extremism and Geopolitical: 
From the Transnational to 
local.    

Prof. Gordon Sammut, University of 
Malta, Malta. 

Dr. Adelina Hasani, Kosovar Centre for 
Security Studies (KCSS), Kosova. 

Stevan Tatalović, University of 
Belgrade, Serbia. 

12:15 – 13:00 Closing: Policy Relevance – 
European Democracy Shield 

Dr. Joana Ricarte, University of 
Coimbra, Portugal. 

13:00-14:00   

   

Grab and go lunch   Provided on site. 
 

   

End.   

For further information on the academy, please contact Alex Pekalski 
(ap4448@open.ac.uk)  

If you would like to know more about being political in divisive times, see: Being political 
in divisive times | BPS and OppAttune | Countering Oppositional Political Extremism | 
Open University  
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