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Abstract

Why do some post-transitional democracies have extremist parties of the same ideological colour as

the one displayed by the past regime, while others do not? Existing studies on undemocratic regimes

and democratization greatly overlook how the ideology of past regimes affects post-transitional party

systems, particularly neglecting the specific role of ideology in shaping the ideological landscape of

extremism in contemporary party systems. This paper argues that the ideology and the type of

undemocratic regime are crucial factors in determining how political systems suppress or exacerbate

the emergence of extremist political parties with an ideology akin to the one displayed by the past

regime, after democratization. The empirical model shows that while in former totalitarian regimes

there are strong extremist parties belonging to the same ideological family as that of the past regime,

in authoritarian regimes, which lack a blueprint ideology, the same does not happen. Former author-

itarian regimes seem to be immune to extremisms ideologically similar to the one displayed formerly.

Lastly, the effect on democratic regimes is neutral.

Keywords: comparative politics; undemocratic legacies; extremism; totalitarianism; authoritarianism

1 Introduction

What is the relationship between present day and past extremism? Why is it that the contemporary

right-wing extremist surge in Europe does not reach certain countries such as Portugal — and until very

recently — Spain and Greece, while it thrives in countries who have already been threatened in the past

by this kind of political ideology? Similarly, why is it that in many post-Soviet States we encounter

strong post-communist political parties, while in the Baltic States and former Yugoslavian countries,

communism has barely any expression in political systems? After a democratization process, coming to

terms with the past is an essential part of the transition, however, very little is known about the impact

of the past regime on democratic structures, particularly on its political systems (Barahona de Brito

2010, Pridham 2000). The impact of the past ideology, specifically, is essential to understanding how the

precedent expression of extremism during the regime affects present day extremism. Even though we can

find few studies on the impact of past ideology on voters and the electorate (Dinas and Northmore-Ball

2017; Neundorf et al. 2017; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2013; Torcal and Mainwaring 2003), no studies

have systematically investigated how the ideology of past undemocratic regimes can shape the extremist

forms of ideology displayed in consolidated political systems.

1



In his seminal work “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes”, Juan Linz (2000) famously created

a typology meant to distinguish two different types of undemocratic regimes: totalitarian and authori-

tarian. This definition is quite unique in the sense that it classifies undemocratic regimes according to

the presence or absence of a “more or less intellectually elaborate ideology”, along with the centralization

of power and ‘active obedience’ of their citizens. If this definition has somehow been sidelined lately, I

consider that the investigation of how these two distinct types of regime evolve into democracies could

not be a more contemporary topic, due to the centrality of ideology in this distinction. The aim of this

paper is, therefore, investigating how the regime type experienced in the past — authoritarian or totali-

tarian — still influences post-transitional political systems, particularly, in the expression of extremism.

This expression, in political systems that are now democratic, will be measured using the horizontal

left-right ideological scale (Fuchs and Klingemann 1990; Giddens 1994; Jost 2006), considering that after

transitions to democracy, this scale is commonly used to measure extremism in political systems.

The argument put forward: that post-transitional totalitarian systems uphold past extremism,

whereas post-authoritarian regimes develop an immunization against past extremism, was tested using

an empirical model that includes electoral data for 33 countries and more than 900 electoral results,

over a period of 74 years, from 1945 to 2019. I demonstrate that while in former totalitarian regimes

there are strong extremist parties belonging to the same ideological family as that of the past regime,

in authoritarian regimes, which have a ‘mentality’ rather than an ideology (Linz 2000), the same does

not happen. In former authoritarian regimes there is an immunization against the ideology of the prior

regime that tends to fade away over time, due to generational replacement, resulting into the absence of

extremist parties of the same ideological colour as the past dictatorship, and the emergence of extremism

exclusively on the opposite ideological field.

The article is organised as follows: the second and third sections discuss characterizations of un-

democratic regimes, respectively using horizontal (left—right) and vertical (authoritarian—totalitarian)

classifications. The theoretical mechanism that sustains the argument put forward in this paper will

also be presented in the last sub-section of the third section. The fourth section describes the data

and methods used in the empirical analysis. In the fifth section I test the general relationship, and in

the sixth section I investigate alternative explanations to the rise of post-transitional extremism that

are not related to undemocratic regimes’ vertical-horizontal ideological classifications, as a robustness

check. In the seventh section I present an empirical distinction of totalitarian and authoritarian regimes,

in order to give an empirical foundation to this characterization, and in the eight section I attempt to

systematically develop and test the parts of the theoretical mechanism that were not approached in the

previous sections. Finally, the final discussion and conclusions will be presented in the last section of

this article.

2 Horizontal Ideological Characterizations of Undemocratic

Regimes

If a sizable body of literature has been established surrounding theories of democratization, very little is

known about the impact of previous undemocratic regimes on post-transitional democracies. Most studies

have either investigated the crucial economic (Boix and Stokes 2003; Geddes 1999; Przeworski 2000) and

institutional (Diamond 2016; Gandhi 2008; Gandhi and Przeworski 2007; Hadenius and Teorell 2007;

Slovik 2012) factors that were responsible for the success or failure of democratic transition (Huntington

1991), or what happened during the short period right after the fall of the regime (eg. at transitional
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justice measures). Although the concept of “autocratic legacy”1 — the idea that previous undemocratic

regimes may leave a mark on democratic institutions after democratic transition — is extremely broad

and its impact very difficult to measure, its importance has been asserted (Barahona de Brito 2010,

Pridham 2000). Pop-Eleches (2007: 910) defined ‘autocratic legacies’ as “the structural, cultural, and

institutional starting points of ex-communist countries at the outset of the transition”. Despite the fact

that this definition can be applied to any dictatorship “at the outset of a transition”, it does not, however,

distinguish autocratic regimes from other historical legacies. Cesarini and Hite (2004), who analysed the

connection between the effects of undemocratic rule in post-dictatorial regimes in Southern Europe, the

Southern Cone, and Brazil and the quality of democracy after democratic consolidation, included that

distinction on their definition of ‘autocratic legacies’: “all behavioural patterns, rules, relationships, social

and political situations, norms, procedures and institutions either introduced or patently strengthened

by the immediately preceding authoritarian regime”. According to Hite and Morlino (2004), “the more

durable and institutionally innovative the authoritarian regime, the greater the potential influence of

authoritarian legacies. The more privileged the authoritarian incumbents in the mode of transition from

authoritarian rule, the greater the potential influence of authoritarian legacies”.

If few researchers have addressed the repercussions of autocratic legacies on consolidated democ-

racies, the impact of the lasting effects of past undemocratic ideology on post-transitional and even

contemporary political systems, has also been largely neglected. Even though we can find few studies

on the impact of past ideology on voters and the electorate (Dinas and Northmore-Ball 2017; Neundorf

et al. 2017; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2013; Torcal and Mainwaring 2003), no studies have systematically

investigated how the ideology of past undemocratic regimes can shape the extremist forms of ideology

displayed in consolidated political systems. O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986) beautifully capture the im-

portance of the study of autocratic legacies by maintaining that in post-transitional democracies, “it is

difficult to imagine how a society can return to some degree of functioning which would provide social

ideological support for political democracy without somehow coming to terms with the most painful

elements of its own past.”

But ‘ideology’ is not a rigid, conceptually uncontested term (Gerring 1997; Maynard and Milden-

berger 2018) despite the prevailing usage of the left–right continuum to locate an ideology (Bobbio 1996,

Knight 2006). In a recent study, Dukalskis and Gerschewski (2018) argued that adhering to this spec-

trum may limit the utility of ideology, as it provides little help in explaining “how and with what effect

autocracies deploy ideas, narratives and symbols into a censored and policed public sphere”. A narrow

definition of ideology may minimize the utility and impact of the concept. Nevertheless, because there is

still no credible way to measure the degree of ideologization of non-democratic regimes across time and

space in a systematic way (Gerschewski 2016), in this article, undemocratic regimes will be classified as

either right-wing or left-wing2. The use of left and right ideological labels, as Fuchs and Klingemann

(1990) denominated them, are useful in order to ideologically classify non-democratic regimes, due to

both their pragmatism and complexity. In the one hand, the pragmatic nature of the left-right classifi-

cation is widely acknowledged, as well as its ability to be translated into a binary variable. On the other

hand, its “power as a meaningful set of categories lies in its relativity — in other words, its ability to

acquire new meanings based on changing historical and intellectual contexts” (Giddens 1994). In defense

of analysing the impact of ideology through the left-right lenses, Jost (2006) argues that:

1The concept, as it often appears in literature, is “authoritarian legacy” rather than “autocratic legacy”. However,
this happens because many times, the terms “authoritarian”, “autocratic”, “dictatorial” and “undemocratic” are inter-
changeable. In this article, the terms “autocratic”, “dictatorial” and “undemocratic” will indeed be interchangeable and
will encompass the most particular terms “authoritarian” and “totalitarian” that will have more specific meanings than
the generalist “autocratic” and “undemocratic” terms.

2Of course it will be considered that undemocratic regimes are either extreme right-wing or extreme left-wing, consid-
ering the own nature of the regime. The use of ‘extreme’ will be implied throughout this paper when referring to left or
right past autocratic regimes.
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“Because ideologies and other belief systems grow out of an attempt to satisfy the epistemic,

existential, and relational needs of our species, it may be ascertained that ideology is a

“natural” part of our psychological functioning and will always be present in one form or

another. Core ideological beliefs concerning attitudes toward equality and traditionalism

possess relatively enduring dispositional and situational antecedents, and they exert at least

some degree of influence or constraint over the individual’s other thoughts, feelings, and

behaviors. There is reason to assume that human beings have required and will continue to

require the characteristics that are associated with the political left as well as the political

right.” (Jost 2006)

Aside from the left-right categorization, which is a horizontal one, nearly all the available typolo-

gies to classify undemocratic regimes fail to inform us about other characteristics of ideology such as its

depth, or penetration within the regime. In other words, undemocratic regimes have been extensively

classified horizontally within the left-right axis but not vertically. The profoundness of ideology within an

autocratic regime would give us additional information about what happens after democratic transition

if a regime has a deeply rooted ideology and other that does not. Do totalitarian ideologies — such

as nazism or communism — simply disappear after transitions to democracy? And does it make sense

to think that a more pluralist and less robust ideology will survive after democratic transition? Could

it be that vertical categorizations of ideology affect horizontal ones? The central causal mechanism of

the argument presented in this paper assumes that the depth of ideology (vertical classification) in past

undemocratic regimes will affect how political systems will horizontally display extremist ideology after

democratic transitions. Hence, the aim of this article is to examine how the vertical ideology of past

undemocratic regimes still has an impact on post-transitional democracies, suppressing or exacerbating

extremist parties of the same ideology displayed previously (extreme-right or extreme-left), depending

on the typology of regime: authoritarian or totalitarian (Linz 2000). In the next section I will explore

the only known vertical ideological classification of undemocratic regimes by Juan Linz (2000) — the

‘authoritarian’ and ‘totalitarian’ regimes — and the theoretical mechanism through which they relate to

contemporary extremism.

3 Vertical Ideological Characterizations of Undemocratic

Regimes and Extremism

In his seminal work “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes”, Juan Linz (2000) famously created a

new typology meant to distinguish two different types of undemocratic regimes — totalitarian and

authoritarian — based on three main characteristics: (i) the existence of a monistic centre of power on

totalitarian regimes and its absence on authoritarian regimes, which allowed some degree of pluralism,

(ii) the presence in totalitarian regimes of “an exclusive, autonomous, and more or less intellectually

elaborate ideology with which the ruling group or leader, and the party serving the leaders, identify

and which they use as a basis for policies or manipulate to legitimize them”, whereas in authoritarian

regimes there is a ‘mentality’ rather than an ideology; (iii) in totalitarian regimes “citizen participation

in and active mobilization for political and collective social tasks are encouraged, demanded, rewarded,

and channeled through a single party and many monopolistic secondary groups. Passive obedience and

apathy, retreat into the role of “parochials” and “subjects,” characteristic of many authoritarian regimes,

are considered undesirable by the [totalitarian] rulers.” (Linz 2000: 70)

This definition is quite unique in the sense that it classifies undemocratic regimes according to the

presence or absence of a “more or less intellectually elaborate ideology”, along with the centralization
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of power and ‘active obedience’ of their citizens. In fact, I argue that all of the three characteristics

mentioned by Linz are somehow related to the degree of strength of an ideology: (i) the existence of

pluralism in authoritarian regimes makes the competition for ideology possible, whereas in totalitarian

systems there is a monopoly of a single ideology; (ii) Linz claims that ideology only exists in totalitar-

ian regimes and that a ‘mentality’ does not have the same encompassing strength as ‘ideology’, which

produces different results between these two political processes3. The author claims that “mentality is

formless, fluctuating — ideology, however, is firmly formed.” (Linz 2000: 163); (iii) by ‘citizen partic-

ipation’ Linz (2000) seems to be referring to an almost Orwellian concept of ‘active’ obedience which

would, I suggest, be closely related to the result of an entrenched ideology. The active participation in

totalitarian regimes, connected to free will and not to a mere “passive obedience” resulting from coercion

in authoritarian regimes, would signify that the ideology is being voluntarily put to practice. It would be

hard to conceive an ‘active participation’ on a repressive undemocratic system and not just “obedience”

if ideology was not significantly entrenched in the minds of the citizens.

Figure 1: Undemocratic Regimes Classification Axis: Horizontal and Vertical

Figure 2: Undemocratic Regimes Classification Table: Horizontal and Vertical

3Linz (2000: 163) claims: “The important question is, Why do ideas take a different form, different coherence, articula-
tion, comprehensiveness, explicitness, intellectual elaboration, and normativeness? On those various dimensions ideologies
and mentalities differ. Those differences are not without consequences in the political process. It is more difficult to
conceive of mentalities as binding, requiring a commitment of the rulers and the subjects irrespective of costs and of the
need of coercion to implement them. Mentalities are more difficult to diffuse among the masses, less susceptible to be used
in education, less likely to come into conflict with religion or science and more difficult to use as a test of loyalty.”
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But what happens to ideology when totalitarian and authoritarian regimes come to an end?

Combining both types of classifications of undemocratic regimes — horizontal and vertical — (see Figure

I and Figure II ), four distinct types of undemocratic past emerge from this superposition: right-wing

totalitarian dictatorships, right-wing authoritarian dictatorships, left-wing totalitarian dictatorships and

left-wing authoritarian dictatorships. The important question of how this past ideology will affect and

manifest itself in political systems after transitions to democracy is the object of study of this article. In

the following two sub-sections I will characterize each regime in more depth, and in the last sub-section

I will present the theoretical mechanism that sustains the following argument: while totalitarian regimes

uphold past extremism, authoritarian regimes develop an immunization against it.

3.1 Totalitarian Regimes

Linz and Stephan (1996) assert that in new democracies with a post-totalitarian past, the development

of societies occurs in ways that are distinct from those with post-authoritarian legacies. (Linz 2000: 31)

If the recognition of National Socialism, Italian Fascism and Stalinism as totalitarian ideologies has been

widely shown in the literature (Arendt 1951, Furet 1999, Linz 2000, Gentile 2015), in the section “The

Centrality of Ideology”, Linz makes an eye-catching observation: despite being obviously two distinct

ideologies, what is “striking, however, are the similarities in communism’s and fascism’s commitment to

ideas, their use of ideas to derive policies (sometimes very concrete measures, even in realms otherwise

remote from politics such as art, music, scientific debates), their fanatic effort to implement those policies,

the murderous consequences, and the extent to which large numbers of cadres, party members, and

citizens believed in them.” (Linz 2000: 20-21) This “common element of sacralization” of totalitarian

ideologies is, according to some authors, stronger that the rational differences between them (Linz 2000;

Furet 1999; Mann 1933). The ‘divine’ view of ideology in totalitarian regimes was, for this reason,

conflicting with existing religious practices and the totalitarian leader was not only prompted to attempt

to secularize society, a factor of the success of this type of regime (Linz 2000: 23), by destroying or

controlling religious institutions, but also to use a language that would invoke the higher symbolism of

a religion and engage with practices (Berezin 1997, Gentile 1996, Linz 2000).

“Even in Italy, as Emilio Gentile (I996) and the more ethnographic study by Mabel Berezin

(1997) show, this process went far. Totalitarian regimes tried to fill the emotional vacuum cre-

ated by secularization with political rituals and liturgies derived from or inspired by religion.

What is more difficult to ascertain is to what extent leaders, party organization members, and

ordinary citizens succumbed to those pseudo-religious efforts to give meaning to their lives,

and the extent to which participation in those rituals evoked feelings comparable to those of

religious rituals. I am quite skeptical on the first point, except for the ideologists themselves

and some leaders; but I would consider the second quite relevant in understanding the hold

of totalitarian movements and regimes on some of their supporters.” (Linz 2000: 23)

In this passage Juan Linz affirms that while is difficult to measure the extent to which totalitarian

regimes succeeded in offering their citizens a new meaning for their lives in secularized societies, he asserts

that totalitarianism was fundamentally a religion, similarly able to exalt people’s feelings of sacredness

and engagement. This author also explains that the “loss of ideological commitment”, the loss of a

“mobilizing utopia” that occurred after the de-Stalinization process was the most decisive element in

dismantling this totalitarian regime. Liebert et al. (2013) also explain that the longevity of communism

can be explained by its “penetration of multiple layers of society, extending from the family unit to the

working unit to the administrative unit, all tied together by a utopian philosophy that engendered loyalty

6



and fervor in its citizenry comparable to that of a religion.” In this sense, according to White (2001),

the USSR was an ‘ideocratic’ state, considering that the authority of its government depended on the

political teachings of Marxism–Leninism, to which there could be no legitimate challenge. This author

explains that “the ideology extended to all spheres of public life; it informed the educational system,

defined the view that was taken of organised religion and public property, and ruled out alternative ideas,

or a market economy, or competing political parties.”

Considering these references, I am led to suggest that after transitions to democracy, the totali-

tarian ideology will not simply wither with the coming of a new regime, considering how strong, sacred

and active it was during the totalitarian period. In fact, the measures of denazification that occurred

(namely, in Germany, Austria and Italy) after the Second World War imply that it was necessary to

force nazism and fascism out of society in an inorganic way as this ideology would linger within societies

after transition. Equivalently, we witness in post-Soviet countries the “nostalgia for communism”, so

beautifully reported by Svetlana Alexievich in her work “Secondhand Time: The Last of the Soviets”

(2017), and in many other works belonging to post-soviet countries democratic transitions’ literature.

Both cases are examples of the power of permanence of the totalitarian ideology.

3.2 Authoritarian Regimes

Authoritarian regimes have three main distinctive characteristics: limited pluralism; existence of ‘men-

talities’ rather than an ideologies; and mobilization is a result of coercion and not of free will (Linz

2000). Mentalities are “fluctuating”, “formless” “ways of thinking and feeling” rather than fixed and

robust “systems of thought” (Geiger 1932). Mentalities do not, unlike ideologies, feed utopias that

sustain totalitarian regimes for they lack both the mobilizing aspects and divine allure of totalitarian

ideological blueprints. Linz (2000: 163) argues that the differences between ideologies and mentalities

“are not without consequences in the political process” since mentalities are “difficult to diffuse among

the masses, less susceptible to be used in education, less likely to come into conflict with religion or

science and more difficult to use as a test of loyalty.”

Because there is not a mass mobilization motivated by the sacralization of an ideology, in Authori-

tarian regimes, power is not seized by elites through active participation of its citizens but by neutralizing

potential enemies of the regime. The malleability of the authoritarian ‘mentality’ is used by rulers to

reach out to important power players within society, by sculpting this mentality that does not require

specific commitments or guidelines, in order to establish and maintain loyalty ties with these elements.

This adaption of mentalities in disparate directions according to power plays will use ideological ele-

ments of other centers of power (such as nationalism, prosperity. . . ) in order to legitimize these moves

but without compromising to a fixed ideology. This is how, without a legitimizing ideology, authori-

tarian regimes are able to maintain power: not by mobilizing the masses but by using the malleable

character of mentalities in order to subdue its enemies. However, this absence of ideology comes with

a price. Linz (2000: 164) explains that it limits authoritarian regimes’ “capacity to mobilize people to

create the psychological and emotional identification of the masses with the regime. The absence of an

articulate ideology, of a sense of ultimate meaning, of long-run purposes, of an a priori model of ideal

society reduces the attractiveness of such regimes to those for whom ideas, meaning, and values are

central.” I believe this causes a vicious circle of power weakening. By lacking an ideology, certain groups

(such as intellectuals, the youth, fervent supporters with mobilizing will), will not produce intellectual

works about the ideology or rituals related to its sacredness. They will not be mobilized to support

the regime or emotionally engage with it and this will further discourage the production of intellectual,

religious, content that allows the engagement with the regime. Ultimately, there will be an absence of
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this deep emotional and psychological connection, a privation of the sense of “feeling at home” that is

so characteristic of closed societies such as totalitarian regimes (Popper 1945). I suggest that because of

this lack of connection to the regime fomented by ideology in authoritarian regimes, after transitions to

democracy, the legacy of the past extremism will not be transported to the new democratic regime.

Thus, considering the characteristics described above in relation to totalitarian and authoritarian

regimes, in this article it will be assumed that: (i) we can distinguish totalitarian from authoritarian

undemocratic regimes. These two concepts are distinctive — as it will be later proved empirically; (ii)

mentalities and ideologies are different concepts, and based on Linz’s work, they respectively subsist in

authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. While mentalities do not have a structural effect on the regime,

ideologies are what drive totalitarian regimes, being its backbone and legitimizing force; (iii) as it was

previously referred in the beginning of this section, I argue that all of the three characteristics to define

totalitarian and authoritarian regimes, are somehow related to the degree of strength of an ideology and

the lack of it in mentalities: the monopoly of ideology in totalitarian regimes versus the wider pluralism in

authoritarian allowed by mentalities, the encompassing strength of the ideology versus the “fluctuating”

nature of mentalities that produce different political results, and the concept of ‘active’ obedience in to-

talitarian regimes motivated by ideological attachment versus ‘passive’ obedience motivated by coercion;

(iv) after transitions to democracy, the totalitarian ideology will not disappear with the coming of a new

regime and will live on in the democratic structure through lasting bureaucratic structures, intellectual

production, effects at individual level and at the elite level; (v) because mentalities were not as relevant

in sustaining the regime, they seize to matter after transitions to democracy. In fact, they wouldn’t

matter even if they survived, because they were not essential for the regime which was not based on a

blueprint. Ideologies, on the other hand are still not only relevant, but they are able to survive through

a mechanism.

3.3 Theory

But how does exactly this past legacy survive — or fails to do so — way after transitions to democracy

in totalitarian and authoritarian regimes? The argument put forward in this paper suggests that while

post-transitional totalitarian systems uphold past extremism, post-authoritarian regimes develop an

immunization against it. This argument is sustained by a theoretical mechanism that operates through

five different levels:

1. Persistence of Ideology in Totalitarian Regimes

The first piece of the theoretical mechanism is the durability of ideology in totalitarian regimes

after transitions to democracy. I argue that in this type of systems, the ideology that was actively

prevalent and that legitimized the previous regime (Gerschewski 2011), does not wither after tran-

sitions to democracy, being visible in contemporary post-transitional totalitarian regimes through

two different channels that protect its vitality: bureaucratic structure and intellectual production.

Bureaucratic Structure: The endurance of the bureaucratic structure in post-totalitarian coun-

tries is the first channel through which ideology survives after transitions. As previously referred,

the studies presented thus far provide evidence that in totalitarian regimes the voluntary acceptance

of the regime and the embracement of its ideology tends to be much higher than in authoritarian

regimes, where the system would persevere by coercion and passive acceptance. Hence, I suggest

that this would be true for both groups of individuals: those who are merely under the regime’s

command, detached from power, and those who constitute the power structures themselves. I

believe the latter would inclusively be more deeply engaged with the dynamics of the totalitarian
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regime and would have stronger incentives to be actively pro-regime, by embodying a part of their

very own central organism. In contrast, in authoritarian regimes, the individuals that belong to

the power structures would, to a way lesser extent, be that engaged with the regime. The power

structures would merely attempt to survive within the brutal regime, pledging loyalty to it not

because they would be firm believers in something greater than the dictator or in a higher justifi-

cation for the regime (such as utopian blueprints and their ideologies in totalitarian regimes), since

that does not exist in authoritarian systems, but to avoid being removed and regarded as disloyal,

suffering then the respective consequences.

Accordingly, after transitions to democracy in totalitarian regimes, the bureaucrats and high rank

figures would not seize to be loyal to the regime even after it has ended. I am lead to suggest that

many of these powerful figures would have either put an end to their life as the regime also came to

an end — the most famous cases of these occurrences, which also occurred at the population level,

were the cases of Adolf Hitler himself and Joseph Goebbels, who committed suicide along with their

respective families, and in the case of Goebbels, putting also an end to the lives of his six children

with cyanide poisoning — or, would have accepted the new regime without completely losing the

loyalty felt towards totalitarianism. The studies on the failures of ‘denazification’ relate how many

important figures in the nazi (in Germany and Austria) and also in fascist structures (in Italy)

remained in power even after the fall of the regime and democratic transition. In authoritarian

regimes, even if this had happened, because the loyalty to the regime was not nearly as strong, it

would not allow its survival after democracy was implemented.

Intellectual Production: The second channel of survival and persistence of totalitarian ideology

corresponds to the intense intellectual production that blooms on the ideological grounds of total-

itarian regimes. This intellectual production begins before transitions to democracy, and inspired

by the totalitarian ideology, gives birth to a debate that did not die with the end of the regime.

The truly prolific intellectual production — books, academic publications, talks, debates — on the

historical and applied aspects of totalitarian ideologies that is still being created, years after the

end of the Second World War, clearly demonstrate the importance of the contemporary intellectual

legacy of totalitarian ideologies. The large production of studies on totalitarian ideologies derived

from past regimes such as fascism, nazism, soviet bolshevism and even marxism demonstrate the

importance of their intellectual legacy today. In contrast, the intellectual production on author-

itarian mentalities — namely, on Salazarism and Franquism — is fairly niche, being most works

inclusively produced in Portuguese and Spanish, respectively, and being also mostly discussed in

their countries of origin.

This debate, a debate on nazism, on fascism, on communism, on marxism, is a debate that does

not get depleted with the end of the regime. The pro-totalitarian ideology side, may always argue

that the ideology was not well implemented, and that the regime failed exactly because it was

an ill attempt to put the ideology into practice. Advocates of a certain ideology may claim that

it is possible to get a better approximation to the ideal the one attempted by the failed regime,

providing a vehicle through which the utopian ideal lives on. According to the ‘OMGUS Survey of

Trends in Attitudes toward National Socialism (1945-47)’ implemented in Germany, “despite the

lost World War and the spread of information on Nazi crimes, about half of the Germans in the

American occupation zone between 1945 and 1947 clung to the National Socialist program and

merely criticized its implementation4.”

Another relevant point is that the nature of the debate itself, with arguments going back and forth,

will crate a snowball effect on the intellectual importance of these ideologies with ideas that will not

4Source: OMGUS Survey of Trends in Attitudes toward National Socialism (1945-47).
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die hand in hand with the regimes. Movements like neo-nazism and neo-marxist that emerged after

the fall of nazism, fascism and the Soviet Union, could not be more contemporary. Critiques and

advocates allow the discussion to live on. Then, after transitions to democracy, this infrastructure

of thought that is detached from a particular regime, from a particular place in time and space,

will also allow the exportation of totalitarian utopias to regions which were not directly exposed

to a totalitarian regime.

2. Individual Level Sentiments

The second piece of the mechanism that enables the continuity of totalitarian ideologies after

transitions to democracy but also creates an immunization against past extremism in authoritarian

regimes is the experience of sentiments of attachment at the individual level from those who lived

under totalitarian systems, and their lack thereof in authoritarian types. Right after the end of a

totalitarian regime, sentiments of strain and inability to deal with the adaptation to a new system

may occur. Overtime, these feelings that are not only related to the seemingly secure life under

a closed regime, but also to the high ideals that organized the lifestyle and belief system of its

citizens, are replaced by a nostalgia for the past regime.

An example of this deep attachment is the already acknowledged issue of the mass suicides in

Germany after the end of the Second World War: certainly from high rank figures, as previously

mentioned, but mostly from common citizens as Florian Huber narrates on his latest work “Promise

Me You’ll Shoot Yourself: The Mass Suicide of Ordinary Germans in 1945” (2019). These mass

suicides5 that occurred in 1945, after the end of the Second World War, where in a single German

town 1.000 people committed suicide in less than 72 hours, and 7.000 suicides in Berlin alone,

were carried out by people who would rather have died rather than to have to acknowledge the

defeat of Nazism. Another example of individual level sentiments of affinity for totalitarianism

is the ‘nostalgia for communism’: a social phenomena of nostalgia for the Soviet times (Prusik

and Lewicka 2016; Rekść 2015). According to the Levada Center survey (conducted in November

2016), some of the reasons behind these sentiments are: missing the Soviet Union because of the

destruction of the joint economic system of its 15 republics (53%), the loss of a sense of belonging

to a great power (43%), the loss of the feeling of being home at any part of the USSR (30%)6.

When asked if they believed if the fall of the Soviet Union was unavoidable or could have been

avoided, only 29% of the respondents replied that it was unavoidable, in contrast to 51% of those

who answered that it could have been avoided; and when asked “are you sad that the USSR fell”,

56% of the respondents replied “yes” as opposed to 28% who answered “no”.

These sentiments have also to do with the attachment to values endorsed by the regime and that

did not fully disappear after transitions to democracy. According to the OMGUS Survey on Anti-

Semitism in the American Zone (December 1946), “after years of radical anti-Semitic policies and

propaganda by the Nazi regime, many were eager to know whether anti-Semitic attitudes persisted

among Germans. A poll conducted in the American zone and in West Berlin at the end 1946

showed that prejudice against Jews was still quite widespread.” Only 20% of Germans would fall

into the category “those with little bias”, while 80% would classify themselves as nationalists,

racists, anti-Semites or intense anti-Semites7. The same survey was repeated in April 1948 with

similar results: “one-third of those surveyed were anti-Semites or radical anti-Semites and that

more than a quarter advocated racist positions8.”

5Source: Timeline online: ”In one German town, 1,000 people killed themselves in 72 hours”
6Source: Levada Center ”The Fall of the Soviet Union”
7Survey results by category: those with little bias (20%), nationalists (19%), racists (22%), anti-Semites (21%), and

intense anti-Semites (18%).
8Survey in Germany regarding anti-semitic sentiments in 1946: ”OMGUS Survey on Anti-Semitism in the American
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In authoritarian regimes, the presence of mentalities in society did not manifest itself at all to the

same extent. Until today, in Portugal there are virtually no extreme-right parties (and even less

pro-Salazar ones) and in Spain and Greece, Vox and Golden Dawn, only appeared very recently

(respectively in 2013 and 2012), after the 2007/2008 global financial crisis. It’s acknowledged that

in Portugal the single positive legacy of Salazar was a financial one. It was during his regime

that Portugal had the so called “economic miracle” of a commercial ‘superavit’ in 1943. Aside

from this, the experience of the regime, the censorship (“PIDE”) and the Revolution of April

25th (“Revolução dos Cravos” or “Revolução de 25 de Abril”) is still, until today, very present

in the collective memory of the Portuguese people. Even though in recent years things are slowly

changing due to generational replacement of those who lived during the dictatorship, today it is

still a tabu to say openly that one ‘is right-wing’ in Portugal. Even the most right-wing party in the

Portuguese parliament is called “Party of the Center Social Democratic — Popular Party” (CDS-

PP), and defends, within other policies, the reception of refugees from Syria, higher maternity

benefits for new mothers, the welcoming of Venezuelans with Portuguese ascendency (at no costs

for them), allowing the to escape from the economic difficulties and violent crime lived under

Maduro’s regime9, and more recently, the suggestion to paint zebra crossings with rainbow colors

for an awareness campaign for the LGBTQ+ community10.

Hence, in authoritarian regimes, I assert that instead of individual level sentiments of attachment

for the past regime, there are anti-regime sentiments. These are caused by the inexistence of an

encompassing and purposeful ideology that foments active support for the regime, and that could

bring about the nostalgia and attachment for the past that exists in totalitarian systems, paired

with the negative memories of the regime characterized by repression, cohesion and violence. These

sentiments should occur with more intensity right after the fall of the undemocratic regime and

stabilize over time, due to generational replacement, by cohorts that did not directly experience

the undemocratic regime.

3. Recycling Past Ideology

The third piece of the theory has to do with the recycling of past extremist ideologies in totalitarian

regimes. If, according to the two previous points, totalitarian ideology is able to persist and remain

relatively robust after transitions to democracy, not only structurally and intellectually but also at

the individual level, it makes sense to think that there is also space for elites to politically align

with the past. Accordingly, there would be space for political parties to locate themselves in the

extreme side of the horizontal spectrum, in either the left or the right, in congruence with where

the past ideology was located. If the past regime was Fascist or Nazi, these parties will locate

themselves on the extreme-right, and if the regime was communist, the parties will occupy the

political space on the extreme-left.

Inversely, in authoritarian regimes, when extremist parties emerge, they will tend to locate them-

selves on the other side of the horizontal ideological spectrum. The lack of persistence, strength

and sentiments of attachment towards the past ideology disables the ability to sustain the reemer-

gence of these parties, within the post-transitional political spectrum. In the absence of ideology

or any affinity concerning the past, an aversion towards the symbols and parties supporting the

past regime is created, along with the movement towards the other end of the horizontal ideological

spectrum. Therefore, a country that experienced a right-wing authoritarian regime will tend to

Zone (December 1946)”. The survey was repeated in 1948 with similar results
9Source: Observador Newspaper: ”O plano do CDS para portugueses da Venezuela: ponte aérea sem custos e redução

de IRS à Costa”
10Source: Magg Online Magazine, ”Lisboa com passadeiras arco-́ıris pela luta contra a homofobia”
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have extremist parties locating themselves on the other end of the spectrum: the extreme-left;

and a country that experienced a left-wing authoritarian regime will likely have extremist parties

locating themselves on the extreme-right.

Lastly, it is relevant to highlight that in post-totalitarian regimes the legacy of the past is still

generally viewed as an atrocious one. However, because of the characteristics specified above of

this ‘post-transitional ideology’, there is a small part of this legacy that can be reused in the

political system as extremist parties. In authoritarian regimes, for instance, because the incentives

to reuse the past are nearly null, it makes more sense for political elites to translate these negative

views into an immunization against the past extremism.

4. Cycle of Reinforcement

Fourth, I suggest that, in the shape of extremist political parties, the continuous use of these

ideologies (extreme-right and left wing) in the political system may also promote their further

reinforcement. Extremist parties will carry the ideology of the previous regime over time, certainly

adapting slowly to the contemporary political environment, but being mostly based on the solid

and familiar past. The more this ideology ‘adapts’ to modern times, the more it will lose its

original features and eventually would seize to represent the classic previous ideology (even if it

remains totalitarian with another utopian blueprint). Truthfully, it is difficult to predict what will

be the trend for these extremist parties based on the past in post-totalitarian democracies. It would

depend on the mentioned degree of adaptation to modernity, to their detachment (or reattachment,

for some reason) to the initial ideology, to the extent to which generational replacement would dilute

the ideology of these parties. I would argue that the presence of past ideology in post-transitional

extremist parties its latent, in the sense that it is a constant presence that may reappear with more

or less strength in specific moments in time. It emergence does not necessarily depend on the time

elapsed after democratization, and for this reason, it is not possible to establish a linear pattern

regarding its intensity. I believe it depends on how active is totalitarian ideology at a given time

and space, according to the first two points through which the theoretical mechanism operates,

described above. One can only guarantee, according to this theory, that totalitarian regimes are

not immune to past extremism, which will be empirically shown later on this article.

Authoritarian regimes, however, are immune to past extremism of the same colour as the one

displayed in the past — at least for a while. If right after transitions to democracy the memory

of repression is still more vivid, it would make sense that this kind of extremism is higher during

the first years after democratization. As the memory of the regime dissipates over time and with

generational replacement, I am led to suggest that the immunization of the same ideological label

as the one lived during the authoritarian regime will resurface at some point, later in time.

5. Types of Regime vs Types of Extremism

Finally, the last piece of the theoretical mechanism has to do with the triggering of different

kinds of extremist parties depending on the type of regime. As discussed above, post-totalitarian

democracies are prone to extremism of the same horizontal ideological positioning as the one

displayed by undemocratic regime. However, because there are no incentives that would block the

emergence of extremism on the other side of the spectrum, I suspect that extremist parties on both

ends of the horizontal spectrum could emerge, being the one also displayed during the undemocratic

regime generally stronger. According to the theory, what happens in post-totalitarian regimes is

their permeability to the past ideological legacy, despite the atrocities committed during the regime.

With this said, it makes sense that extremism on the other side of the spectrum could appear, as
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it also appears in countries — the control countries, in this study — that had no experience of

dictatorship since before the beginning of the Second World War.

In authoritarian regimes however, the picture changes. I argue, as it will be empirically shown in the

following sections of this article, that while post-authoritarian democracies allow extremist parties

with an horizontal ideology opposite to the one displayed by the past regime, extremist political

parties ideologically aligned with the previous autocracy do not have a place in post-transitional

political systems. In this sense, authoritarian regimes are immune to this very particular kind of

extremism for a determined period of time that will be explored later in this study.

Hypotheses Testing

In sum, according to the theoretical mechanism (see Figure 3 ), I consider that:

(i) What remains of totalitarian regimes after democratic transition (namely, the regime’s ideol-

ogy) will subsist in democratic political systems whereas, in authoritarian regimes, the absence of an

ideology will promote the disappearance of the support for the previous regime, as the ‘mentalities’ will

not be robust enough to execute this task. Thus, as the theoretical mechanism illustrates, the “intel-

lectually elaborated and organized” ideology of totalitarian regimes will prevail after democratization

and the “ways of thinking and feeling” that characterize mentalities will not transit to democracy. The

presence of ideology in totalitarian regimes will be kept under the shape of sentiments comparable to

religious beliefs, a vast body of tangible intellectual work, and a policy agenda that takes the shape of

the past regime’s utopian blueprint;

(ii) This prevalence of ideology in totalitarian regimes will promote new and/or fail to eradicate

existing extremist political parties that identify with the same ideology of the past undemocratic regime.

In authoritarian regimes, the lack of ideology will not give sufficient foundations for extremist parties

of the same ideology of the past regime to form. In sum, the ideology of totalitarian regimes will be

more enduring after transitions to democracy than the authoritarian mentality, and after transition,

it will turn into seeds that will fuel extremism in totalitarian regimes. Because authoritarian regimes’

“mentality” did not leave tangible traces — either in the shape of intellectual work, policy ideas backed

by the strong power of the totalitarian utopia, religious fervor towards the regime (eg. symbols, utopia,

actions of mobilization) — extreme parties will not have anything to hold on to after transition. If they

are to appear in authoritarian regimes, they will likely not be linked to the previous regime, but to a

new set of ideas.

(iii) Accordingly, using the horizontal and vertical classifications of ideology: in totalitarian

regimes that had right-wing dictatorships we will see right-wing extremism after democratic transitions.

In totalitarian regimes that had left-wing dictatorships we will see left-wing extremism. In authoritarian

regimes that had right-wing dictatorships we will see left-wing extremism. And in authoritarian regimes

that had left-wing dictatorships we will see right-wing extremism (Table II).

Considering this, the hypotheses to be tested are:

[1.] Hypothesis 1: Totalitarian regimes uphold extremism of the same horizontal ideological kind as

the one displayed by the past regime;

[2] Hypothesis 2: Authoritarian regimes are immune to the extremism displayed by the past regime;

this immunization will last for a long period of time after democratic transition, being lifted over time

due to generational replacement;

[3.] Hypothesis 3: In authoritarian regimes, the only source of extremism in political systems is in-
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versely ideologically aligned with the past regime, until the immunization is lifted;

[4.] Hypothesis 4: Effects on democracies is neutral.

Figure 3: Theoretical Mechanism

4 Data and Methods

If in undemocratic regimes it is possible to classify the ideology in a two-dimensional axis: left, right,

totalitarian and authoritarian, in democratic political systems, ideological extremes can only be measured

on the horizontal scale, by measuring the amount of extremist parties existing on the left and on the

right side of the ideological spectrum. Introducing a ‘depth’ variable of ideology to political parties, a

typology that would be similar to the classification of totalitarian (strong ideology) and authoritarian

(no ideology, only ‘mentality’) of undemocratic regimes, can be posed as problematic. Some databases

such as Manifesto Project or Chapell Hill Project attempt to classify political parties’ ideology in a

scale, rather than using a left-right binary variable. However, I believe that various problems can be

derived from this approach such as the cross-country or even cross-region differences among ideological

scales between various coding-experts (Bølstad and Dinas 2017); the problems with adequacy of data

used to classify each political party (when using party manifestos, for example, these may not capture

the full ideological complexity of the party); and when classifying extreme-right and extreme-left, it is

impossible to establish the same ‘extremist’ scaling ceilings that would allow a fair comparison between

political parties between different countries. For this reason, in this analysis, extremist ideology in

post-transitional democracies will be measured by the vote share of extremist parties that exist on the

extreme-right or extreme-left. Furthermore, it is outside the scope of this article the classification of each

party as extreme-right or extreme-left.

The empirical model will comprise cross-country data for three distinct groups. The first two

belong to the treatment group, being ‘treatment’ the existence of an undemocratic regime in Europe

during the second half of the twentieth century. The ‘treatment’ countries can be sub-divided in two

groups: those that experienced totalitarian regimes and those that experienced authoritarian regimes.

The inclusion of countries within either of these two groups was based on the work of other authors,

particularly of Linz’s (2000) (see also Linz and Stepan 1998; Francois Furet 1999 and Gentile 2015).

According to these works, National Socialism in Germany, and Bolshevism in the Soviet Union are

unquestionably totalitarian. In regard to Bolshevism, according to Linz (2000), the Soviet Union was

totalitarian during Stalin’s rule (1927-1953). Hence, all the countries that belonged to the USSR during

this period, will be included in this analysis (see Annex I). Due to unavailability of data, from this group

I will only not include Belarus, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.
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While the case of Italian Fascism stirred some initial doubts, Renzo de Felice (in Linz 2000)

settles that while “authoritarian fascism characterized the construction phase of the ‘regime,’ it was

totalitarian fascism, developing in fascism’s second decade in power, which provided the dynamism and

the goal of “’transforming the State’.” Even if the regime was not totalitarian at the beginning, it became

totalitarian. If Linz (2000) does not oppose to the inclusion of Italian fascism within the totalitarian

category, Emilio Gentile (2015) claims that because the totalitarian intention existed and shaped the

regime, one cannot deny its existence and influence. Most importantly, he highlights the “importance of

myths in the politics of fascism and in its conception and mode of organization of the masses”. These

“myths” and “organization of the masses” constitute two ‘Linzean’ characteristics of totalitarianism.

Lastly, this author maintains that Bolshevism, Fascism and National Socialism are totalitarian doctrines.

I will hence undoubtedly consider that Italian Fascism is totalitarian. I will also consider Nazi Austria as

totalitarian as “the ascendancy to power of the Nazis” and the “long-awaited unification, or Anschluss,

with Germany in 1938” had an “overwhelming” popular support (Ignazi 2003). As Ignazi (2003) states:

“. . . the Nazi organization flourished better than in any other country, Germany included;

recruitment to the Nazi party, and later on the Wehrmacht, the SS, and the Waffen SS,

reached an unprecedented level (Botz 1980: 210–15). The identification of a large part of

the population with the destiny of the Reich and the enthusiastic support for Hitler’s policies

especially towards the Jews, was reflected in harsh resistance until the end of the war. When

Vienna capitulated, the level of Nazi membership was still impressive (Luther 1988: 220).”

— P. Ignazi (2003: 108)

Regarding authoritarian regimes, the second treatment sub-group, I included countries in Europe

that had regimes of this kind during the course of the twentieth century. These are: Portugal, Spain

and Greece (Linz and Stepan 1998), the countries with a right-wing authoritarian past; and Estonia,

Latvia and Lithuania (the Baltic states), and the countries belonging to the former Socialist Federal

Republic of Yugoslavia: Slovenia, Serbia, North Macedonia, Montenegro, Kosovo, Croatia, Bosnia and

Herzegovina; as well as Albania. The Baltic states were incorporated into the Soviet Union after the

Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact in August 1940. The Third Reich also occupied these territories in July

1941, incorporating them into its Reichskommissariat Ostland. The Red Army recaptured them after

the Baltic Offensive of 1944. Thus, not only were these countries exposed to two different types of

totalitarian regimes, being only occupied during less than half of Stalin’s totalitarian rule, but they were

never fully recognized as part of the Soviet Union, being regarded as invaded and operating under a

policy of non-occupation (Mälksoo 2003). For this reason, I will not classify them as totalitarian, but

as authoritarian. If the Soviet Union took control of most countries in Eastern Europe, either by their

incorporation in the USSR (under totalitarian rule) or their control as satellite states, the exception

were the regions belonging to the former Yugoslavia and Albania. These two countries (former country,

in the case of Yugoslavia) collaborated closely from July 1946 with a friendship and cooperation pact

(Zivotic 2009) that included a common pricing system and a customs union. Considering the massive

influence of Yugoslavia over Albania, by 1946-47 Stalin told Milovan Djilas, a high rank Yugoslavian

official, that that he had “nothing against Yugoslavs ‘swallowing Albania,’ but also accused Yugoslavs for

planning to endorse Albania into federations without consulting the USSR.” (Pavlović 2011) Yugoslavia

was then expelled from the Cominform in June 1948 after the Tito–Stalin split, becoming a non-aligned

country without the massive support the Soviet Union offered. The ultimate result of this expulsion

was an extremely successful foreign policy and the re-alignment of Yugoslavia’s Marxist-Leninist values

(Zimmerman 1982: 26). Yugoslavia then became an authoritarian regime of its own, aligned with the

communist values but outside the scope of influence of the USSR. Albania kept tightening its relations
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with Yugoslavia until eventually it cut its links with this country in the late 1940s, and in the 1960s it

did the same with the Soviet Union, whose presence was not as impactful anyway as it was in the other

satellite states, precisely because of the influence of Yugoslavia in that region, also becoming a left-wing

extremist authoritarian regime of its own until the fall of the Soviet Union. Post-Totalitarian regimes

such as Albania and Yugoslavia are also considered authoritarian (Linz 2000: 245; Linz and Stepan

1996: 294). Linz considered that in these cases the “commitment to ideology may simply become hollow,

mobilization may degenerate into bureaucratic ritual, and pockets of resistance or relative autonomy may

emerge, more due to regime incapacity or reluctant acquiesence to foreign pressure than to any choice.”

(Linz and Stepan 1996: 293).

Data was also collected for a third group of countries — the control group — on which it was

considered that the effect of undemocratic regimes was neutral. The rationale behind this had to do

with the fact that these countries did not experience undemocratic regimes since the end of the Second

World War. Even though some of them have been very briefly exposed to the Nazi regime, it was not

considered that these countries developed own their own full-fledged undemocratic regimes that include

the plethora of factors and circumstances that are associated with their birth and that, while being

outside the scope of this present analysis, may be relevant to distinguish totalitarian and authoritarian

regimes (Linz 2000). In total, data was collected for 33 countries over the course of 74 years, from 1945

to 2019 (Annex I). For countries that had an undemocratic past, electoral results were collected from

the first free election until the latest one there is record of. For control countries, data was collected

since the first election after the end of the Second World War until the latest recent election. More

than 900 electoral results were comprised in this analysis and include the vote share of all left-wing

and right-wing extremist parties that existed during the mentioned period for both Parliamentary and

European elections11. I considered that a high vote share in both types of elections is a good proxy for

a strong extreme-right and extreme-left in a given country. As it was previously mentioned, I will not

venture into classifying political parties as extreme-right or extreme-left on this article. All extreme-right

parties included are denoted with this classification by literature sources such as Piero Ignazi’s (2003)

classification of extreme-right political parties (. . . . place all references in the end from my notes on

the dataset) . Also, it will be assumed that all ’communist’ parties are extreme-left parties. All parties

that do not designate themselves as ‘communist’ will not be included in this analysis, in order to ensure

conservative estimations.

5 Testing General Relationship

5.1 Empirical Model

The empirical analysis relies on compositional data: the aggregated vote share for left-wing and right-wing

extremist political parties. The analysis comprises two regression models, a classical linear regression

model and the panel-corrected standard errors model (PCSE) (Baltagi 2005). I used the same pair of

outcome variables in the two models estimated: (i) aggregated vote for parties belonging to the extreme-

right and (ii) left, controlling for GDP per capita, GDP per capita squared, GDP growth, the time elapsed

since the fall of the regime (in years) and its squared value12, an approach similar to the one used in other

studies measuring the stability and survival of autocratic regimes (Brownlee 2009, Knutsen and Nyg̊ard

2015). The included common regressors are two three-fold categorical variables: regimeideology that

11For most years in extreme-right vote share data and neutral countries election results are available for both legislative
and European elections. Extreme-left data does not include European level elections since these countries are excluded
from the European Union (with the exception of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania which adhered in 2004).

12In order to account for curvilinear effects of time (see Brownlee 2009).
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accounts for the horizontal ideology of the regime — right-wing past (1), left-wing past (2) or neutral

past (3) — and regimetype that specifies the vertical classification of the regime — totalitarian (1),

authoritarian (2) or democracy (3). An interaction of the effects between regimeideology and regimetype

was also added in order to allow the analysis of the interacting marginal effects, a tool that which will

ultimately allow the study of the four hypotheses outlined. Without the interaction term, when having

for example a country with an extreme-right past, it would make sense according to the theoretical

mechanism that the effect is positive for totalitarian regimes and negative for authoritarian. This would

mean, for example, that in countries with an extreme-right past, if the past regime is totalitarian,

extreme-right should still exist after transitions to democracy, while if the past regime is authoritarian,

extreme-right should not exist. If we only consider a single variable regimeideology or regimetype and

not the interaction between them, the effect would cancel itself, being non-significant. We would only

get what happens when the regime had a right-wing past without considering the type of regime. This

information alone would give us a result that is irrelevant considering that different regime types would

have contrary effects on the dependent variable. Hence, in order to fully investigate what happens to

the dependent variables: extreme-right and extreme-left political parties’ vote share, I included for each

of the four models the outcome of the marginal effects.

Furthermore, a set of specific control variables was also added for each dependent variable in

order to account for the effects of other relevant extreme-right and extreme-left predictors, unrelated

to the past regime ideological classifications (see Figure 4) in both models. Much ink has been spilled

in attempting to determine the factors behind the rise of extreme-right parties in Europe, and the

subsequent results broadly converge into three groups of explanations: immigration (Anderson, 1996;

Knigge, 1998; Martin, 1996), unemployment (Knigge 1998), the interaction between the two — the

called ‘Materialist Argument’ (Arzheimer 2009, Golder 2004, Lewis-Beck and Mitchell 1993) — and

party systems’ characteristics (Dow 2010, Ezrow 2008, Jackman and Volpert 1996).

Figure 4: Accounting for Other Extremism Predictors in the Empirical Model

In order to explain the success of European extreme-right parties, also using aggregated extreme-

right votes shares, Golder (2004) uses a combination of the three groups of explanations as predictors: the

level of unemployment, immigration, the interaction between the two, the average district magnitude

in an electoral tier (logged) and the percentage of all legislative seats that are allocated in electoral

districts above the lowest electoral tier. While higher rates of unemployment and immigration would

increase the electoral support of extreme-right parties, high electoral thresholds would attenuate the

support for the extreme-right with an increasing number of parliamentary parties, and multi-partisanism

would promote the popularity of extreme-right parties (Jackman and Volpert 1996). I used the same

‘specific controls’ for aggregated extreme-right votes, as well as the legislative type, considering that

more proportional systems support greater ideological dispersion and thus, more extremism (Dow 2010).
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The used unemployment measure consists of the percentage of total labour force (World Bank data

2019), the immigration variable is the net number of migrants by country (Migration Policy Institute

2015), considering that this is the only dataset with immigration data as early as 1950. I also used the

logged average district magnitude in an electoral tier, the percentage of all legislative seats allocated in

electoral districts above the lowest electoral tier and the legislative type, retrieved from the “Democratic

Electoral Systems Around the World, 1946-2016” dataset by Matt Golder. The model equation for right-

wing extremism (ER), considering that a country j had i extremist political parties on each election that

occurred in year t is the following (1):

AVSRWijt = α+ βRegimeIdeologyijt + βRegimeTypeijt + βRegimeIdeology ∗RegimeTypeijt
+ βUnemploymentjt+βLn(AverageDistrictMagnitude)jt+βUpperT ierjt+βLegislativeTypejt

+ βUnemployment ∗ Immigrationjt + βNetImmigrationjt + βT imej + βT ime2j

+ βGDPCapitajt + βGDPCapitaSquaredjt + βGDPCapitaGrowthjt + εijt

Furthermore, I also included specific control variables to account for the effect of other relevant factors

that might predict the vote for extreme-left parties and that are unrelated to undemocratic regime

types. The existing studies that attempt to provide explanations for the vote in these parties is way less

comprehensive, particularly, when including Western European countries. The vote for the extreme-left

is often associated to economic hardship, namely, to periods where countries were forced to implement

very strict austerity measures, as it was the case of Portugal in 2011 and Greece in 2012, when the

two countries were economically rescued by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) after the Global

Financial crisis of 2007-08, and had to implement harsh austerity measures in order to pay their loans

back. After these austerity measures were implemented, both countries saw a rise on the extreme-left:

Bloco de Esquerda in Portugal and Syriza in Greece. Accordingly, similarly to the methodology employed

by Doležalová (2015), I will include three measures of economic hardship as predictors of extreme-left

vote based on IMF interventions: loan amount (in SDR million), duration of the loan (in years), and

the interaction between the two terms. I will also include the unemployment variable as percentage of

total labour force (World Bank data 2019). The model equation for the aggregate vote in extreme-left

countries is the following (2):

AVSLWijt = α+ βRegimeIdeologyijt + βRegimeTypeijt + βRegimeIdeology ∗RegimeTypeijt
+ βUnemploymentjt +βIMFAmountjt +βIMFDurationjt +βIMFAmount∗IMFDurationjt

+ βT imej +βT ime2j +βGDPCapitajt +βGDPCapitaSquaredjt +βGDPCapitaGrowthjt +εijt

1. Regression Effects

Regression analysis was used to predict the vote share of extreme-right and extreme-left political

parties in post-transitional political systems, considering the horizontal and vertical ideological

characterizations of undemocratic regimes. The results obtained for the two dependent variables

from the regression analysis are summarized on Table 1. These results do not show, however, the

particular effects of different types of undemocratic past on post-transitional extremism. What is

significant in these analyses is that the interaction variable is statistically significant for both DVs
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in the estimation models, where it is not omitted, showing that the interaction between horizontal

and vertical characteristics of undemocratic pasts does have a statistically significant impact both

on extreme right and left extremism in post-transitional political systems, while controlling for

other extreme right and left factors. Hence, for this reason, the significance of the coefficients of

regimeideology and regimetype alone, is not relevant for this analysis as they include contradictory

results that could only be isolated and clarified by their interaction. We can also observe that

GDP per capita and squared predict both ER and EL extremism, that ER vote is also explained

by unemployment and net immigration, according to the existing literature. Furthermore, the time

elapsed after the end of the regime, its squared value and the unemployment measure predict EL

vote. In the next sub-section, the associated margins analyses will explore into more detail the

complete interaction effects on the DVs.
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Table 1: Results of Regression Analyses: Vote Share of Extreme-Right (ER) and Extreme-Left (EL)

Political Parties

Extreme-Right (ER) Extreme-Left (EL)

OLS1 (1) PCSE2 (2) OLS1 (3) PCSE2 (4)

Regime Ideology: EL Past 6.618*** -0.019 -7.824*** 0.000

(1.96) (5.19) (1.68) .

Regime Ideology: ER Past 0.278 9.066** 3.934* 4.266

(1.85) (3.27) (1.69) (2.77)

Regime Type: Totalitarian 9.540*** 0.000 -3.032 0.000

(1.45) . (2.01) .

Regime Type: Authoritarian 0.000 -8.499*** 0.000 -8.685***

. (2.23) . (1.74)

EL Past * Totalitarian -15.620*** 0.000 15.785*** 9.122*

(2.76) . (2.11) (3.95)

EL Past * Authoritarian 0.000 15.188*** 0.000 0.000

. (3.76) . .

ER Past * Totalitarian 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

. . . .

ER Past * Authoritarian 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.480**

. . . (3.08)

Controls * Democracies 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

. . . .

GDP Capita -0.952* -1.108* -0.998** -0.786*

(0.37) (0.55) (0.30) (0.37)

GDP Capita Squared 0.057*** 0.060** 0.033** 0.028*

(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP Capita Growth 1.782 -1.972 3.731 5.845

(16.17) (11.44) (8.77) (4.69)

Time (years elapsed) -0.105 -0.134 0.209* 0.239*

(0.13) (0.15) (0.10) (0.11)

Time2 0.001 0.001 -0.005*** -0.006**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Unemployment * Immigration 0.000 0.000

(0.00) (0.00)

Ln(Average District Magnitude) 0.356 0.162

(0.27) (0.33)
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Upper Tier (%) 0.012 0.016

(0.01) (0.01)

Legislative Type 0.388 0.436

(0.76) (0.79)

Unemployment 0.378*** 0.241* -0.192*** -0.014

(0.11) (0.12) (0.06) (0.07)

Net Immigration 0.000* 0.000

(0.00) (0.00)

IMF Amount 0.000 0.000

(0.00) (0.00)

IMF Duration (years) -0.016 0.519

(0.52) (0.37)

IMF Amount * IMF Duration 0.000 0.000

(0.00) (0.00)

Constant -0.051 3.206 14.135*** 10.815***

(3.09) (4.17) (2.33) (2.83)

N 276 276 425 425

R2 0.477 0.362 0.258 0.267

1 Models (1) and (3) use the robust option.
2 Models (2) and (4) use the hetonly and the c(ar1) options.

P-values: * significant at 0.05, ** significant at 0.01, *** significant at 0.001.

2. Marginal Effects

In order to investigate the results of the different types of undemocratic past on extremism emerging

after transitions to democracy, an associated marginal analysis was used. The marginal effects

were derived from all the four models below without changing any variables or model options. The

results illustrate what the effects on the DVs in five different scenarios: when the past regime is

(A) left-wing totalitarian, (B) left-wing authoritarian, (C) right-wing totalitarian, (D) right-wing

authoritarian and (E) a democracy.
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Table 2: Results of Associated Margins Analyses: Vote Share of Extreme-Right (ER) and Extreme-Left

(EL) Political Parties

Extreme-Right (ER) Extreme-Left (EL)

OLS1 (1) PCSE2 (2) OLS1 (3) PCSE2 (4)

EL Past * Totalitarian (A) 3.021 2.647 11.408*** 15.015***

(2.69) (3.95) (2.28) (3.25)

EL Past * Authoritarian (B) 9.102*** 9.336*** -1.345* -2.792**

(1.33) (1.76) (0.63) (0.94)

ER Past * Totalitarian (C) 12.302*** 11.732*** 7.381*** 10.159***

(1.63) (2.21) (1.747) (1.97)

ER Past * Authoritarian (D) 2.761** 3.233* 10.414*** 9.955***

(0.10) (1.26) (0.86) (1.47)

Controls * Democracies 2.484* 2.666 6.479*** 5.893***

(1.03) (1.45) (1.27) (1.28)

N 276 276 425 425

1 Models (1) and (3) use the robust option.
2 Models (2) and (4) use the hetonly and the c(ar1) options.

P-values: * significant at 0.05, ** significant at 0.01, *** significant at 0.001.

Data on Table 2 presents the results of the impact of those five interactions on extreme-right and

left extremism. First, it is relevant to note that the results do not change considerably across the

two models. For the first dependent variable, the vote share of extreme-left parties, it is apparent

from this table that in totalitarian regimes with a left-wing past (A) — which includes countries

like Russia or Ukraine —, after transitions to democracy and in contemporary political systems,

extreme-left parties will still exist due to the prevalence of the ideological legacy of totalitarian

regimes. The coefficient takes the high value of 11.408, approximately, in the OLS model, and is

statistically significant in both models. These results are in line with the theoretical mechanism:

in totalitarian regimes, the ideology of the past — in this case, left — will not disappear after the

fall of the regime and will continue to manifest itself in contemporary political systems. Moving

on to the second DV, the results for extreme-right should not matter for this particular kind of

legacy. According to the theoretical mechanism, what is truly relevant is that the ideology of the

regime lasts after transitions to democracy. Ideologies that were not actively created and imple-

mented during the totalitarian period will not necessarily be strong after democratization, being

also conceivable that they might. In the case of totalitarian post-soviet countries, it is interesting

to observe that the extreme-right is not very strong after democratization (coefficient of approx.

3.021 in OLS). This could be perhaps explained by the disenchantment of these countries with

capitalism during the nineties after Gorbachev’s government and by the lack of exposure to credi-

ble extreme-right regimes considering that by the time these post-soviet regimes with totalitarian

exposure began collapsing, the fascist and nazi regimes had long disappeared.

Second, in past left-wing authoritarian regimes (B) such as Latvia or Lithuania, I expect that

all the extremism that is created in political systems after transitions to democracy concentrates
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on the right. What should happen, consistently with the mechanism, is an immunization against

extremism of the same colour as the one expired during the dictatorship — in this case, left-wing

— that is created after democratic transition. Hence, the existing extremist political parties should

be located on the right-wing side of the spectrum horizontal ideological and not on the left. Table 2

shows precisely this: the extremism level for extreme-left parties is very low, being the statistically

significant coefficient -1.345 (approx. in OLS). In contrast, very interestingly, if we look to the

results of the second dependent variable, countries with this kind of legacy have indeed very high

values of right-wing extremism in all models, being the coefficient approximately 9.102 at the 0.001

significance level, also according to the theoretical mechanism.

Third, in countries that experienced a totalitarian regime but with a right-wing past (C), such

as Germany or Italy, if we consider the second dependent variable (2), we can confirm that the

ideology of the regime — extreme-right — subsists after transitions to democracy, being congruent

with the theory. The coefficient is very high (approx. 12.302) and significant at 0.001. These

results are also consistent with what happened with the extreme-left in totalitarian countries with

an extreme left past (see scenario A, DV 1), where the past totalitarian ideology also endures after

democratization. Also similarly, for the first DV (1), the results of extreme-left are not relevant

considering the theory. According to the theoretical mechanism, only the right-wing ideology should

necessarily subsist after democratization. In this case, the value of extreme-left is way higher than

the value of extreme-right in past left totalitarian regimes (coefficient of 7.381). This is mostly

driven by Italy, who, after the Second World War, had the biggest communist party in Europe

and benefited from abundant funding from the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, this high value for

communist parties in right-wing totalitarian regimes makes sense considering that for a long time,

after the end of the WWII the Soviet Union was still an extremely powerful regime with a lot of

influence on communist parties throughout the World.

Fourth, on authoritarian regimes with an extreme-right past (D) such as Portugal and Spain,

we can observe that the coefficient of the first DV that measures the vote-share of extreme-left

parties is extremely high (approx. 10.414 for a significance value of 0.001). Again, according to the

theory, this is what should happen. In authoritarian regimes the extremism moves to the opposite

spectrum of the ideology displayed by the past regime. In this case, right-wing regimes should

see no extreme-right and only extreme-left. The results show exactly this immunization against

extremism of the same kind of the one displayed during the dictatorship. The coefficient for the

vote-share of extreme-right parties (DV 2) is very small: approximately 2.761. This immunization

against extremism should last for a few years until the memory of the dictatorship is dissolved by

the generational replacement of old cohorts who experienced the regime by new cohorts who did not

and to whom the memory of it becomes more distant and less conditioning. On the next section,

I will explore the longevity of this immunization against extremism in authoritarian regimes.

Lastly, in democracies (E) — the countries included in the control group who did not experience

any dictatorship of any kind, totalitarian or authoritarian, since the beginning of the Second World

War — we can see that overall the difference between extreme-right and extreme-left is fairly low.

This statistically significant difference of 3.995 in OLS and 3.227 in PCSE shows that despite

showing a slightly higher propensity for extreme-left votes, the political systems of control groups

are reasonably balanced considering the differentials between the other categories.
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5.2 Time Pattern Evolution

In this last subsection, I also attempted to measure for how long this dynamics of extremism lasts. As

it was explained when framing the theoretical mechanism that sustains this analysis, in Totalitarian

regimes the reassurance after transitions to democracy of extremism of the same kind as the one that

existed during the undemocratic regime does not depend necessarily on the time after democratization.

For this reason, for both — left and right — totalitarian legacies, it is not possible to establish a pattern

of when will there be a return of extremism of the same colour as the one experienced previously, being

only possible to guarantee that totalitarian regimes are not immune to past extremism, as it is shown

by Figure 5.

In authoritarian regimes, however, it is possible to acknowledge that the past extremist ideology

is suppressed — but for how long?

Figure 5: Extremist Vote Share Evolution Over Time (1945-2019)

Figure 6 shows in more detail that in authoritarian regimes with a left-wing dictatorship, while

the ideology that opposes the one experienced during the undemocratic regime, the one correspondent

to the extreme-right, remains high with peaks in 1995, 2004 and 2018, the ideology correspondent to

the past — extreme-left — remains very low from transitions to democracy until today. Extreme-left

parties do have a peak in 1995 and 2008, being the former the period approximately the one where the

second free elections took place, and the latter, the year where the global financial crisis officially began.

According to Figure 6, for authoritarian extremist left-wing legacies, one cannot yet determine however
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when will the generational replacement completely erase the immunization against past extremism.

Transitions to democracy in these regimes happened in 1990. 29 years ago is seemingly too early to lift

this immunization.

Figure 6: Extremist Vote Share Evolution Over Time (1990-2019) for Authoritarian Regimes with an

Extreme-Left Past

The same scenario is slightly different for authoritarian regimes with a right-wing past. These

countries began their transitions to democracy around 1974, which is approximately 45 years ago. Ac-

cording to Figure 7, after the financial crisis of 2008 it seems like the immunization against extremism

was lifted. We can see after the second grey reference line (corresponding to the year 2008) that the

vote share for right-wing extremist parties begins surging and rapidly rising. The vote share for extreme

left parties also increases, probably also as a reaction to the financial crisis and to politics of austerity

applied to these countries, but the extreme right is able to keep up, inclusively, being in 2012 even higher

than the extreme-left. It is true that this trend still seems slightly volatile, but it would seem that in

authoritarian right-wing regimes, the immunization against extremism lasted approximately until the

financial global crisis of 2008, which counts as 34 years in aggregate terms.
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Figure 7: Extremist Vote Share Evolution Over Time (1974-2019) for Authoritarian Regimes with an

Extreme-Right Past
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6 Counterfactual: Investigating Alternative Explanations

In this section, other undemocratic regimes’ characteristics distinctive from vertical and horizontal ide-

ological classifications will be empirically considered, in order to check for robustness of results (see

Figure 8). If the studies that systematically investigate the success of past undemocratic regimes using

a transversal approach are fairly scarce, Knutsen and Nyg̊ard (2015) employ a cross-country analysis to

measure the success of autocratic and democratic regimes, by showing that they are both more durable

than semi-democratic regimes. A similar approach will be used in this section. I investigate five potential

measures of success of undemocratic regimes and show that the vertical classifications systematically pre-

dict the rise of (or immunization against) extremism, according to the theory already presented, despite

the other measures of success of autocracies. This aims at isolating the ideological argument present on

the vertical classifications of undemocratic regimes and showing its empirical effect. Overall, these results

indicate that the vertical-horizontal classifications of undemocratic regimes are statistically relevant in

explaining the rise of left and right-wing extremism after transitions to democracy, despite other factors

that may impact undemocratic regimes and are directly unrelated to ideology.

Figure 8: Accounting for Other Regimes’ Characteristics in the Empirical Model

The five factors that may influence success of autocracies used are the following: (i) the spell

(duration in years) of the regime, and the rational behind it is that the longer the regime, the more

successful and ideologically infused it would be; (ii) the past regime type using Geddes’ categorization

framework: military, party-based and personal, considering that these regime type differences could

have a different impact on the post-transitional expression of extremism. Geddes (1999, 2003) classifies

regimes according to who controls access to political office and who determines policy. This author

(Geddes 1999) reports that single-party regimes have a way longer durability than military regimes in

particular13; (iii) Hadenius and Teorell’s slightly different categorization was also used. These authors

removed the personalist category by claiming that it is a continuous characteristic transversal to all

regimes to a larger or lesser extent and not a discrete onde (Hadenius and Teorell 2007). It is represented

in this model by a binary variable: military (0) or one-party (1). It is relevant to note that according to

these authors, one-party regimes are far more autocratic than military regimes; (iv) the polity measure

(Marshall and Jaggers 2002) which ranges from -10 to 10 (most democratic), and measures the intensity of

the regime in terms of the degree of repression, considering that this polity variable is used to characterize

undemocratic regimes in this analysis; (v) a categorical variable14 marking how the autocratic regime

ends (Geddes, Wright and Frantz 2014) to investigate if the failure type has any impact on the expression

of extremism after transitions to democracy; and finally, (vi) a categorical variable15 marking the level

13Other theoretical arguments and empirical studies also suggest that there are differences between the expected duration
of different regime types (see for e.g. Magaloni 2008; Levitsky and Way 2010; Svolik 2012; Teorell 2010; Menaldo 2012).

14Fail type variable: 1: regime insiders change rules of regime; 3: no incumbent runs in competitive election won by
opponent or foreign imposition; 4: popular uprising; 5: military coup; 9: state ceases to exist ends or government fails to
control most of the country’s territory.

15Fail violence variable: 1: no deaths; 2: 1-25 deaths; 3: 26-1000 deaths; 4: more than 1000.

27



of violence during the autocratic regime failure event (Geddes, Wright and Frantz 2014), also to consider

the impact of the violence of transitions to democracy in the expression of extremism. All these measures

are translated into variables that classify undemocratic regimes (see Table 3) existing in Western and

Eastern Europe from 1937 until 1991. An additional categorical variable will be included with the

four types of vertical and horizontal classifications: right-wing past and totalitarian, left-wing past and

totalitarian, right-wing past and authoritarian and left-wing past and authoritarian. The dependent

variables are again post-transitional right-wing and left-wing extremism (aggregated vote shares). The

GDP per capita, GDP per capita squared and GDP per capita growth were used as control variables as

well as the spell (years) of the regime. Table 3 shows a description of the models used.

Table 3: Models Used

M1 Spell of the Regime (years)

M2 Past Regime Type (Geddes)

M3 Past Regime Type (Hadenius and Torel)

M4 Polity

M5 Regime End Type

M6 Violence of Transition
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Table 4: Results of Regression Analyses OLS: Mean Vote Share of Extreme-Right (ER) and Extreme-Left (EL) Political Parties
M11 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

ER (1) EL (2) ER (3) EL (4) ER (5) EL (6) ER (7) EL (8) ER (9) EL (10) ER (11) EL (12)
Spell Duration (years) -0.040** 0.188*** 0.048 0.711*** 0.048 0.711*** -0.005 0.171** -0.341* -0.495 -0.066*** 0.158***

(0.01) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.16) (0.29) (0.01) (0.04)
ER Past * T2 3.986** 12.282*** 6.309** 27.389*** 6.309** 27.389*** 6.005** 11.009*** 2.718*** 11.415*** 0.531 5.312***

(1.49) (2.58) (1.94) (1.85) (1.94) (1.85) (1.85) (2.76) (0.58) (1.13) (0.30) (1.44)
EL Past * T2 3.638*** 6.094*** 0.984 -8.640*** 0.984 -8.640*** 2.572** 6.284*** 10.847** 25.496** 3.946*** 6.590***

(0.55) (1.45) (1.47) (1.06) (1.47) (1.06) (0.93) (1.39) (4.15) (8.37) (0.33) (1.25)
ER Past * A3 0.000 11.909*** 0.000 13.091*** 0.000 13.091*** 0.000 11.593*** 0.000 15.336*** 0.000 11.362***

. (0.37) . (0.20) . (0.20) . (0.40) . (0.87) . (0.35)
EL Past * A3 5.690*** 0.000 5.493*** 0.000 5.493*** 0.000 5.024*** 0.000 7.270*** 0.000 8.330*** 0.000

(0.39) . (0.42) . (0.42) . (0.46) . (0.48) . (0.07) .
GDP Capita 2.630*** 0.272 2.670*** 0.512* 2.670*** 0.512* 1.852** 0.640 -0.029 -0.053 0.032 0.211

(0.54) (0.50) (0.57) (0.21) (0.57) (0.21) (0.64) (0.50) (0.07) (0.12) (0.07) (0.54)
GDP Capita Squared -0.242*** -0.038 -0.244*** -0.052* -0.244*** -0.052* -0.177** -0.068 -0.004 -0.008 -0.008 -0.028

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.02) (0.06) (0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.06)
GDP Capita Growth 2.863 -2.570 3.115 -1.059 3.115 -1.059 11.355 -6.596 -1.264 -2.286 -0.546 -0.360

(4.46) (4.05) (4.45) (2.10) (4.45) (2.10) (7.02) (4.50) (1.22) (2.20) (0.83) (2.99)
GWF Type: Military 3.989* 23.916***

(1.56) (1.38)
HT: One-party (1),
Military (0) -3.989* -23.916***

(1.65)* (1.38)***
Polity 1.399 -0.663*

(0.77) (0.27)
GWF Fail Type: 1 -3.464 -11.580***

(1.88) (3.40)
GWF Fail Type: 3 -11.424 -25.969*

(6.14) (11.09)
GWF Fail Type: 4 -6.789*** 0.458

(0.41) (0.74)
GWF Fail Type: 5 0.000*** 0.000

. .
GWF Violence: 2 -7.255*** -0.601*

(0.09) (0.28)
GWF Violence: 3 7.203*** 11.650***

(1.46) (2.39)
GWF Violence: 4 0.000*** 0.000

. .
Constant -3.818** -8.763*** -7.729** -33.392*** -3.740** -9.476*** -4.459** -8.143*** 16.953* 23.020 3.309*** -7.110***

(1.33) (2.47) (2.38) (1.77) (1.34) (0.54) (1.40) (2.40) (7.49) (12.67) (0.39) (2.11)
N 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154
R2 0.532 0.813 0.542 0.952 0.542 0.952 0.588 0.817 0.938 0.923 0.965 0.888

1 All Models use the robust option.
2 Totalitarian 3 Authoritarian P-values: * significant at 0.05, ** significant at 0.01, *** significant at 0.001.
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The results on Table 4 show that in all models the Vertical — totalitarian and authoritarian classi-

fication considering also the Horizontal classification (right or left-wing past regime) — very significantly

explain post-transitional extremism in all models. The results are in accordance with the theoretical

framework that sustains this analysis: in M1 and M2, the spell of the regime has also an impact in

explaining both types of extremism (left a right-wing). In the first model, totalitarian regimes with

a right-past (TR) have 3.986 percentual points (p.p.) more right-wing extremism than authoritarian

regimes with a right-past. Countries with a left-wing authoritarian past (AL) have even more extreme-

right when compared to AR, a difference of 5.69 p.p. In M2, totalitarian regimes with a left past (TL)

have 6.094 p.p. than AL. In the third and fourth models, the Geddes regimes’ categorization variable

was added. The military type is significant in explaining both right (M3) and left-wing (M4) extremism

when compared to personalist regimes. In (M6) and (M7), the Hadenius and Torel dummy variable

was added, taking up the value of 1 for one-party regimes and 0 for military regimes. This variable is

statistically significant in explaining left and right extremism along with the horizontal-vertical regime

type classifications. The ‘polity’ indicator was added in models (M7) and (M8), being only significant

at a 0.05 level in predicting extreme-left. In M9 and M10 the variable that codes how the regime ended

was added. It takes up the value of 1 for regime insiders change rules of regime; 3 for no incumbent runs

in competitive election won by opponent or foreign intervention; 4 for popular uprising; 5 for military

coup and 9 for state ceases to exist ends or government fails to control most of the country’s territory.

Only when regime insiders change the regime when compared to when the state ceases to exist there is

a substantially significant decrease in the extreme-left vote, and also, when there is a popular uprising

when compared with the cases where the state ceases to exist, there is a significant drop on the right-wing

extremism vote. Finally, in models (9) and (10), the violence of the transition variable was added, taking

the value of 1 when no deaths occur during the change of the regime; 2: 1-25 deaths; 3: 26-1000 deaths;

4: more than 1000. These variables are statistically significant in predicting the extremist vote.

Together these results provide important insights into suggesting that there is an association

between horizontal-vertical ideological classifications and the behaviour of post-transitional extremism.

These ideological classifications are always statistically significant according to the theory presented in

previous chapters: right-wing totalitarian regimes always have more right-wing extremism (p.p) than

right-wing authoritarian regimes, in accordance with Hypothesis 1. Countries with an AL past have

more right-wing extremism than countries with an AR and countries with an AL past have less left-wing

extremism than the ones with an AR, in full accordance with Hypothesis 3. Only in models 4 and 6

totalitarian regimes do not have more left-wing extremism than authoritarian regimes (probably because

one of the factors is omitted because of collinearity). Hypothesis 2 and 4 are not liable to be tested in

this regression analysis, but the remaining hypotheses cannot be falsified by this robustness check, giving

further support to the argument put forward in this article.
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7 Undemocratic Regimes Empirical Distinction

In this section it will be empirically shown that totalitarian and authoritarian regimes are distinct from

each other, in order to confirm the discussed theory. This is important as a robustness measure as it will

show that the countries belonging to each type of regime, and that will later be used in the empirical

analysis, are indeed distinct according to different parameters. This empirical distinction, regarded

as a challenge by Linz (2000: 135) due to the lack of documentation at the time, will be attempted

in this section using the relatively recent Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) multidimensional dataset

with various measures about democracy. The variables used from this dataset provide good empirical

insights about the distinction between totalitarian and authoritarian regimes, considering Linz’s three

distinguishing features. The parameters evaluated were the degree of centralization of the regime (the

first characteristic, according to Linz) and of the penetration of ideology (the second characteristic). Due

to unavailability of data, it was not possible however to measure the degree of active participation of

citizens on state-related activities (the third characteristic). I believe this indicator is extremely hard

to measure, if not impossible, since during the active time of the regime — when it should have been

measured, consistently and over time — many statistics were forged and other indicators of participation

(e.g. in regime-based organizations or societies) do not necessarily indicate active participation.

To measure centralization three variables were used: ‘acadfreedom’ which measures the degree

of which there is “academic freedom and freedom of cultural expression related to political issues”;

’civilsoc’ measuring whether of not the state allows autonomous civil society organizations (CSOs); and

‘csrepress’ that measures the extent to which the government attempts to repress CSOs which can range

from severely (including their liquidation) to total absence of repression. Three groups of countries

were selected, based on the classifications available on the literature: totalitarian regimes, authoritarian

regimes and democracies. For the totalitarian and authoritarian categories, the time-period selected

covers only the years of the duration of the regimes. In democracies, the period selected includes the

years from 1946 to 1980, after the end of the Second World War, at a time where the countries included

were at peace (see Annex II).

Looking at this data, Figures 9, 10 and 11 show respectively that: (i.) political expression is

worse in totalitarian regimes than in authoritarian regimes, (ii.) that autonomous CSOs are more likely

to be forbidden in totalitarian regimes and (iii.) that the level of repression of CSOs is way greater in

totalitarian regimes. These findings seem to be congruent with the characteristics of these two types of

regimes. Totalitarian regimes are more centralized than s authoritarian regimes, with a very high degree

of significance.
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Figure 9: Academic and freedom of cultural expression in political issues (-3=No, 2=Yes)

Figure 10: The State does not allow autonomous CSOs (0=No, 1=Yes)
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Figure 11: Does the government attempt to repress CSOs? (-3=Severely, 2=No)

In order to measure ideology, the V-Dem dataset provides two variables that may be used in this

regard. Obviously, ideological penetration of undemocratic regimes is extremely difficult to measure not

only due to the great unavailability of data but also due to the difficulty in finding proxies that are indeed

relevant for this measurement. However, these two variables put together may give us a glimpse of how the

ideological penetration in undemocratic regimes differs. The first one is ‘relirepress’. This variable shows

the level of repression of religious organizations, being the lowest levels correspondent to severe repression

(including liquidation) to no repression and free formation and expression of religious organizations.

Considering the theory presented in the previous sections, it would be expected that in totalitarian

regimes the level of repression was far greater than in authoritarian regimes, as the regime ideology

itself would theoretically replace religion. Attempts of religious eradication would then be expected in

totalitarianism and Figure 12 can firmly confirm this. The second variable, ‘antisystem’, gives us a

measure of the amount of CSOs that are anti-system opposition movements, in this case, insurrectionary

movements. I would expect that in totalitarian regimes, because the penetration of ideology should be

greater, the number of movement of this sort should be way smaller than in authoritarian regimes. In

Figure 13 we can see exactly this: totalitarian regimes have way less insurrectionary movements than

authoritarian regimes.
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Figure 12: Does the government attempt to repress religious organizations? (-2=Severely, 2=No)

Figure 13: Are there anti-system insurrectionary opposition movements? (0=No, 1=Yes)

These results suggest that totalitarian and authoritarian regimes are empirically different from

one another in a statistically significant manner, and that this distinction is not purely a theoretical one.
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8 Untangling the Mechanism: Empirical Observations

The purpose of this last section is to provide critical observations about the theory that sustains the

main argument of this article, in order to tie up the various theoretical and empirical strands in order to

get a better sense of what is driving the relationship between the variables. While the last three levels of

the theory were verified during the general empirical analysis, the first two will be the object of analysis

of this section.

8.1 Persistence of Ideology in Totalitarian Regimes

The first level of the theoretical mechanism has to do with the persistence of ideology in totalitarian

regimes and its lack thereof of mentalities in authoritarian regimes. As mentioned in the theory section,

this persistence occurs through two different channels: bureaucratic and intellectual. I will begin by

addressing the first.

1. Bureaucratic Structure

The task of evaluating the level of support and affinity of current bureaucrats and high rank officials

towards the past totalitarian regime is a difficult one not only due to logistic difficulties in data

collection, considering the scarcity of data, but most importantly, because even if surveys were

conducted to measure how current government officials view the past regime and their affinity

towards its ideology, there would be no guarantees about the accuracy of these results on account

of the sensitive nature of this information. Considering this, I suggest that a proxy for measuring

the attitudes towards the past of current administration officers is the analysis of how many former

regime party members are civil servants today in post-totalitarian democracies. The existing data

on the number of former totalitarian party members in democratic public administrations is scarce

and not systematic, possibly to protect the privacy of public administration workers. However,

it is possible to find credible sources that show this persistence of ideology in post-transitional

bureaucratic structures.

I would also like to point out that even with the existence of denazification attempts in Ger-

many, Austria and the “removal process” of the fascist institutions in Italy as well as the Togliatti

Amnesty16, imposed by the Allied forces after the end of the Second World War, which would

contribute to the mitigation of the persistence of ideology after transitions to democracy, the phe-

nomena of the persistence of this totalitarian ideology can still be felt in these countries.

In Germany, a new study conducted by the Centre for Contemporary Historical Studies (Bösch

and Wirsching 2019) requested by the German Interior Ministry, showed that during two decades

after the end of the Second World War, “over half of all employees of the West German interior

ministry were ex-Nazis”. An average of 54 percent of civil servants working in the West German

interior ministry were former Nazi party members from 1949 to 1970, and during 1966 and 1961

approximately two-thirds of all employees of the ministry had been Nazi party members. Addi-

tionally, the number of ex-members of the SA, Hitler’s paramilitaries, was also very high from 1950

to 1970 (approximately 34 percent), reaching a peak of 45 percent in 1961. Even in East Germany,

where the denazification measures were stronger, 14 percent of employees of the interior ministry

were former Nazi party members.

16In Italy, the Togliatti Amnesty declared on 22 June 1946 pardoned and reduced the sentences of war crimes committed
by Italian Fascists and Partisans during the Second World War. The Amnesty was considered necessary in order to allow
the Italian nation to rebuild itself in the postwar (Cooke 2011).
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In Italy, anti-fascist purges to government posts were attempted but without much success. Ac-

cording to Roy Domenico (1991), in January 1945, according to the Allies’ statistics records, “of

the 10.063 names submitted by the central government to purge commissions, about one-third had

been judged serious enough for formal judgement.” From this number, considering that 1.461 names

had received “lesser sanctions”, and 1.530 had been acquitted, this purge resulted in only 587 dis-

missals. Furthermore, “statistics indicate that almost no government purge has been applied since

the end of the war” (Domenico 1991). Of the 394.041 names reported in the sanctions record given

to the Allies by Italian authorities in January and February 1946, only 1.580 government bureau-

crats were formally purged. Dunnage (2002) explains that “while partisans and anti-Fascists were

appointed to government posts, as heads of purge commissions and supervisors of special courts,

and as provincial prefects and police chiefs, the administrative ground work was often in the hands

of state personnel who, in their reluctance to put into motion a machine to which they themselves

might fall victim, sabotaged the democratic process by protecting individuals or simply ignoring

orders from above.” Hence, although there was the motivation from anti-Fascist governing parties

to condemn “only those guilty of the worst crimes associated with Fascism”, the majority of these

government officials concerned “got off with light sentences or kept their jobs” (Dunnage 2002).

Similarly, in the early post-communist years after the fall of the Soviet Union, most of the old

influential political leaders remained the same: Boris Yeltsin in Russia, Ilham Aliev in Azerbai-

jan, Nursultan, Eduard Shevardnadze in Georgia, Nazarbaev in Kazakhstan, Petru Lucinschi in

Moldova, Islam Karimov in Uzbekistan, and Leonid Kravchukand and Leonid Kuchma in the

Ukraine. Moreover, according to Stephen White (2001), “at local level, at least in post-communist

Russia, more than two-thirds of those in administrative office were former [USSR] party officials”.

2. Intellectual Production

The second channel of the first part of the mechanism corresponds to the intellectual production of

totalitarian ideologies. Using GoogleScholar as a search tool, the number of results for each of the

following terms were collected: Soviet, Nazi, Communism, Marxism, Nazism, Fascism, Franquism,

Salazarism (see Figure 14 )
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Figure 14: GoogleScholar Score Results for each term: articles, books and other mentions

This very simple table shows that, as one would expect, totalitarian ideologies are way more

searched than authoritarian mentalities, even if they are looked for in their respective original

languages, in order to improve the scores: “Franquismo” and “Salazarismo”. These numbers are

an illustration of what is already generally known: that the intellectual, public and academic

debates revolve to a greater extent around fascism, nazism, communism or marxism rather than

around authoritarian mentalities.

8.2 Individual Level Sentiments

In this sub-section, it will be shown that while in totalitarian regimes there is still an attachment

towards the past regime, the same does not happen in authoritarian regimes. In order to demonstrate

this part of the mechanism, I will divide this analysis into right-wing past regimes and left-wing past

regimes. The reason behind this has to do with the fact that using general markers (such as, for example,

satisfaction for democracy) would not really capture the nuances of each type of ideology at an individual

level. Therefore, in order to measure the individual level sentiments for the past ideology in right-wing

past regimes, I will use variables that are representative of right-wing extremism such as hate crimes,

perceptions toward immigration and refugees17. For past left-wing regimes, the PEW Research Center’s

dataset “Religion and Social Life in Central and Eastern Europe”, with data collected in Central and

Eastern European countries via face-to-face interviews, from June 2015 to July 2016, includes a series

of very explicit questions on individual views regarding the fall of the Soviet Union, the perceptions on

the historical roles of Joseph Stalin and Mikhail Gorbachev, view on how influential should Russia be in

each country.

Right-Wing Legacies

Looking at Figure 15, on the ‘Perceptions of Immigration according to Regime Type’, it is possible

to notice that, first, in Totalitarian regimes, immigration is preferred when the migrants are from the

17The data was collected from the European Social Survey.
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same race/ethnic group as the rest of the country. However, when the race/ethnic group of the migrants

differs from the predominant race/ethnic group, post-totalitarian countries are the most intolerant. In-

terestingly, the countries with neutral past are more intolerant than authoritarian regimes in regard to

this matter. Second, countries with an authoritarian past are the ones which more strongly acknowledge

that immigration is good for the economy, followed by neutral regimes and then, by past totalitarian

regimes. Third, it is also in post-authoritarian countries where people believe that the country’s cultural

life is the most enriched by immigrants. Post-totalitarian countries are the most skeptical about this

statement. Fourth, with a big margin, post-totalitarian regions maintain that immigrants make the

country a worse place to live. Lastly, post-totalitarians also believe that the government should not be

generous judging applications for refugee status, while post-authoritarian countries strongly believe that

the government should be very generous.

Figure 15: Perceptions on Immigration According to Regime Type

Finally, by looking at Figure 16, it is possible to observe that Germany is, by far, the country

with the highest levels of total hate crimes, including ‘Racism and Xenophobia’, Bias against Muslims’

and more interestingly, ‘Anti-Semitism’, from 2009 to 2017.
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Figure 16: Mean of Hate Crimes Recorded by the Police (2009-2017)

At an individual level, the evidence presented here is in line with the theoretical mechanism: in

totalitarian regimes, people show more affinity with markers associated with the extreme-right ideology,

the one displayed in the past, during the Nazi and Fascist regimes. In contrast, in authoritarian regimes,

there is little evidence that’s support affinity towards these extreme-right attitudes also displayed during

the authoritarian regimes.

Left-Wing Legacies

For left-wing legacies18 at an individual level, it can also be confirmed that in totalitarian regimes

there is a greater affinity with the past regime than in authoritarian regimes, taking into account markers

for left-wing extremism and particularly, towards views about the Soviet regime itself.

When asked how they would characterize the historical role of Stalin and of Gorbachev (Figure 17 ),

citizens of post-Soviet countries claimed that the role of Stalin was overwhelmingly more positive than the

role of Gorbachev. This happened for the people who in general said the role Stalin was “very positive”

and “mostly positive (‘Positive Total’)”, but also, the people who responded “very positive” was also far

superior in totalitarian regimes. In post-authoritarian countries the exact opposite happened: Gorbachev

had a more positive role among these regions in overall terms and for those who answered ‘very positive’.

Interestingly, if Stalin’s popularity in post-authoritarian countries is very low, Gorbachev’s popularity

among post-Soviet citizens is also not very high.

18Countries used: Totalitarian: Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine Authoritarian:
Bosnia, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Serbia
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Figure 17: Characterization of historical roles of Stalin (left) and Gorbachev (right)

In countries with an authoritarian past, the dissolution of the Soviet Union was viewed as a good

thing but in post-totalitarian regimes the same does not happen (Figure 18 ). The discrepancy between

the results for the two types of legacy is quite dramatic.

Figure 18: In general, was the dissolution of the Soviet Union a good thing? (0=No, 1=Yes)

Very interestingly, for those who live in post-authoritarian regimes, it is more important to have

ties with the European Union whereas for citizens of former USSR countries, it is still more important

to have ties with Russia (Figure 19 ). Furthermore, more people in ex-Soviet Union countries ‘agree’ and

‘agree completely’ that a strong Russia is necessary to balance the influence of the West.
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Figure 19: Perceptions towards Russia versus the European Union and the West

These results seem to show, again, that the ideology of totalitarian regimes remains strong at

the individual level. Authoritarian regimes with the same left-wing past but a different kind of vertical

regime do not show the same attachment for the markers used to identity the ideology of the past.
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9 Discussion and Conclusion

This article examines how the ideology of undemocratic regimes still has an impact on post-transitional

democracies, suppressing or exacerbating extremist parties of the same ideology, depending on the typol-

ogy of regime: authoritarian or totalitarian. The findings suggest that while post-transitional totalitarian

systems uphold past extremism, translated in political systems as extremist parties of the same ideo-

logical colour as the one displayed during the past regime, in post-authoritarian regimes there is an

immunization against this past extremism — that will tend to fade away over time with generational

replacement —, and an inclination in political systems towards the opposite ideological side of the past

regime. These results show that in totalitarian regimes, the ideological legacy is perpetuated after tran-

sitions to democracy while in authoritarian regimes, the mentalities used as a coercion tool are not

sufficient to allow the past legacy to live on after democratization.

These findings contribute to the existing literature in four different and relevant ways: first, in

highlighting the importance of the role of ideology in political systems after transitions to democracy,

an extremely overlooked area of study which has a paramount influence over contemporary political

systems; second, in showing how past undemocratic ideologies still have a particular role in shaping

post-transitional political systems in terms of extremist parties. I believe the results obtained can be very

relevant in providing an explanation to why extremist parties emerge in some countries while in others

they do not. This may be helpful in order to understand extremist parties dynamics’, considering that

their prevalence over time and their particular rise in today’s world is a hot topic in contemporary politics;

third, this paper presents an interesting typological effort to define undemocratic regimes, considering

the effect of their past ideology on post-transitional political systems. This is a brand new and I believe,

extremely useful typology. If one could identify if a regime is authoritarian or totalitarian, they could

predict how new extreme parties associated with the past regime would behave after transitions to

democracy, and whether they would or not be considered a threat. In this paper the horizontal x

vertical axis of ideology was used, but I believe the left-right horizontal axis could be replaced by

other ideological scales that would better suit another treated political reality. I leave this suggestion

for a further investigation; finally, Juan Linz (2000) considered that the empirical distinction between

totalitarian and authoritarian regimes was a difficult one, due to the scarcity of data at the time. In

this article this distinction was successfully attempted using more recent data that was not available

before the dawn of the internet-age, when Linz wrote “Authoritarian and Totalitarian Regimes”. This

empirical distinction provides extremely relevant insights in order to study the different implications of

the two types of regimes in contemporary politics.
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Annex I: Empirical Model Data: Control and Treatment Groups

Country First Election Last Election HC1 VC2 No Elections*

Albania 1992 2017 Left Authoritarian 8

Armenia 1995 2018 Left Totalitarian 7

Austria 1949 2017 Right Totalitarian 26

Azerbaijan 1996 2015 Left Totalitarian 5

Belgium 1949 2014 Neutral Democracy 29

Bosnia 1996 2018 Left Authoritarian 8

Croatia 1992 2019 Left Authoritarian 11

Denmark 1947 2015 Neutral Democracy 35

Estonia 1992 2019 Left Authoritarian 11

France 1946 2017 Neutral Democracy 26

Georgia 1992 2016 Left Totalitarian 8

Germany 1949 2017 Right Totalitarian 26

Great Britain 1945 2017 Neutral Democracy 28

Greece 1974 2015 Right Authoritarian 25

Italy 1946 2918 Right Totalitarian 27

Kazakhstan 1994 2016 Left Totalitarian 7

Kosovo 2001 2017 Left Authoritarian 6

Kyrgyzstan 1995 2015 Left Totalitarian 6

Latvia 1993 2018 Left Authoritarian 12

Lithuania 1992 2016 Left Authoritarian 10

Moldova 1994 2019 Left Totalitarian 9

Montenegro 1992 2016 Left Authoritarian 9

Netherlands 1946 2017 Neutral Democracy 30

North Macedonia 1994 2016 Left Authoritarian 8

Norway 1945 2017 Neutral Democracy 19

Portugal 1975 2015 Right Authoritarian 22

Russia 1993 2016 Left Totalitarian 7

Serbia 1992 2016 Left Authoritarian 10

Slovenia 1992 2018 Left Authoritarian 11

Spain 1977 2016 Right Authoritarian 20

Sweden 1948 2018 Neutral Democracy 27

Tajikistan 1995 2015 Left Totalitarian 5

Ukraine 1994 2014 Left Totalitarian 7

1 Horizontal Classification (Regime Ideology)
2 Vertical Classification (Regime Type)

* Including Legislative and European elections.
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Annex II: Undemocratic Regimes Empirical Distinction Data

Time-frames Used: WWII: 1939-1945; Stalin Rule: 1927-1953; Portuguese Regime: 1933-1974:

Spanish Regime: 1936-1975; Greek Regime: 1967-1974; Baltic Regimes: 1940-1991; Yugoslavia: 1948-

1991; Albania: 1969-1991; Controls: 1946-1970

Country First Election Last Election HC1 VC2 No Elections*

Albania 1960 1991 Left Authoritarian 32

Austria 1937 1945 Right Totalitarian 3

Belgium 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

Croatia 1948 1991 Left Authoritarian 1

Denmark 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

Estonia 1945 1991 Left Authoritarian 2

France 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

Germany 1937 1945 Right Totalitarian 8

Great Britain 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

Greece 1967 1974 Right Authoritarian 8

Italy 1937 1945 Right Totalitarian 9

Latvia 1945 1991 Left Authoritarian 2

Lithuania 1945 1991 Left Authoritarian 2

Netherlands 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

North Macedonia 1948 1991 Left Authoritarian 1

Norway 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

Portugal 1933 1974 Right Authoritarian 42

Russia 1927 1953 Left Totalitarian 27

Serbia 1948 1991 Left Authoritarian 44

Slovenia 1948 1991 Left Authoritarian 3

Spain 1936 1975 Right Authoritarian 40

Sweden 1946 1980 Neutral Democracy 35

1 Horizontal Classification (Regime Ideology)
2 Vertical Classification (Regime Type)

* Including Legislative and European elections.
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Annex III: Results of Regression Analyses PCSE: Mean Vote Share of Extreme-Right

(ER) and Extreme-Left (EL) Political Parties
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