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Abstract

We study the electoral consequences of political party bans. We assemble all 1,850 recorded
party bans since 1900 in 143 countries and pair them with two case studies and a survey on a
proposed ban of Germany’s far-right AfD. A model of party bans predicts that the ideological
faction of the banned party retains its vote and may enter government. In the data, we find,
first, that bans in democracies do not reduce the vote share of this faction. When re-entry is
free, a successor retains the vote of the banned party almost one-for-one. When re-entry is
blocked, neighboring parties gain its voters and move toward its platform. Second, bans raise
the probability that the faction is in government, because the banned party is typically a pariah
while neighboring parties need not be. In the survey, voters who most support a ban vote for
parties that gain least from it.
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1 Introduction

Governments ban political parties, including in democracies. A ban removes a party from the
ballot to protect the constitutional order against it. In 2004, Belgian courts convicted the organi-
zations that ran the Vlaams Blok, the largest far-right party in Flanders, and the party re-founded
itself within days under a new name. In 1952, in its first party ban, the West German Federal Con-
stitutional Court banned the Socialist Reich Party (SRP), a party led by former National Socialists,
and prohibited any successor organization. Germany now debates whether to ask the same court
to ban the Alternative for Germany (AfD), a far-right party and the largest party in current national
polls. In May 2025, the German public was split almost evenly on a ban, with 46 percent in favor
against 44 percent opposed.1

A party ban protects democratic institutions from parties that seek to abolish them, but it also
restricts freedom of expression and association. Both sides of this debate argue from the electoral
consequences of a ban: proponents expect a ban to weaken the banned party’s cause at the polls
and keep its ideas out of power, while opponents expect the cause to survive or to grow.2 Evidence
on what bans actually do to elections is sparse (Bale, 2007; Casal Bértoa and Bourne, 2017).

What are the electoral consequences of a party ban? To address this question, we assemble
1,850 party bans in 143 countries since 1900 and link them to the elections held around each ban.
We organize the analysis with a model of elections with party bans.

In the model, a ban removes a party but leaves voter demand unchanged. Party supply may
adjust on two margins: on the extensive margin, the banned party may re-enter as a successor
party, and on the intensive margin, the remaining parties may adjust their platforms. If the banned
party re-enters, the ban is incomplete and the election outcome is unchanged. If the ban blocks re-
entry, the ban is complete, and the voters of the banned party move to the closest party, which
gains votes and may enter government. The model thus predicts that the ideological faction of the
banned party, the banned faction, retains its vote after a ban.

We use two case studies to illustrate two scenarios in the model. The Belgian ban in 2004 was
incomplete: the Vlaams Blok, the largest party banned in a democracy in our data, re-entered as
the Vlaams Belang. The SRP ban in 1952 was complete: no successor party was allowed to enter.
For these case studies, we digitize district-level election results, candidate lists, and parliamentary
speech. We also field a survey in Germany in September 2026 on the AfD, which won 20.8 percent
of the vote in the federal election of February 2025. The survey records what voters expect from a
ban of a large party while the ban is still debated.

Our first finding is that bans in democracies do not reduce the vote share of the banned faction.
The other parties of the banned faction retain the vote of the banned party about one for one: in our
global data, the retention coefficient is a precisely measured 1.03. Outside democracies, retention

1Ipsos, fielded May 9 and 10, 2025, among 1,000 eligible voters aged 18 to 75.
2In the German case, the motion before parliament argues that proceedings are the constitutionally provided defense

against the party (Deutscher Bundestag, 2024), while the chancellor, opposing proceedings, doubts that a ban would
resolve what drives voters to the party (ZDFheute, 2026).
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falls below one.
The two case studies show two routes by which banned factions retain votes. In Belgium,

the Vlaams Blok registered its successor, the Vlaams Belang, with an almost identical platform
five days after the ban, and election results barely changed. The successor did not become less
extreme: its candidates were more likely to contest elections again than other parties’ were, and
its candidates with traditionally Flemish names received better list positions and more preference
votes than other candidates. In postwar Germany, the ban of the SRP followed shortly after the
SRP’s electoral success in Lower Saxony and was complete. No successor party entered, and none
of the SRP members of the state parliament returned to office. The neighboring parties on the
right instead gained the SRP vote, and in parliamentary speeches, the far-right parties adopted the
SRP’s language.

The global data show the same pattern of stable voter demand and adjusting party supply.
Demographics predict the ideology of voters after a ban about as well as before it, and turnout
changes little. On the extensive margin, 50 percent of banned parties in democracies re-enter, either
as a successor party or by merging into an existing party. Incomplete bans alone cannot explain
retention, because 50 percent of bans in democracies are complete. On the intensive margin, the
remaining parties move their manifestos toward the platform of the banned party, and the parties
of the banned faction drive this movement. Survey respondents expect the same responses to
an AfD ban. AfD voters state that under a ban they would vote for neighboring parties, and 73
percent of respondents state that a ban would not change their attitude toward the AfD. The share
of respondents expecting a new major party is 2.1 times as high under an AfD ban as without one,
and respondents expect the remaining parties to move toward the positions of the AfD.

Our second finding is that party bans raise the probability that the banned faction is in gov-
ernment, by 8.2 percentage points against a pre-ban rate of 21 percent. Even before the ban, the
banned party is typically a pariah, a party that other parties refuse to govern with, while the neigh-
boring parties that gain its votes need not be. Survey respondents expect the same pattern for an
AfD ban. The Christian Democratic Union (CDU) is the largest party of the right, and it is not a
pariah. Under a ban, respondents expect the CDU to gain most in government participation, and
the share expecting the center right in government rises from 64 percent to 82 percent. Support
for a ban follows the opposite pattern. It is highest among the voters of the Greens, the SPD, and
Die Linke, which gain almost nothing from a ban. Among the remaining parties, support for a
ban is lowest among the voters of the Sahra Wagenknecht Alliance (BSW), which is also the largest
beneficiary of a ban. The voters who most support a ban thus vote for the parties that gain least
from it.

These findings bear on policy, with four qualifications. First, our study is positive: we examine
the electoral consequences of a ban, and not whether a ban is justified. A normative judgment
depends on the goals of a society, which may include the ostracism of specific organizations and
personnel. Second, parties have influence beyond elections, and a ban may remove party fund-
ing, organization, and privileges; beyond our survey, we capture these effects only through their
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consequences for voting. Third, a ban may matter through channels our data do not capture: an
ideology without a party may decline over time, and a ban may set a precedent for future govern-
ments. Fourth, democracies have other tools against anti-democratic parties, such as cutting party
funding, placing a party under surveillance, refusing to govern with it, and prosecuting individual
politicians. We do not compare these tools with outright bans.

Within this scope, three features of our evidence address common concerns. First, our analysis
traces the vote of the banned faction over several elections after the ban, so it covers the medium
run, and not only the short run. Second, the vote of the banned faction does not change in the
elections before the ban, so voter demand and party supply do not systematically shift in the run-
up to a ban. Finally, the factions in government before a ban gain no votes after it and become
less likely to be in government, suggesting that incumbents in democracies have little scope to use
bans strategically.

Related literature. We contribute to the study of militant democracy: how democracies may de-
fend themselves against parties that seek to abolish them, and at what cost (Loewenstein, 1937;
Müller, 2016). Legal and political scholarship examines when such defenses are legitimate and
how democracies use them (Capoccia, 2005; Issacharoff, 2007; Kirshner, 2014; Bourne and Casal
Bértoa, 2017; Bourne, 2018; Levitsky and Ziblatt, 2018). Critics argue that bans restrict political
freedom, invite abuse by incumbents, and discuss alternatives for democratic self-defense (In-
vernizzi Accetti and Zuckerman, 2017; Malkopoulou and Norman, 2018). The political-science
work on bans is mainly descriptive and focuses attention on why democracies ban some parties
and not others (Capoccia, 2013; Bourne and Veugelers, 2022; Zeller, 2026).3 Existing studies of the
electoral consequences of party bans cover either single countries or small sets of cases (Bale, 2007;
Casal Bértoa and Bourne, 2017). Closest to our work, Arenas (2021) uses the staggered enforcement
of the ban of Batasuna across Basque municipalities to show that a longer ban reduced support for
the banned movement, and Lublin and Wright (2014) find that across 73 countries outright bans
did little to reduce the influence of ethnoregional parties. A related literature asks whether pros-
ecution and repression provoke a backlash.4 Our contribution to this literature is to assemble a
global panel of bans linked to election results and study how voters and parties respond to a ban.
We demonstrate that in democracies, the banned faction retains its vote.

Our results also relate to the economics of political competition with entry. In spatial models,
the number and positions of parties respond to the threat of entry and to the costs of running (A.
Downs, 1957; Palfrey, 1984; Feddersen et al., 1990; Osborne and Slivinski, 1996; Besley and Coate,
1997). Mainstream parties respond to the success of niche and radical parties by moving toward
their positions (Meguid, 2005; Adams et al., 2006; Spanje, 2010; Klüver and Spoon, 2016; Abou-

3Case studies cover the dissolution of parties in Turkey, the re-founding of the Vlaams Blok, the attempts to ban
the neo-Nazi National Democratic Party of Germany (NPD), and the ban of Batasuna, the political wing of the Basque
separatist movement, in Spain (Kogacioglu, 2004; Erk, 2005; Minkenberg, 2006; Bourne, 2015).

4Hate-speech trials of anti-immigration politicians did not reduce the support of their parties (Jacobs and Spanje,
2020). Sudden censorship led users to adopt tools that widened their access to information (Hobbs and Roberts, 2018),
and repression raises support for the opposition where alternative media exist (Pop-Eleches and Way, 2023).
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Chadi and Krause, 2020; Spoon and Klüver, 2020), although such accommodation does not reduce
radical-right support (Chou et al., 2021; Krause et al., 2023). Mainstream parties lose voters when
their platforms converge (Spoon and Klüver, 2019), and governments adopt the policies of radi-
cal parties that stay in opposition (Ellger and Klüver, 2024).5 A ban removes a competitor rather
than adding one, and parties also leave and return under new names without bans (Kim and Solt,
2017). In differentiated-product markets, the diversion of demand after a product is removed iden-
tifies substitution patterns (Berry et al., 1995; Conlon and Mortimer, 2021), and in French runoffs
an additional candidate draws votes disproportionately from the ideologically closest competitor
(Pons and Tricaud, 2018). We find that when a ban removes a party, its voters move to neighboring
parties, successor parties re-enter where the ban allows it, and remaining parties move toward the
vacated platform.

We also contribute to work on coalition formation and the exclusion of extreme parties. Theo-
ries of government formation relate vote shares and policy positions to office (Gamson, 1961; Baron
and Ferejohn, 1989; Laver and Schofield, 1990; Martin and Stevenson, 2001; Diermeier et al., 2003).
Mainstream parties decide whether to exclude radical parties, formally through a cordon sanitaire
or in practice (W. M. Downs, 2001; Art, 2007; van Spanje and van der Brug, 2007; Heinze, 2018),
and voters respond to whether mainstream parties will govern with radical ones (Jacobs and Pilet,
2025; Kelemen et al., 2025). How conservative parties engage the radical right shapes democratic
stability (Ziblatt, 2017), and the exclusion of the Vlaams Blok changed which coalitions formed
in Flemish municipalities (Geys et al., 2006). Under some conditions, mainstream parties govern
with radical ones (Lange, 2012; Twist, 2019). A further literature studies how extreme views and
parties become acceptable (Bursztyn et al., 2020; Valentim, 2021; 2024) and how persistent demand
for the far right in Germany is activated when a party supplies it (Cantoni et al., 2019; Ziblatt et al.,
2024). We find that a ban can move the votes of a pariah to parties that others will govern with,
which can bring the banned faction into government.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 documents the prevalence of party bans and defines
the concepts the analysis relies on. Section 3 presents the model. Section 4 describes the data.
Section 5 shows that banned factions retain their votes. Section 6 traces the two routes of vote
retention through the case studies. Section 7 shows, in the global data and the survey, that voter
demand changes little while party supply adjusts through entry and platforms. Section 8 examines
government participation and support for a ban. Section 9 concludes.

2 Party Bans Around the World

Party bans have occurred throughout history and around the world. In this section, we present
several descriptive facts about party bans and characterize several of their features. We discuss
how we construct the data in Section 4.

5Adopting the core position of a party lowers its support only when that party is also ostracized (Spanje and Graaf,
2018).
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Figure 1 summarizes the 1,850 bans in our data since 1900. Figure 1, Panel A, maps party bans
by country. In total, 143 countries have banned a party, and there have been party bans in every
populated continent. Most bans occur outside democracies: 204 occur in country-years with a
Polity score of 8 or above.6 Autocracies often decree mass bans that prohibit many or all parties
at once, often during regime change. Because autocracies typically lack free and fair elections, we
exclude bans under autocracies from the subsequent analysis. We provide more facts about mass
bans and bans under autocracies in Appendix A, noting that regime change and consolidation
would heavily confound a deeper empirical analysis.

Figure 1, Panel B, shows that bans have occurred throughout modern history.7 Bans often come
in waves, with spikes after World War II, during decolonization in the 1960s, and following the fall
of communism. Party bans have recently surged again. Since 2020, 251 bans have been decreed,
with recent bans concentrated in Myanmar, Guinea, Russia, and Ukraine.

Figure 1, Panel C, shows that banned parties won meaningful vote shares in the elections they
contested. Vote share distributions are similar for banned and never-banned parties, although
banned parties are less likely to fall in the left tail. Among the 1,649 bans of parties with a mea-
sured pre-ban vote share, 659 removed a party holding at least 1 percent of the vote. Appendix
Figure C.2 shows that banned parties also contest more elections than never-banned parties, de-
spite eventually being banned.

We introduce three concepts to facilitate our analysis. First, a ban is incomplete if the banned
party re-enters, as a successor party or by merging into another party, and complete if it does not.8

In democracies, a ban is typically complete only when an authority also blocks successor organi-
zations. We code the outcome of each single-party ban and find that 53 percent are incomplete.

Second, a faction comprises parties with similar ideology, classified in the global data as left,
center, or right (Section 4.1). The banned faction is the faction of the banned party. We typically
investigate outcomes in this paper at the faction level.

Third, a pariah party is one that other parties refuse to govern with, whether through a formal
agreement, as with the Belgian “cordon sanitaire”, or in practice (van Spanje and van der Brug,
2007). A banned party is typically a pariah and unlikely to govern. Its successor and the other
parties of the banned faction need not be pariahs. When votes switch from pariah to non-pariah
parties, the set of feasible governing coalitions may change.

3 Model

We model the electoral consequences of a party ban. The model has five periods: a prior election
in which the potentially banned party competes, a costly ban decision, an entry decision by the

6Under the V-Dem electoral democracy index, 307 bans occur in electoral democracies (Coppedge et al., 2024).
7Our full panel reaches back to 1852, but we observe only a handful of bans before 1900.
8An incomplete ban in which the banned party merges into another party resembles a voluntary merger because

votes previously split between parties pool within the new party. The difference between party mergers after party
bans and generic mergers is selection: parties merge voluntarily when they expect to gain votes, whereas bans are
rarely voluntary.
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Figure 1: Party bans since 1900

A: Bans per country

B: Bans over time C: Pre-ban vote share

Note. Panel A maps the number of bans per country. Panel B plots the share of the bans since 1900 decreed in each five-year period.
Panel C plots the distribution of the banned party’s vote share in the last election before the ban. Observations are at the level of a ban
in Panels A to C.

banned party, a campaign in which the remaining parties may change their platforms, and a new
election. We are interested in understanding when a political party ban leads parties in the same
faction to gain votes, and when campaign platforms may shift toward the banned party. We use a
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stylized three-party spatial model to illustrate when these outcomes occur and what key mecha-
nisms drive them. In Appendix B, we provide conditions under which these outcomes occur with
general functional forms.

3.1 Setup

There is a finite set of parties P = {a, b} ∪ O that competes in the election prior to a potential ban.
Let b be the party that may be banned, a be the party ideologically closest to b, and O be the set of
other remaining parties, indexed by j, which compete in both elections.

Each party j has an ideal point Ij ∈ [0, 1], collected as I = (Ij). In each election, party j picks a
platform xj. For some results, we will assume that party b has the rightmost (largest) ideal point
(the leftmost case is symmetric); under this assumption, a is the rightmost remaining party after
the ban.

Voters have types θ ∈ Θ = [0, 1] distributed according to F. In an election, given competing
parties A with platforms x = (xj)j∈A, let qj(θ; x, A) be the probability that voter θ selects party
j. We index the outside option with j = 0. This represents voters who do not turn out (or who
abstain or cast protest ballots, etc.). We can write the number of votes received, turnout, and vote
share as:

vj(x, A) =
∫

Θ
qj(θ; x, A) dF(θ), (1)

T(x, A) = ∑
j∈A

vj(x, A) = 1 − v0(x, A), (2)

sj(x, A) =
vj(x, A)

T(x, A)
. (3)

Thus vj is the mass of votes received by party j; without abstention, T = 1 and vj = sj.
Parties choose their platforms in each election to maximize their objective:

Πj(x, A) = Gj(sj(x, A), A)︸ ︷︷ ︸
electoral gains

−Cj(xj − Ij)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ideology

− ηjKj(xj − x−j )︸ ︷︷ ︸
switching cost

,

where Gj is increasing, Cj is convex with Cj(0) = C′
j(0) = 0, x−j is the platform of the party in the

prior election, Kj is convex with Kj(0) = K′
j(0) = 0, and ηj ≥ 0 measures the cost of changing a

platform across elections. Parties trade off winning votes against staying close to their ideal point
and deviating from their prior platform.

Timing. The game has five periods.

Period −1 (prior election). Parties P compete with platforms x− = (x−j )j∈P , leading to vote totals v−

and vote shares s−. We assume a pure-strategy Nash equilibrium whose platform ordering
matches the ordering of ideal points. Parties choose platforms without a switching cost,
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ηj = 0.9

Period 0 (ban decision). Authorities consider banning party b. The authority bans when its expected
gain—which may include restricting problematic speech or actions, enforcing a constitution,
or consolidating power—is greater than the cost of a ban, kban.

Period 1 (entry). If banned, party b decides whether to re-enter, possibly under a legally distinct
identity. The party (re-)enters when the expected gain from entry—which may include elec-
toral success, ideological adherence, or any other value the party attaches to its existence—is
greater than the cost of entry, kentry. If the party (re-)enters, it is assumed to keep the same
ideal point and voter recognition of b, so that qb(θ; x, A) is unchanged.

Period 2 (platform choice). Once the set of competing parties is fixed, each active party chooses its
campaign platform xj to maximize Πj.

Period 3 (election). Voters choose among the active parties (including the outside option).

Figure 2: Timing of the model

Note. The five periods of the model. The analysis conditions on the ban decision (shaded) and on the entry decision, and traces their
consequences through the campaign and the election.

We condition the analysis on the ban and the entry decision, and do not model them further.
We emphasize that both the ban and entry decision depend on (possibly inaccurate) beliefs. In par-
ticular, the authority may not have accurate expectations and may misanticipate the consequences
of a party ban, while the banned party may also misanticipate the consequences if they re-enter.
Thus, the authority may systematically ban parties that an authority with the same objective but
rational expectations would not. Similarly, a banned party may re-enter even if it leads to worse
outcomes for their faction.

Remark. Periods 1–3 correspond to three freedoms in a democracy: the freedom to form parties
and contest elections (period 1), the freedom to choose a platform (period 2), and the freedom
to vote according to one’s views (period 3). The costs kban and kentry are the democratic costs of
restricting the first freedom: kban is the cost of prohibiting a party, and kentry is the cost of also
blocking successors from re-entering. The banning authority often controls the entry cost, and
this may vary from nothing (in cases where banned parties re-contested the next election without

9Appendix B.1 gives sufficient conditions for this equilibrium. The prior election can also be interpreted as a long-run
equilibrium that the ban disrupts.
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re-registering) to prohibitive (in cases where attempts to revive a party were met with violence).
Some democracies have also restricted the second freedom, by preventing certain positions from
being expressed. We analyze each of these restrictions. Liberal democracies typically preserve
the third freedom, so we do not consider restrictions on voter choice such as voter suppression or
ballot stuffing.

Outcomes. Let (x+, v+, s+) be the platforms, votes, and vote shares that result from the campaign
in period 2 and the election in period 3. We study conditions under which three outcomes occur:
whether the vote of the banned party stays with its closest competitor (empirically studied in
Section 5), whether that competitor gains more votes than anyone else, the margin that matters for
who governs (empirically studied in Section 8), and whether the remaining platforms shift towards
the banned position (empirically studied in Section 7). These outcomes are electoral consequences
that may matter most for party bans.

1. Share gain. Party a, the closest party to the banned party, gains vote share after the ban:

∆sa = s+a − s−a ≥ 0. (O1)

Its empirical counterpart is the leave-out vote share of the banned faction, a primary outcome
of interest.

2. Largest gain. Party a gains at least as much vote share as every other party:

∆sa ≥ ∆sj for every j ∈ O. (O2)

This proxies for the chance that a leads or enters the government, another primary outcome
of interest.10

3. Platform shift. The average platform of the non-banned parties moves toward the ideal point
of the banned party. Let x−−b and x+−b be the vote-weighted average platforms of the non-
banned parties in the prior and the new election.11 The outcome is

|x+−b − Ib| ≤ |x−−b − Ib|. (O3)

If b is rightmost and both leave-out means lie left of Ib, this is equivalent to x+−b ≥ x−−b.

Remark. We study outcomes for the party closest to the banned party. In Appendix B, we extend
results to the faction level.

10Gaining a plurality of votes typically makes a party the formateur and likely leads to it being in government. Within
a government, Gamson’s law states that coalition members receive portfolios roughly in proportion to their legislative
strength (Gamson, 1961).

11x−−b = ∑j ̸=b v−j x−j / ∑j ̸=b v−j and x+−b = ∑j ̸=b v+j x+j / ∑j ̸=b v+j , where the sums over j ̸= b run over all active parties
other than b and exclude the outside option 0.
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Different ban scenarios. We study electoral consequences under three different party ban sce-
narios. Under an incomplete ban, the party or a successor re-enters in period 1. Under a complete
ban with fixed platforms, b is removed and the remaining platforms stay at their prior positions.12

Under a complete ban with endogenous platforms, the remaining parties choose new platforms in the
period-2 campaign. The first scenario also covers a ban that never takes effect.

3.2 A Three-Party Spatial Model

We analyze a stylized three-party example that delivers the three outcomes in closed form under
each scenario. All proofs for this section are contained under Appendix Proposition 1. We show
when these outcomes occur with general functional forms and distributions in Appendix B.

There are three parties, with ideal points IL < IR < IX, where X is the party that may be
banned and R is its closest competitor; thus R = a and X = b in the general notation. We assume
that voters are uniformly distributed on [0, 1], always vote (no outside option), and always choose
the party with the nearest platform.13 Party j maximizes

Πj = gjsj −
κj

2
(xj − Ij)

2 −
ηj

2
(xj − x−j )

2, gj, κj > 0. (4)

Prior election. In the prior election, ηj = 0, and the vote shares of the three ordered parties are
sL = (xL + xR)/2, sR = (xX − xL)/2, and sX = 1 − (xR + xX)/2. Substituting in vote shares and
taking a first order condition, the equilibrium platforms are

x−L = IL +
gL

2κL
, x−R = IR, x−X = IX − gX

2κX
. (5)

Parties L and X shade toward the center to gain marginal voters, while party R’s vote share is
independent of its own platform, so it chooses its ideal point.

Incomplete ban. Under an incomplete ban nothing changes, because the banned party (re-)enters
with the same ideal point. Campaign platforms are the same and all voters vote the same way. All
outcomes therefore weakly hold.

We emphasize two points about this scenario: first, despite their seeming ineffectiveness, many
democracies pay the cost of a party ban without investing in barriers to entry. These costs may in-
clude a loss of democratic or international legitimacy, a loss of political capital, and the financial
and legal costs of prosecuting a party. This highlights a central tension between protecting democ-
racy and restricting the freedom to form parties (Bourne, 2018). Second, allowing the banned party
to (re-)enter has no electoral consequences relative to the prior election. However, preventing entry
may lead the outcomes we study to hold strictly, as shown in the following scenarios concerning
complete bans.

12This scenario may reflect an election in which the authority has restricted the set of possible platforms, preventing
them from shifting towards the banned party. One may alternatively interpret this scenario as reflecting cases in which
parties are banned shortly before elections, preventing meaningful changes in platforms prior to the election.

13Ties have measure zero.
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Complete ban, platforms fixed. Under this scenario, X is banned, does not re-enter, and the plat-
forms for parties L and R stay fixed. By proximity, every former voter for party X now votes for
party R, so

s̃L = s−L , s̃R = s−R + s−X , (6)

where s̃L, s̃R are the fixed-platform vote shares. Consequently, party R gains vote share (O1) and
gains more than party L (O2). Whether it also replaces L as the largest party depends on their
prior sizes (and thus ideal points). The average platform of the remaining parties also moves
toward party X (O3):

x̃−X − x−−X = s−X
(
x−R − x−−X

)
> 0, (7)

where x̃−X is the vote-weighted ideology of the remaining parties after the ban. This movement
towards the banned party is purely compositional: although no platform has moved, the more
right-wing survivor receives more weight.

Complete ban, platforms adjust. We now relax the fixed-platform restriction: in the period-2 cam-
paign, the remaining parties can re-optimize their platforms, with ηj > 0. Note that party L faces
the same marginal electoral return as before and so its platform remains at x−L = IL + gL/(2κL).
Without party X to its right, party R adjusts its platform to

x+R = x−R − δ, δ ≡ gR

2(κR + ηR)
> 0. (8)

Since voters to the right of party R are now captive, party R gains votes by moderating toward
party L. This further increases party R’s vote share, so O1 and O2 continue to hold. Outcome O3
holds if and only if the compositional effect dominates this moderation:

s−X
(
x−R − x−−X

)
≥ δ(1 − x−R ) +

δ2

2
. (9)

The lefthand side of this condition is the ideological shift from reallocating party X’s voter to party
R. The righthand side is the loss from R’s endogenous moderation. Thus, O3 is more likely to hold
when party X had a larger vote share in the prior election, when party R and party L have a larger
gap in ideal points, or when ideology and switching costs are larger.

We provide a numerical example to illustrate these scenarios. In Figure 3, Panel A, party L
leads before the ban. Under the incomplete ban in Panel B, the election remains the same. In
Panel C, a complete ban with fixed platforms leads party R to gain vote share, sufficient for the
average (leave-out) ideology to swing past the median voter. In Panel D, a complete ban with
platform adjustment, party R wins the majority vote by shading towards the center. The average
(leave-out) ideology still shifts right in comparison to the prior election, but less so than in the
fixed platform case.

We provide conditions under which outcomes O1-O3 occur under each scenario with general
functional forms and distributions in Appendix B.
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Figure 3: A ban in the three-party model, three scenarios

A: Prior Election B: Incomplete Ban

C: Complete Ban, Platforms Fixed D: Complete Ban, Platforms Adjust

Note. This figure displays vote-shares by party from a numerical example of the model in Section 3.2, as well as the vote-weighted
mean platform for the non-banned party. The banned party X is in white, the successor party in grey, the left party in orange, and the
right party in purple. The black line is the leave-out vote-weighted mean platform of the remaining parties analyzed in O3. In Panel B,
a successor enters at X’s platform. In Panel C, (re-)entry is banned and platforms are held fixed. In Panel D, (re-)entry is banned and
platforms are allowed to adjust. Parameter values: IL = 0.3, IR = 0.75, IX = 0.97, κL = 25, κR = 2, ηR = 2, κX = 10, gj = 1.

Discussion. In the remaining sections of the paper, we provide empirical tests for this model. We
call the voters’ ideal points and how they choose among parties, which a ban leaves unchanged
in the model, voter demand, and the set of parties and their platforms party supply. Section 5 tests
whether the other parties of the banned faction gain votes following a ban in the global data (O1).
We find that they do. Section 6 analyzes the sources of these gains in two case studies, correspond-
ing to two scenarios: in Belgium, an incomplete ban, the successor party retained the votes of the
banned party, while in Lower Saxony, a complete ban, neighboring parties retained much of the
vote. Section 7 examines voter demand and party supply. We first show that voter demand is
stable, a key model assumption. We then examine the two margins of party supply: whether the
banned party re-enters, and how platforms shift after a ban (O3). Section 8 turns to government.
Because banned parties are often pariahs even before their ban, the other parties of the banned
faction become more likely to enter government (proxied by O2).
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4 Data and Context

We combine three types of data from four sources: a global database of party bans linked to elec-
tions, case studies of Belgium and Lower Saxony, and a survey in contemporary Germany. Figure 4
lists the sources and the sections that use them, and Appendix Table D.1 lists the parties named in
the paper with their English names and positions.

Figure 4: Data overview

Note. The four data sources of the paper, the type of ban each covers, and the sections that use it. The global database and its
estimation sample are described in Section 4.1 and Appendix C, the case studies in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, and the survey in Section 4.4
and Appendix H.

4.1 Global Party Bans and Elections

Assembling a party bans database. We construct a global database of political party bans in
three steps. First, we compile recorded bans from regional and global studies of party bans, also
termed “proscription” (Bale, 2007; Bogaards, 2010; Lublin and Wright, 2014; Casal Bértoa and
Bourne, 2017; Bernatskyi, 2024). Second, we search all political parties on Wikipedia for evidence
of bans. Third, we search Google for “party ban” alongside each country name. We manually
validate each event and code the party, country, year, banning authority, whether it was part of a
mass ban, and whether it was complete. We keep the bans of political parties and drop the bans of
supporters’ clubs, religious associations, and other organizations that did not contest elections. To
our knowledge, no other comprehensive dataset of party bans exists.

For each ban, we manually code results from the elections surrounding the ban (Appendix C.1).
We link parties to PartyFacts (Döring and Regel, 2019) and, through it, to V-Party (Lührmann et
al., 2024) for information on other parties competing in those elections and to the Manifesto Project
(Lehmann et al., 2024) for party platforms.

We define a democracy as a country-year with a Polity score of 8 or above (Marshall and Gurr,
2020) or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55 (Coppedge et al., 2024). Either index
suffices: Polity misses some democratic country-years that V-Dem records, and V-Dem misses
some that Polity records. For robustness, we also use other V-Dem democracy indices, which also
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provide additional controls.14

Factions. We classify parties into three ideological factions, left, center, and right, following Her-
rmann and Döring (2023), who infer parties’ positions on a one-dimensional axis from Wikipedia
tags (e.g., “far-right”, “social liberalism”, “Marxism-Leninism”, “green politics”). This approach
has the advantage of broader coverage than expert surveys, and also allows for a replicable proce-
dure as new data arises: we use the same tags to estimate positions for parties on Wikipedia that
Herrmann and Döring (2023) did not classify, including those with newly added information or
with non-English articles.15 We assign continuous ideological positions to factions using the cut-
points in Herrmann and Döring (2023). For parties without tag-based positions, we code factions
from party histories, with large language models as independent blind coders (Appendix C.2). Our
baseline estimates use the tag-based positions and, where these are missing, the blind codes. As a
robustness check, we use only the tag-based positions. Appendix Figure C.3 plots party positions
and faction cutpoints, identifying prominent parties in each faction.16

In Appendix Figure C.4, we plot measures of ideological extremeness for banned and never-
banned parties. Banned parties are systematically more extreme: they lie farther from the center
along various metrics, and are more frequently the most extreme competing party than never-
banned parties.

Outcomes. We analyze two primary outcomes. The first is a faction’s leave-out vote share: the
percentage of votes cast for parties in the faction, excluding the banned party when relevant. For
the banned party’s faction, this compares the other parties’ combined vote share before the ban
with the whole faction’s vote share afterward.

The second is government participation, an indicator for whether a party of the faction is in
government after the election, as the leading party or as a junior partner. For elections covered
by V-Party, we use its coding of the parties in the cabinet. For the remaining elections of interest,
we manually code government membership. As a robustness check, we restrict the outcome to the
leading party in government.

Appendix Table C.1 reports summary statistics for the ban panel and estimation sample.

Party platforms and voter ideology. We measure party platforms using manifesto texts. For
each ban, we score bigrams in the banned party’s pre-ban manifesto by their distinctiveness (Fryer

14Controls include population, GDP per capita, education, urbanization, non-electoral measures of democracy, and
conflict. We impute missing years using the country mean and entirely missing country data using the overall sample
mean. The imputation choice does not affect estimates in the latter cases because fixed effects absorb these controls.

15Party size is the primary determinant of coverage on Wikipedia. Among parties banned in single-ban events, we
code the faction of 68 percent of parties with at least 1% of the pre-ban vote, compared with 47 percent of parties below
1%.

16For our case studies, we use seven finer-grained factions (far-left, left, center-left, center, center-right, right, far-
right), as defined by Herrmann and Döring (2023), as we are able to validate these ideology estimates with confidence.
We do not use these finer-grained factions in our baseline global specification because measurement error may attenuate
results. We report robustness to using these finer-grained factions in Appendix F.3.
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and Levitt, 2004), identifying terms used frequently by that party and rarely by others before the
ban. We measure the platform similarity of the remaining parties to the banned party by their
relative use of these distinctive bigrams. As a robustness check, we also measure similarity using
term-frequency–inverse-document-frequency (TF-IDF). Appendix C.3 provides details on the text
analysis.

We measure voter ideology using the World Values Survey (Haerpfer et al., 2022). For each
surveyed country that bans a party, we use the nearest survey waves before and after the ban.
Respondents place their ideological leanings on a left-right scale from 0 to 10.

Our global data provides estimates of the average consequences of bans in democracies, but do
not directly speak to mechanisms. We use the case studies to illustrate key mechanisms in different
ban scenarios, while our survey measures voters’ expectations about these mechanisms before a
(potential) ban.

4.2 Belgium, 2004: An Incomplete Ban

The Vlaams Blok was Flanders’ largest far-right party, and the largest party banned in a democ-
racy in our data.17 The Vlaams Blok won 11.7 percent of the national vote in 2003 and 24 percent
of the Flemish vote in June 2004, campaigning on a 70-point immigration program. In April 2004,
the Ghent Court of Appeal convicted three associations that ran the party, including the one that
received public funding, of belonging to a group that clearly and repeatedly advocated for discrim-
ination. The Court of Cassation upheld the conviction on November 9, 2004. While the courts did
not dissolve the party, the ruling threatened the party’s public funding and media. In response,
the party re-founded itself five days later as the Vlaams Belang with a lightly revised program.
This was an incomplete ban, as the party was able to freely re-enter. For this case study, we digi-
tize district-level results for the 2003 and 2007 federal Chamber elections surrounding the ban. We
also collect full candidate lists for the 2004 and 2009 Flemish Parliament elections, including each
candidate’s name, list position, and preference votes.

4.3 Lower Saxony, 1952: A Complete Ban

Founded in 1949, Germany’s Socialist Reich Party (SRP) inherited personnel and organizational
structures from the Nazi Party (NSDAP). Led by former active National Socialists, it glorified
Hitler and denied the Federal Republic’s legitimacy. The SRP followed the Führer principle in-
ternally, maintained a uniformed formation modeled on the SA and SS, and ran a youth organi-
zation modeled on the Hitler Youth. In the 1951 Lower Saxony state election, it won 11 percent
of the vote, including 33 percent in its strongest district and more than 20 percent in 15 of 95 dis-
tricts. With 16 seats, it was the state parliament’s fourth-largest party. In October 1952, the Federal
Constitutional Court banned the SRP as unconstitutional in its first party ban, finding that it resem-

17This excludes mass bans and regime change events. No democracy since World War II has banned a larger party by
vote share. The next largest cases in our data are bans in Turkey in 1998 and 2001.
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bled the NSDAP in worldview, program, and political style.18 The judgment dissolved the party,
stripped its members of their Bundestag and state parliamentary seats, and prohibited successor
organizations. This was a complete ban.19

Decided under Article 21 of the German Basic Law, the SRP judgment provided a definition
of the free democratic basic order that established conditions for future bans. The court followed
this reasoning in banning the Communist Party (KPD) in 1956. These are the only two parties ever
banned in the Federal Republic. In 2017, the court found the NPD’s aims unconstitutional but
declined to ban the party because it lacked the potential to achieve its aims (Molier and Rijpkema,
2018). A party ban case against the AfD would be decided following these precedents. We digitize
district-level results for the 1951 and 1955 Lower Saxony state elections. We also digitize state
parliamentary speech surrounding the ban, applying the text methods of the global analysis to
these speeches.

4.4 Germany, 2026: Survey on the Proposed AfD Ban

The AfD won 20.8 percent of the vote in the February 2025 federal election, placing second. Its 10.3
million votes yielded 152 of 630 Bundestag seats, making it the largest opposition party. In May
2025, the domestic intelligence service classified it as a confirmed right-wing extremist organiza-
tion. Two motions to initiate a party ban against the AfD were introduced in the 20th Bundestag,
a cross-party motion signed by 113 members and a motion signed by 43 members of the Greens.20

Ban proposals have also been raised in 10 of the 16 state parliaments. In June 2025, the party
congress of the governing Social Democratic Party (SPD), the main center-left party, publicly re-
solved to prepare a ban application. In February 2026, the Administrative Court of Cologne barred
the intelligence service from applying its right-wing extremist classification to the AfD pending a
decision in the main party ban proceedings.21 As of the time when we fielded the survey, no au-
thorized body had filed a ban application.22 If the AfD ban were to be banned, the ban would
be unprecedented in size. The Vlaams Blok (Section 4.2) held 11.7 percent of the national vote
in its last pre-ban election. In the week before our survey, the AfD polled at 28 percent.23 Apart
from South Korea’s proposed ban of the People Power Party after the December 2024 martial law
declaration, no other recent democracy has moved to ban the party leading its polls.

We fielded our survey from September 1 to September 4, 2026 among adult residents of Ger-
many recruited through Dynata. Recruitment targeted 30 percent of respondents from Saxony-
Anhalt and 70 percent from a representative sample of the rest of Germany. Saxony-Anhalt’s state
election followed on September 6, 2026, with the AfD winning 43.8 percent of the vote.24 Our

18BVerfGE 2, 1, judgment of October 23, 1952.
19The SRP announced its own dissolution in September 1952, while the case was pending.
20Bundestag Drucksache 20/13750 and Drucksache 20/14105 of December 6, 2024. In Germany, the Bundestag, Bun-

desrat, and federal government can all apply to ban a party.
21Administrative Court of Cologne, decision of February 26, 2026, 13 L 1109/25.
22We present a timeline of relevant events in Appendix Figure H.1.
23Forsa for RTL Deutschland, fielded August 25 to 31, 2026, 2,504 respondents.
24Official results of the state returning officer of Saxony-Anhalt.
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sample consists of 568 respondents, of which 173 stated they would vote AfD.
Each respondent answers questions about an upcoming state election. We ask respondents

to report expected vote choices and turnout, expected party entry and entrant characteristics, ex-
pected platform changes among remaining parties, expected government composition, and each
party’s acceptability in government. We then ask respondents to answer the same set of questions
under the scenario of the AfD being banned. Because each respondent evaluates both scenarios,
our results describe voter expectations of a party ban rather than experimental estimates of a ban’s
effects. The specific questionnaire wording is presented in Appendix H.1, and we report the de-
mographic make-up of our sample in Appendix H. This survey complements our historical data
by recording voters’ expectations before a ban in a large, actively debated case.

5 Bans Do Not Reduce the Vote of the Banned Faction

Are banned factions able to retain the vote of the banned party? We answer this question using
our global data and show that, in democracies, banned factions do retain the banned party’s vote.

Sample. Our estimation sample comprises 508 bans in 53 countries. There are two constraints
that narrow the 1,850 bans since 1900 to this sample (Appendix Figure C.1). First, we focus on
mature democracies: at least one national election must occur within ten years of the ban in a
democratic country-year, with a Polity score of 8 or above (Marshall and Gurr, 2020) or a V-Dem
electoral democracy index of at least 0.55 (Coppedge et al., 2024). This rule keeps 778 bans. Second,
the banned party must have a position on the left-right scale, from the tags of Herrmann and
Döring (2023) or from the blind codes, and its faction’s vote must be observed. This primarily
drops small party bans.

Retention. We estimate how much of the banned party’s vote is retained by its faction with the
following regression specification

votesharelo
bt = ρ voteshare0

b × Postbt + αb + δt + εbt, (10)

where votesharelo
bt is the banned faction’s leave-out vote share, voteshare0

b is the banned party’s
vote share in the last election before the ban, and αb and δt are ban and period fixed effects.

Figure 5, Panel A, plots the banned party’s residualized vote share on the x-axis and the banned
faction’s residualized leave-out vote share after the ban on the y-axis. A slope of ρ = 1 indicates
full vote retention: all votes for the banned party are reallocated to the other parties of the banned
faction. The estimated coefficient is 1.03 (standard error 0.06), and we cannot reject a coefficient of
1 (p = 0.68). The estimate is consistent with full retention of the banned party’s vote.25

25This aggregate estimate could conceal changes in voter composition. For example, it is possible that the faction’s
new voters may have come from other factions (and the banned party’s voters switched to other factions). In subsequent
sections, we present evidence that voters for banned parties subsequently vote for the banned faction.
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Event study. We estimate how the banned faction’s vote share changes across elections using the
difference-in-differences (DiD) specification

y f bt = β BannedFaction f b × Postbt + Γ′ (Xbt × 1 f
)
+ αb f + δbt + ε f bt, (11)

where y f bt is an outcome for faction f in election t around ban b, BannedFaction f b identifies the
banned party’s faction, Postbt identifies elections after the ban, αb f and δbt are ban-by-faction and
ban-by-election fixed effects, and Xbt × 1 f contains country-year controls (log GDP per capita,
log population, education, and urbanization) interacted with faction indicators. The comparison
units are the other two factions in the same elections. In the event study, we replace Postbt with
indicators for the number of elections since the ban.26 Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-
faction level.

Figure 5, Panel B, presents the event study of leave-out vote share. Pre-period estimates are
small and statistically insignificant. After the ban, the banned faction’s vote share jumps immedi-
ately and remains elevated in subsequent elections. Because many banned parties had small vote
shares, Panel C scales the same event study by the banned party’s vote share in the last election
before the ban. Each estimate thus measures the share of the banned vote held by the faction. Pre-
period estimates are close to zero and statistically insignificant. After the ban, the faction holds an
average of 0.60 of the banned vote in each election.

The DiD estimate yields a similar magnitude. In Equation (11), banned factions gain 5.0 per-
centage points relative to other factions (standard error 1.0, Appendix Table E.1). Scaling by the
banned party’s pre-ban vote share, the faction gains 0.83 of the banned vote relative to the other
factions (standard error 0.12). Because the other factions in the estimate absorb the remaining
votes, this is a lower bound on the share of votes retained by the banned faction. If the other two
factions split the remainder equally, this implies the banned faction retains approximately 0.9 of
every banned party vote. Full retention, or β = 1, thus sits within the 95% confidence interval of
our estimates.

5.1 Robustness

Appendix Table E.1 reports estimates of the DiD specification in Equation (11) under different sets
of controls. Even in democracies, party bans may coincide with economic or political shocks that
favor particular factions. For example, a recession or democratic backsliding may differentially
benefit the left or right. Subsequent columns address these concerns by adding controls interacted
with faction indicators. Column 2 controls for log population. Column 3 adds economic variables
(log GDP per capita, average years of education, and urbanization rate). Column 4 adds inter-
national and internal armed conflict, and column 5 adds non-electoral democratic indices (par-
ticipatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy under V-Dem). Estimates remain stable across

26We restrict to elections within twenty years of the ban.
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Figure 5: Vote retention of the banned faction

A: Retention across bans B: Event study

C: Event study scaled by the pre-ban vote share of the banned party

Note. Panel A plots, in 30 equal-width bins, the leave-out vote share of the banned faction in the last election before and the first
election after the ban against the vote share of the banned party in the last election before it interacted with the post-ban indicator,
both residualized on ban and period fixed effects; the annotated slope is from the underlying (unbinned) regression, the retention
coefficient of Equation (10). Panel B plots event-study estimates of the leave-out vote share of the banned faction, with the controls of
Equation (11), with 95 percent confidence intervals. Panel C interacts the event-time indicators with the banned-faction indicator times
the vote share of the banned party in the last election before the ban, so each estimate is the share of the banned vote the faction holds
relative to that election; the dashed line marks one-for-one retention. The omitted category is the election immediately before the ban.
Retention across regime types is in Appendix Figure E.1. Observations are at the level of a ban-period of the banned faction in Panel A
and a faction-election in Panels B and C. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level.

columns. In column 3, the banned faction gains 5.0 percentage points.27

We note that the retention slope is similarly stable when the same control sets are added to
Equation (10) (Appendix Table E.2). Economic and other political shocks do not appear to drive
our results.

We report further robustness tests in Appendix F. We first conduct a placebo test, randomly
assigning bans to factions. This yields a randomization p-value below 0.01 (Appendix Figure F.1).
We conduct a leave-out exercise and show that no single country drives our estimates (Appendix
Figure F.2). Our estimate also remains stable when we vary the event window, exclude ambiguous

27Conflict and non-electoral democratic measures may themselves respond to a party ban, which would make them
bad controls. We therefore use the column 3 specification as the baseline for robustness tests.
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bans, restrict the sample to more plausibly exogenous bans, and use alternative faction defini-
tions, vote share sources, democracy indices, and clustering choices (Appendix Tables F.1, F.2, F.4,
and F.6). Appendix F describes each test, and Appendix F.6 reports heterogeneity by ban charac-
teristics.

Finally, we extend the analysis beyond democracies. Appendix Figure E.1 re-estimates the
retention specification, including progressively less democratic country-years as one moves left
along the x-axis. Retention is higher in more democratic samples: banned factions retain more of
the banned party’s votes in more democratic settings. In less democratic samples, retention falls
below one, consistent with weaker electoral competition. Across the full global sample, the banned
faction retains 0.41 votes for every vote for the banned party.

6 Case Studies

We use two case studies, Belgium in 2004 and Lower Saxony in 1952, to illustrate mechanisms
behind the vote retention phenomenon we find in Section 5. In each case study, we examine how
vote shares, party personnel, platforms, and government change after the ban.

6.1 Belgium: A Successor Retains the Vote

Belgium banned the Vlaams Blok in 2004 but allowed it to re-enter shortly afterward as Vlaams
Belang.

Figure 6 displays vote shares before and after the ban. Panels A and B compare aggregate
shares in 2003 and 2007, which barely changed within each faction. Vlaams Belang retained the
Vlaams Blok vote almost one for one, leaving the far-right share nearly unchanged. In Panel C, we
estimate our vote retention specification, Equation (10), at the district level. The district retention
slope is 1.08: districts with larger pre-ban Vlaams Blok shares had larger far-right shares after the
ban. Appendix Table G.1, column 1, reports a positive and statistically significant DiD coefficient
from Equation (11).

What drove almost complete vote retention? In this case, the successor to the banned party
kept a nearly identical name and also retained much of the banned party’s personnel. Using can-
didate level data from the Flemish Parliament elections of 2004 (before the ban) and 2009 (after the
ban), we investigate how personnel changed after the party ban. We present results in Appendix
Figure G.1. While other parties kept only 14 percent of their candidates across the two elections,
the Vlaams Blok kept 29 percent. This gap was larger among the candidates best known to vot-
ers. Among Vlaams Blok candidates in the top tenth by preference votes, 77 percent ran again in
2009, compared with 28 percent for other parties. Among its party list heads, 67 percent of Vlaams
Blok candidates ran again, compared with 23 percent from other parties. This difference is not
explained by changes in the party’s relative success or candidate list size (Appendix Table G.2).
Given the party ran on immigration as a key issue, we also examine whether candidate identities
changed after the ban. In Appendix Table G.3, we show that new Vlaams Belang candidates in
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Figure 6: Belgium: vote shares around the 2004 Vlaams Blok ban

A: 2003, before the ban B: 2007, after the ban

C: District-level substitution

Note. Panels A and B plot aggregate vote shares by faction in the Belgian federal elections of 2003 and 2007. The banned party (Vlaams
Blok, continuing as Vlaams Belang) is shown in white. Parties below 5 percent of the vote are excluded and shares renormalized.
Panel C plots the district-level leave-out vote share of the banned faction against the pre-ban vote share of the banned party, residual-
ized on district and year fixed effects.

2009 were more likely to have Flemish names. Flemish-named Vlaams Belang candidates in 2009
outperformed both Flemish-named Vlaams Blok candidates in 2004 and other Vlaams Belang can-
didates in 2009. This empirical pattern suggests that the party did not become less extreme after
the ban.28

Vlaams Belang also kept the platform of the banned party. Its December 2004 program closely
resembled the Vlaams Blok’s June 2004 program (Verstraete, 2005). Experts place the party at the
same position before and after its re-founding: 9.55 in 2002 and 9.67 in 2006 on the Chapel Hill
Expert Survey’s 0 to 10 left-right scale (Jolly et al., 2022).29 The party also remained a pariah, as the

28We provide further details to this analysis in Appendix G.1.
29The new party kept the Vlaams Blok’s chair, members, and seats in all four parliaments (Brems, 2006; Pauwels,

21



cordon sanitaire remained intact (van Spanje and van der Brug, 2007). After the ban, the banned
faction had a 28 percentage point chance to win their district (Appendix Table G.1, column 2), but
the far right remained out of government.

6.2 Lower Saxony: Neighboring Parties Absorb the Vote

Unlike the Belgian ban, Germany’s 1952 ban of the SRP was complete: it prohibited both re-entry
and any successor organizations from forming. The SRP never contested a federal election: it
was founded in October 1949, weeks after the first Bundestag election, and banned before the
subsequent national election in 1953. We therefore digitized state election records from Lower
Saxony, where the SRP had its greatest electoral success.

Figure 7 presents vote shares before and after the ban. Panels A and B show that the center-left
share remained similar, while parties from the center right to the far right each gained part of the
SRP vote. Across Lower Saxony, the remaining far-right parties gained 54 percent of the 1951 SRP
share. In Panel C, we estimate our vote retention specification, Equation (10), at the district level.
Under this complete ban, the district retention slope of the far right is 0.42, less than one for one.
Appendix Table G.4, column 1, reports a positive and statistically significant DiD coefficient from
Equation (11).

The postwar government strictly enforced the prohibition of successor organizations. No far-
right party of comparable size entered after the ban, and former SRP politicians dispersed. Of the
18 deputies who served for the SRP during the state parliamentary term, 2 ran again and none
returned to office. Non-SRP candidates in the state parliament reappeared at a much higher rate
(almost 40%, Appendix Figure G.1).

After the ban, the remaining far-right parties shifted their speech toward the SRP platform. We
estimate a DiD using speech in parliament, and find that relative to other parties, far-right parties
closed 5 percent of the pre-ban gap between their parliamentary speech and SRP speech (Appendix
Table G.5). Appendix G.2 describes the text analysis in detail.

The ban shifted votes from the pariah SRP to non-pariah parties on the right. The eventual
right-wing coalition’s vote share rose from 47 percent in 1951 to 58 percent in 1955. The coali-
tion of the far-right German Party (Deutsche Partei, DP), the CDU, the expellee party Block der
Heimatvertriebenen und Entrechteten (BHE), and the liberal Free Democratic Party (FDP) then
took over the state government from the SPD. Districts with larger 1951 SRP shares swung more
strongly toward the incoming governing parties (Appendix Table G.6). This was the only time the
far-right German Party led a state government in the Federal Republic, and historians attribute the
change in government to the SRP ban (Trittel, 1995; Hansen, 2007; Finkbeiner et al., 2019).

These two case studies illustrate two different party ban scenarios as predicted by the model.
The SRP ban eliminated the party, its organization, and its personnel, while the Vlaams Blok ban

2011). Its chair told the founding congress that the party had changed its name but not its program, and contemporary
observers regarded the two as the same party (Mudde, 2004; Verstraete, 2005). The 2006 request to withdraw its public
funding names the party “Vlaams Blok, thans Vlaams Belang” (Vlaams Blok, now Vlaams Belang) (Raad van State,
2006).
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Figure 7: Lower Saxony: vote shares around the 1952 SRP ban

A: 1951, before the ban B: 1955, after the ban

C: District-level substitution

Note. Panels A and B plot aggregate vote shares by faction in the Lower Saxony state elections of 1951 and 1955. The banned party
(SRP) is shown in white. Parties below 5 percent of the vote are excluded and shares renormalized. Panel C plots the district-level
leave-out vote share of the banned faction against the pre-ban vote share of the banned party, residualized on district and year fixed
effects.

left the party in place under a new name. Although the remaining far-right parties gained only
54 percent of the SRP share, the coalition the ban enabled took over the state government. In
Belgium, the successor retained the vote but remained a pariah, and the far right remained out of
government.

7 Stable Demand, Shifting Supply

Our model holds voter demand fixed while party supply may adjust through entry and platforms.
We use our global data and our survey to show that voter demand changes little after a ban, while
party supply adjusts on both margins.
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7.1 The Stability of Voter Demand

A ban could change voter demand by changing voters’ ideology or by changing party valence. For
example, voters might change their positions on issues or priorities across issues. An official ban
might also worsen voter attitudes toward the banned party (and others in its faction). We examine
both potential channels through which voter demand could change.

We first examine whether voter ideology persists across a ban using data from the World Values
Survey. Respondents to this survey report their ideology on a left-right scale from 0 to 10. We
restrict the analysis to countries surveyed before and after a party ban. For each country, we first
estimate ideology in pre-ban waves using demographic characteristics a ban cannot change—the
respondent’s sex and age—and use this fitted model to predict respondents’ ideology after a ban.

Figure 8, Panel A, plots predicted ideology from pre-ban data against respondents’ actual post-
ban ideology. The relationship has a slope of 1.03 (standard error 0.08), suggesting little change
in voter ideology across bans.30 Because voters of banned parties are likely to sit at ideological
extremes, we restrict our analysis to voters in their country’s top and bottom quintiles in Appendix
Figure E.2, Panel B. We find a slope of 1.03 (standard error 0.08). We note that the event study in
Figure 5, Panel B, is consistent with voter demand remaining stable more broadly across time. We
do not observe any systematic shift in demand toward or away from the banned faction in these
pre-ban estimates.

We next examine whether a ban changes voters’ valence towards parties. Because valence
towards specific parties is not systematically measured across contexts, we make use of our survey
evidence from Germany to provide evidence on this. Respondents are asked: “If the AfD were
to be banned, how would your attitude towards the AfD change?” Figure 8, Panel B, plots the
responses. 73 percent of respondents report that a ban would leave their attitude toward the AfD
unchanged.

In Figure 9, we show how stated votes change under a hypothetical AfD ban. Panels A and B
plot respondents’ first-choice parties with and without a ban. Most parties keep similar vote
shares, while the CDU, the rightmost remaining party, gains a substantial share of AfD votes.
The largest beneficiary from a ban is the BSW, a populist party that opposes immigration.31 Al-
though the left-right scale places the BSW on the far left, respondents place it closest to the AfD
on two key issues we ask about: immigration and a wealth tax. Thus, Appendix Figure I.3 shows
that vote retention looks even stronger when we order parties by either issue, when compared to
a conventional left-right axis. Figure 9, Panel C, shows this substitution at the individual level.
We predict AfD voting from demographics and plot respondents’ stated BSW vote share under a
ban against that prediction. The slope across bins is 0.88. The predictability of voter preferences is
consistent with stable voter demand.

Changes in voter preferences may also be reflected via voter mobilization. We find that turnout

30As a robustness check, Appendix Figure E.2, Panel A, expands the predictors to include plausibly immutable charac-
teristics such as education, income, occupation, ethnic group, and other characteristics listed in the figure note. Results
remain similar.

31We plot vote gains by party in Appendix Figure I.2.
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Figure 8: Voter ideology around party bans

A: Ideology before and after bans B: Attitude toward the AfD under a ban

Note. Panel A plots, across twenty equal-count bins, the mean left-right self-placement (0 to 10) reported by respondents surveyed
after a ban against the ideology predicted for them by a country-specific model fitted on the pre-ban waves with the sex and age of the
respondent. The dotted line is the 45-degree line; the solid line is the fit through the bins, with its slope and standard error reported in
the panel. The sample is 51,692 respondents surveyed after a ban in the 19 countries of the ban panel with World Values Survey waves
on both sides of a ban. Panel B plots the shares of survey respondents stating that a ban would make their attitude toward the AfD
less favorable, leave it unchanged, or make it more favorable, with 95 percent confidence intervals based on binomial standard errors.
Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

changes little after bans: after a ban, turnout changes by −1.2 percentage points (standard error 0.4)
against a pre-ban mean of 75 percent. We discuss the possibility of voter backlash in Appendix E.2
and find little evidence that it can explain vote retention within banned factions.

Together, these results suggest that voter demand changes little after a ban. We next examine
party supply.

7.2 Extensive Margin: Entry

We first examine the extensive margin of party supply. We find that banned parties often return to
compete in elections.

Figure 10, Panel A, shows the fate of parties banned in democracies.32 Banned parties return
in 50 percent of cases, as a successor party in 28 percent of bans and by merging into an existing
party in 22 percent of bans. In the model, the successor retains the vote of the banned party one
for one after these incomplete bans (Section 3). Their prevalence may therefore explain part of
the vote retention result. Appendix Table F.13 estimates the retention slope separately for the 77
incomplete and the 46 complete bans of the retention sample.

Incomplete bans cannot fully explain vote retention, because complete bans are still preva-
lent. The share of complete bans is 47 percent across all regimes, 44 percent in autocracies, and 50
percent in democracies.33 The correlation between ban completeness and the Polity score is 0.06.

32We exclude mass bans because we did not code ban completeness for every party in these cases.
33We define autocracies as country-years with a Polity score of −6 or below and democracies as country-years with a

Polity score of 8 or above.
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Figure 9: Survey: stated votes with and without an AfD ban

A: Ordinary election B: AfD banned

C: Individual-level substitution

Note. Panels A and B plot stated vote shares among respondents naming a party, for an ordinary election and under the counterfactual
AfD ban. The AfD is shown in white. Panel C plots, across twenty bins of the likelihood of voting AfD predicted from demographics
(gender, age, education, income, employment, state, and language), the share of respondents stating a vote for the BSW under the ban.
The dashed line marks one-for-one substitution. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced
in Section 4.

Democracies thus have both more complete bans and higher vote retention by the banned faction.
In the model, a complete ban also moves the vote of the banned party to the closest party when
voters choose freely (Section 3).

In Figure 10, Panel A, we report respondents’ expectations of new party entry under an AfD
ban. 60 percent of respondents expect a new major party after an AfD ban, compared with 28
percent in an ordinary election. A further 7 percent consider it likely that AfD politicians would
join an existing party. Asked which party a new entrant would most resemble, 77 percent expect
an AfD successor (Appendix Figure I.5).

We conclude our discussion of party entry by stressing that successful re-entry requires more
than just the legal possibility of re-entry. Successful re-entry requires politicians to run again,
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and banned-party voters must coordinate on a successor. Our case studies illustrate two different
responses to potential re-entry: In Belgium, the successor party retained the banned party’s can-
didates and branding, and successfully re-entered (Section 6.1). In Lower Saxony, the prohibition
of successor organizations dispersed SRP personnel (who largely chose not to contest subsequent
elections), while SRP voters spread across existing right-wing parties (Section 6.2).

7.3 Intensive Margin: Platforms

Party supply also adjusts through platforms. In the model, the remaining parties may adjust their
platforms after a ban (O3). Democracies typically restrict this margin less than entry.

To evaluate potential supply side shifts in party platforms, we measure textual similarity be-
tween the campaign manifestos of banned and remaining parties before and after bans. We provide
details on this measure in Appendix C.3. We estimate the specification

simjbt = β Postbt + αb f (j) + ε jbt, (12)

where simjbt measures the textual similarity of party j’s platform in election year t to the pre-ban
platform of the party banned in ban b, Postbt indicates post-ban elections, and αb f (j) are ban-by-
faction fixed effects. The specification thus compares platforms within the same faction, before and
after the same ban event.34 We normalize each party’s textual similarity by its gap in platform to
the banned party prior to the ban. Coefficients therefore measure the share of that gap closed after
the ban.

Figure 10, Panel B, shows that remaining parties in the global data close 7 percent of the mani-
festo gap after a ban. Appendix Table E.3 shows that the result is robust to controls, with an effect
that grows 2.8 times as large after accounting for economic conditions.

Full convergence, or β = 100%, is extremely unlikely, as it would require that platforms use
identical text to the banned party following a ban. To quantify the magnitude of our estimated co-
efficient, we compare it against two benchmarks. Both are computed for remaining parties across
consecutive pre-ban elections and scaled by the same pre-ban gap to the banned party. The first
is pre-ban drift, the mean change in similarity to the banned party. Before bans, remaining par-
ties move slightly away from the banned party’s platform, by −4 percent of the gap per election
(Appendix Figure E.4, Panel A). The post-ban movement thus reverses the pre-ban trend. The sec-
ond is the mean absolute change, which measures typical platform movement between elections
in either direction (6 percent). This benchmark is slightly smaller than our main coefficient; thus, a
party ban moves platforms by approximately as much as all other factors that may change between
two regular elections.

We then examine whether parties in the banned faction move their platforms more than other
parties. We estimate a difference-in-differences analog of Equation (12), adding an interaction be-
tween Postbt and banned-faction membership, along with ban-by-period fixed effects. This com-

34Observations are weighted by pre-ban token counts, and standard errors are clustered by ban-by-faction.
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pares platform movement within the banned faction with movement among other parties. The
coefficient, plotted in Appendix Figure E.4, Panel B, is close to the single-difference estimate, in-
dicating that the parties of the banned faction drive the platform movement toward the banned
party.35

Our survey directly measures voters’ anticipated party platforms with and without an AfD
ban. We calculate each party’s platform gap to the AfD under an AfD ban, and normalize it by the
gap in an ordinary election. Figure 10, Panel B, reports estimates from Equation (12) using these
data. Respondents expect remaining parties to close 9 percent of the perceived gap under a ban.
Expected movement is positive for every remaining party on all three surveyed issues (Appendix
Figure I.6).36

Thus, after a ban, the remaining parties move their platforms toward the banned party, and in
the global data the parties of the banned faction drive this movement. This platform adjustment
is consistent with the model, in which the remaining parties re-optimize their platforms after a
complete ban. Although a study of policy outcomes is beyond the scope of this paper, it is possible
that more extreme platforms may also translate into more extreme policies. For this to happen,
however, banned factions would need to hold meaningful political power.

8 Bans Move the Banned Faction Into Government

A ban can change who governs even when the banned faction retains its vote, because banned
parties are typically pariahs while the neighboring parties that retain their votes need not be.

Banned parties are pariahs. Banned parties are typically pariahs even when they compete in
elections. Figure 11, Panel A, plots the probability that banned parties and the other parties of the
same election are in government before a ban, conditional on vote share. At almost all meaningful
vote shares, banned parties are less likely to be in government. Banned parties with 10 to 40
percent of the vote were in government 12 percent of the time, compared with 14 percent for the
other parties of the same size.37 Voters understand this phenomenon as well. Our survey asks
how acceptable a coalition government containing each party would be if that party won the most
votes. A government containing the AfD is far less acceptable than one including any other party
(Figure 11, Panel B).

Banned parties are typically pariahs long before the ban takes place. Their pariah status there-
fore does not follow from the ban itself.

There are two mechanisms that can increase the probability that the banned faction is in gov-
ernment after a ban. The first is mechanical: votes shift from the pariah to non-pariah parties, and

35Appendix Table E.4 shows that this result is robust to controls.
36Splitting remaining parties into the three closest and three farthest from the AfD based on each respondent’s per-

ceived distances yields similar results. Farther parties are expected to move more in levels, but their initial gaps are
proportionally larger, leaving the share closed nearly identical across groups. Respondents do not expect the banned
faction to close a larger share of the gap to the AfD (Appendix Figure E.4, Panel B).

37There are 154 banned parties that satisfy this criterion.
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Figure 10: Party supply after a ban: entry and platforms

A: Entry: does the banned party return? B: Platforms: do remaining parties move toward
the banned party?

Note. Panel A, global data: shares of single-party bans in democracies (a Polity score of 8 or above in the ban year) in which the banned
party re-entered as a successor party, at home or in exile; merged into an existing party without regrouping; or did neither (gone, a
complete ban). Panel A, Germany 2026 survey: shares of respondents expecting a new major party under an AfD ban (successor); not
expecting one but rating it likely (4 or above on a 1 to 5 scale) that AfD politicians would join an existing party (merged); and neither
(gone). All three survey shares use the respondents answering both questions. Panel B: each bar is the share of the pre-ban platform
gap to the banned party that all remaining parties close after the ban, with 95 percent confidence intervals. Global data: the coefficient
on the post-ban period for all remaining parties in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy
index of at least 0.55, with ban-by-faction fixed effects, on manifesto similarity to the pre-ban platform of the banned party (bigram
distinctiveness), divided by the pre-ban gap between the similarity of the banned party to itself and that of the other parties, pooled
across bans with pre-ban token mass as weights; standard errors clustered at the ban-by-faction level. Germany 2026 survey: mean
expected movement of the remaining parties toward the perceived position of the AfD, divided by the mean perceived distance to the
AfD; standard errors clustered by respondent. The movement of the banned faction relative to the other parties, the benchmarks, and
the Lower Saxony estimates are in Appendix Figure E.4. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany
introduced in Section 4.

non-pariah parties can govern. Second, a ban consolidates votes within the faction. Thus, even if
the banned party was not a pariah, because parties with larger vote shares are more likely to gov-
ern (Figure 11, Panel A), consolidation increases the faction’s probability of entering government.

Bans move the faction into government. We estimate Equation (11) with government partici-
pation as the outcome and the baseline controls of the vote-share analysis (log GDP per capita,
log population, education, and urbanization, each interacted with faction). Appendix Table E.5
reports the estimates, with the baseline in column 3. A ban raises the probability that the banned
faction is in government by 8.2 percentage points (standard error 3.3), against a pre-ban rate of 21
percent. Figure 12, Panel A, shows the pre-ban rate and the post-ban rate implied by this estimate.
The estimate is positive in every column and smallest without controls.

Appendix Tables F.7, F.8, F.9, and F.10 repeat the vote-share robustness tests for government
participation, varying the event window, set of bans, faction definitions, vote share sources,
democracy indices, and clustering choices. The estimates are not statistically significant in 2 of the
28 alternatives and are never statistically significantly negative. We describe each robustness test
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Figure 11: Banned parties as pariahs

A: Global data: government by pre-ban vote B: Germany 2026 survey: coalition acceptability

Note. Panel A plots government participation against vote share in the last election before each ban, as local (LOESS) means for banned
parties (red, dashed) and the other parties of the same election (black, solid). Observations are at the level of a party in the last pre-ban
election, in bans where the banned party contests that election. Panel B plots the mean stated acceptability of each party in government
conditional on winning the most votes (1 to 5), with 95 percent confidence intervals; the AfD is shown in red. Survey responses from
the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

in more detail in Appendix F.
Survey respondents expect a similar shift in which parties govern. Figure 12, Panel B, plots

respondents’ expectations of which parties enter government with and without an AfD ban. Re-
spondents expect gains for the CDU and the Social Democratic Party (SPD), with smaller gains
for the FDP and the BSW. The largest gain goes to the CDU, the largest non-pariah party of the
right. The share expecting the center-right parties, the CDU or the FDP, in government rises from
64 percent in an ordinary election to 82 percent under an AfD ban.

Figure 12: Government of the banned faction

A: Global data: banned faction in government B: Germany 2026 survey: expected in government

Note. Panel A plots the share of pre-ban elections in which a party of the banned faction is in government, and that share plus the
DiD estimate of Equation (11) with the column-3 control set of Appendix Table E.5 (income, population, education, and urbanization,
interacted with faction). The interval on the first bar is that of the pre-ban mean, and the interval on the second bar is that of the DiD
estimate, with 95 percent confidence intervals. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. Standard errors are clustered at the
ban-by-faction level. Government participation across regime types is in Appendix Figure E.1. Panel B plots the share of respondents
expecting each party in government, for an ordinary election and under the counterfactual AfD ban, with 95 percent confidence
intervals. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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Incumbent factions do not gain. Incumbents might ban a rival to strengthen their hold on gov-
ernment. We test this by re-estimating Equation (11) for the faction in government before the ban,
using both vote share and government participation as outcomes. Appendix Tables E.6 and E.7
show that incumbent factions gain no vote share and in fact become less likely to be in govern-
ment.

Support for a ban. Because parties in the banned faction gain most from a ban, their voters might
be expected to support it most. We use our survey data to assess this expectation, because support
for a party ban by party affiliation is difficult to measure systematically.

Figure 13, Panel A, plots support for an AfD ban by respondents’ stated vote. Overall, 45
percent of respondents support an AfD ban. Support is concentrated among voters of parties
farthest from the AfD. Only 1 percent of AfD voters support a ban, and support is systematically
higher among voters of parties on the left.

Thus, voters who support a party ban do not support the parties that would gain most from a
ban.38 Figure 13, Panel B, plots each party’s expected vote share gain under an AfD ban against
support for a ban among its voters. The correlation is negative. The parties whose voters most
favor a ban, the Greens, the SPD, and the socialist Die Linke (The Left), gain almost nothing. The
BSW, whose stated vote share grows by a factor of 4.5, has the voters who support an AfD ban
least among the remaining parties.39

Figure 13: Survey: who supports an AfD ban

A: Support by stated vote B: Support against expected gain

Note. Panel A plots the share of respondents supporting an AfD ban by the party they state they would vote for in an ordinary election,
with 95 percent confidence intervals. The AfD is shown in red. Panel B plots, for each remaining party, the share of its voters supporting
an AfD ban against the party’s stated vote share under the ban relative to the ordinary election (from Figure 9), on a logarithmic axis.
The gray line is the least-squares fit. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

38This does not mean that voters do not care about the electoral consequences of party bans. Asked for the most
important consequence of a ban, respondents most often name election results and the status of the party, such as
the loss of funding and organization (Appendix Figure I.7, Panel A). Concerns around mobilization and democratic
legitimacy follow as the second and third most important consequences.

39The same pattern holds for expected membership in government, where the CDU stands to gain most, but does not
have the highest support for a ban.
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9 Conclusion

Party bans are common, even in democracies. We assemble global data on party bans and the elec-
tions around them, field a survey on the proposed ban of the AfD, and analyze two case studies.
We find that in democracies, party bans do not reduce the vote share of the banned faction. Voter
demand changes little, banned parties often re-enter, and the parties of the banned faction move
toward the banned party’s platform.

Despite this, party bans may still be justified on the grounds that they keep extremist move-
ments out of power. Our clearest case study shows evidence on the contrary: in Lower Saxony, a
complete ban moved the banned faction into the state government. More systematically, because
the banned party is typically a pariah and the neighboring parties need not be, a ban often moves
the banned faction into government: its probability of being in government rises by 8.2 percentage
points, from 21 percent before the ban.

Nonetheless, in Germany, following the SRP’s ban in 1952, the far right disappeared as an in-
dependent electoral force for decades, while the parties that retained its voters governed. Whether
bans weaken extremist politics in the long run, or simply moves it into established parties, remains
an open question. Our results suggest that any party ban being considered must also ask where
voters of the banned party can go next.
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A Bans in Autocracies and Mass Bans

In this appendix, we provide some facts about party bans in autocracies and mass bans.
Party bans in autocracies differ from those in democracies in purpose and consequences. Mass

bans are concentrated in autocracies: 42 percent of bans in autocratic country-years are mass bans,
compared to 1 percent in democratic ones. Our review of autocratic mass bans suggests that they
typically occur when an autocrat seizes or consolidates power. Egypt dissolved all parties in 1953
after the Free Officers took power, and Chile banned leftist parties after its 1973 coup. Mass bans
sometimes mark the end of electoral competition. After a mass ban in a non-democracy, no election
follows within ten years 14 percent of the time. In democracies, no election follows a mass ban
0 percent of the time. Our review suggests that democratic mass bans typically target multiple
extreme parties simultaneously (e.g., Ukraine’s bans of numerous Russia-aligned parties in the
last decade), with electoral competition continuing in subsequent years.

Single-party bans also differ materially across regime types. Figure A.1 summarizes these con-
trasts. Panel A shows that banned parties are slightly less prevalent relative to never-banned par-
ties in democracies, but the difference is not large. Panel B shows that even after single-party
bans, no election follows 8 percent of the time in autocracies, compared to 0 percent in democra-
cies. Autocratic bans may be especially endogenous because governments often impose them for
strategic political purposes. Only 15 percent of bans in non-democracies are decreed by a court,
compared to 52 percent in democracies. Autocracies may also strategically select which opposition
parties remain legal. The literature emphasizes that autocracies tolerate small or co-opted parties
because they divide challengers and lend legitimacy (Magaloni, 2006; Gandhi, 2008; Lust-Okar,
2005; Svolik, 2012).

Bans in autocracies often contribute to regime construction, and their coincidence with regime
change confounds analysis of the bans themselves. Elections are often not free or fair, with voters
suppressed, ballots stuffed, or outcomes otherwise manipulated. Party bans in autocracies and
mass bans therefore fall outside this paper’s analytical framework.
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Figure A.1: Bans and party competition across regime types

A: Bans by regime type B: Elections after the ban

Note. Panel A plots the share of banned and never-banned parties in democratic (Polity score of 8 or higher) and non-democratic
country-years. Panel B plots the share of bans followed by no election in the same country within ten years, by regime type at the ban
year and by mass versus single-party ban, with 95 percent confidence intervals based on binomial standard errors; bans within ten
years of the end of the election panel are excluded. Observations are at the level of a party-election (Panel A) and a ban (Panel B).
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B Model Derivations and Proofs

This appendix supplies the mathematical details for Section 3. Sums over j ̸= b run over the
remaining parties P \ {b} and exclude the outside option. We assume T− − v−b > 0, so the prior
leave-out mean is defined. A tilde denotes the election after a complete ban with platforms fixed
at x−−b.

B.1 Prior-election equilibrium

The main text takes as given a pure-strategy prior equilibrium in which platforms have the same
ordering as ideal points. Standard sufficient conditions for existence are compact convex platform
sets, continuity of payoffs in all platforms, and quasi-concavity in each party’s own platform.

Strong ideological motives provide a sufficient condition for ordering. Suppose Cj(xj − Ij) =

κjcj(xj − Ij), c′′j ≥ c > 0, and the absolute marginal electoral return |∂Gj(sj(x), A)/∂xj| is bounded
by M. Every interior best response then satisfies

|xj − Ij| ≤
M
κjc

. (13)

If this bound is smaller than one-half of the smallest adjacent ideal-point gap for every party, plat-
forms will be ordered the same as ideal points. The proof follows immediately from the first-order
condition and the mean value theorem. We note that these conditions are sufficient, not necessary;
we assume that these conditions or similar ones apply, satisfying the ordered equilibrium stated
in the main text.

B.2 The three-party spatial model

To make the ordered-platform assumption completely explicit, parties in the three-party model
may be understood as choosing from compact, pairwise disjoint intervals XL < XR < XX contain-
ing their ideal points, with every displayed optimum in the interior. Equivalently, ideological costs
outside these intervals can be made sufficiently steep that crossing is never optimal: we explicitly
characterize sufficient conditions under Appendix B.1.

Proposition 1. Under the assumptions in Section 3.2:

(i) The prior platforms are given by (5).

(ii) If X is banned and platforms are fixed, (6) and (7) hold.

(iii) If platforms adjust after the ban, x+L = x−L and x+R = x−R − δ, where δ is defined in (8). Moreover,

∆sR = s−X +
δ

2
> 0, ∆sL = − δ

2
, (14)

x+−X − x−−X = s−X
(

x−R − x−−X
)
− δ(1 − x−R )−

δ2

2
. (15)
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Hence O1 and O2 hold strictly, and O3 is equivalent to (9).

Proof. With ordered platforms and uniform voters, the indifference points are (xL + xR)/2 and
(xR + xX)/2. The prior shares stated in the main text can be directly computed from these. Differ-
entiating the payoff (4) with ηj = 0 gives

∂ΠL

∂xL
=

gL

2
− κL(xL − IL),

∂ΠR

∂xR
= −κR(xR − IR),

∂ΠX

∂xX
= − gX

2
− κX(xX − IX).

Strict concavity in each own platform gives the unique interior best responses in (5).
After party X is banned, and fixing platforms, the boundary between L and R remains (x−L +

x−R )/2. Thus L retains exactly its old voters, while R receives its own and all of X’s former voters,
proving (6). Let S− = s−L + s−R = 1 − s−X . Since

x−−X =
s−L x−L + s−R x−R

S− ,

the fixed-platform post-ban mean is

x̃−X = s−L x−L + (s−R + s−X)x−R = S−x−−X + s−X x−R .

Subtracting x−−X gives (7). It is positive because s−X > 0 and x−R is the rightmost platform included
in the prior leave-out mean.

With two parties after the ban,

sL =
xL + xR

2
, sR = 1 − xL + xR

2
.

The post-ban first-order conditions are

gL

2
− κL(xL − IL)− ηL(xL − x−L ) = 0,

− gR

2
− κR(xR − IR)− ηR(xR − x−R ) = 0.

The first is solved by xL = x−L because the prior first-order condition gives κL(x−L − IL) = gL/2.
Since x−R = IR, the second gives x+R = x−R − gR/[2(κR + ηR)]. The new boundary moves left by
δ/2, which gives (14).

Let s̃L = s−L and s̃R = s−R + s−X . Then s+L = s̃L − δ/2 and s+R = s̃R + δ/2. Hence

x+−X = (s̃L − δ/2)x−L + (s̃R + δ/2)(x−R − δ)

= x̃−X +
δ

2
(x−R − x−L )− s̃Rδ − δ2

2

= x̃−X − δ(1 − x−R )−
δ2

2
,

where the last equality uses s̃R = 1 − (x−L + x−R )/2. Combining this with (7) proves (15) and the
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final claims.

B.3 General model: assumptions and propositions

We now turn to the general model. We do not impose functional forms or distributional assump-
tions, but instead give conditions for O1–O3 under three scenarios: (1) an incomplete ban, where
the party is not banned or re-enters; (2) a complete ban with fixed platforms, which removes b
while holding x−−b fixed; and (3) a complete ban with endogenous platforms, which lets the re-
maining parties P+ = P \ {b} choose a new equilibrium x+. We note that the complete ban with
fixed platforms can be interpreted in two ways: party bans sometimes occur shortly before an
election, leaving no time for platforms to move; and legal restrictions are sometimes placed on the
positions parties may adopt, especially on positions close to the banned party.

After a complete ban, let (ṽj, T̃, s̃j) denote electoral outcomes with platforms fixed at the prior
election, x−−b. The raw electoral support recaptured by party j and the support lost to abstention
are

Rj = ṽj − v−j , R0 = v−b − ∑
j ̸=b

Rj. (16)

The vote-share change for a party decomposes into a fixed-platform component Dj and a campaign
component Φj:

Dj = s̃j − s−j , Φj = s+j − s̃j, ∆sj = Dj + Φj. (17)

Assumptions. We discuss four assumptions, which we abbreviate A1 to A4, that deliver O1–O3
across the three scenarios. Not every assumption is needed for each outcome.

Assumption A1 (Regularity). Holding platforms and party attributes fixed, deleting an alternative can-
not reduce the choice probability of any remaining party or the outside option:

A′ ⊆ A, j ∈ A′ ∪ {0} =⇒ qj(θ; x, A′) ≥ qj(θ; x, A). (18)

This is the standard regularity condition in stochastic choice (Marley, 1965). It is implied by
a large class of choice models, including deterministic utility maximization and random utility
models with choice-set-invariant latent utilities.40

Assumption A2 (Strong proximity). Suppose v−b > 0, and let pbk = Rk/v−b be the share of b’s prior
support reallocated to option k, including pb0 = R0/v−b . Proximity is sufficiently strong if, for every j ∈ O,

pba − pbj >
(v−j − v−a )+

T− pb0. (19)

40A1 is weaker than IIA (independence of irrelevant alternatives) used in some random utility models.
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With full turnout, A2 simply says that a former b-voter is more likely to choose a than any other
party. With abstention, it also requires enough of a recapture advantage to offset the mechanical
advantage that lower turnout gives to a larger party. Appendix B.6 uses distance-sensitive second-
choice odds and shows how large the proximity advantage must be for A2 to hold.

Assumption A3 (Platform rigidity). Electoral payoffs have bounded gradients, vote shares are Lipschitz
in the platform profile, and the ideological and switching costs are strongly convex, with combined curvature
ρj. Platform movement is then bounded and converges uniformly to zero as minj ρj → ∞.

We call A3 sufficiently strong when ρj is large enough, with Appendix B.7 giving the exact
bounds. A3 requires parties to value staying close to their ideal point, or to face large costs of
moving from their prior platform.

Assumption A4 (Right-tilted recapture). Suppose b is the rightmost party, every other party’s prior
platform lies left of Ib, every party has positive prior support, and some of b’s support is recaptured. With
π−

j = v−j /(T− − v−b ),

Covπ−

(
x−j ,

Rj

v−j

)
> 0. (20)

A4 says that parties farther to the right recapture more of b’s support relative to their prior size.
The leftmost case reverses direction.

We next give three propositions, one per outcome, with sufficient conditions for each outcome
to hold; the surrounding subsections prove them, with parts (a) following from the lemma of
Appendix B.4.

Proposition 2 (Vote-share gain). Outcome O1 is that the party a gains vote share after the ban.

(a) Under an incomplete ban, x− remains an equilibrium. Selecting this continuation equilibrium, O1
holds with equality.

(b) Under a complete ban with fixed platforms, A1 implies O1. It holds strictly if Ra > 0, or if v−a > 0
and R0 > 0.

(c) Under a complete ban with endogenous platforms, suppose the fixed-platform gain is strict. Under A1
and sufficiently strong A3, O1 continues to hold strictly.

Consider first an incomplete ban. All of O1–O3 hold with equality without any of A1–A4:
when the party is not banned, nothing changes, and a ban that does not block re-entry does not
change electoral outcomes.

Under a complete ban with fixed platforms, removing b cannot cost a raw votes under regular-
ity. Even if some former b-voters abstain, turnout also falls, raising a’s conditional vote share even
when it recaptures none of them. Endogenous platforms can introduce a countervailing campaign
effect, but a strict gain remains when ideological commitments or switching costs keep platform
adjustment small.

Proposition 2 implies a necessary condition for a ban to lower the vote of the closest party.
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Corollary 1 (When a ban lowers the vote). Maintaining the continuation-equilibrium selection of Propo-
sition 2(a), the closest party a loses vote share after a ban (∆sa < 0) only if

(i) the ban blocks re-entry (the ban is complete), and

(ii) either voter choice violates regularity (A1), so that removing b lowers the choice probability of a, or
platforms respond to the ban and the campaign effect on a is negative (Φa < 0).

The corollary follows from parts (a) and (b) of Proposition 2 and the decomposition ∆sa =

Da + Φa in Equation (17). Each of these conditions maps to one of the three freedoms of periods
1–3, as the remark in Section 3 states.

Proposition 3 (Relative vote-share gain). Outcome O2 is that the party a gains more vote share than
any other party after the ban.

(a) Under an incomplete ban and the continuation equilibrium x−, O2 holds with equality.

(b) Under a complete ban with fixed platforms, A1 and A2 imply that a gains strictly more vote share
than every j ∈ O.

(c) Under a complete ban with endogenous platforms, A1, A2, and sufficiently strong A3 imply the same
strict ranking.

Outcome O2 is stronger than the statement that the closest party receives the most displaced
voters. If former b-voters abstain, every remaining party benefits from the smaller turnout denom-
inator, and that benefit is larger for parties with greater prior support; A2 requires a’s proximity
advantage to dominate this size effect. With endogenous platforms, the same conclusion survives
when platform responses are small relative to that strict advantage.

Proposition 4 (Electoral ideology). Outcome O3 is that the average (vote-weighted) ideology moves to-
ward the banned party’s ideal point after a ban. Suppose b is rightmost; the leftmost case is symmetric.

(a) Under an incomplete ban and the continuation equilibrium x−, O3 holds with equality.

(b) Under a complete ban with fixed platforms, A1 and A4 imply O3 strictly.

(c) Under a complete ban with endogenous platforms, A1 and A4 imply O3 strictly if the post-ban mean
does not overshoot Ib and either

(i) campaign adjustment itself weakly moves the vote-weighted mean toward Ib; or

(ii) A3 is sufficiently strong.

Outcome O3 can arise even without any change in party platforms. When voters choose parties
mainly on ideology (A4), the ban reweights votes toward the remaining parties already located
nearer to it. Endogenous campaigns add both direct platform movement and further vote-share
reweighting; if their net effect points toward b—because the incentive to capture b-voters who
may not turn out outweighs the incentive to moderate—they reinforce O3. Even when campaign
effects are ambiguous, a strict compositional shift survives whenever platform rigidity makes the
campaign response sufficiently small.
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B.4 Incomplete bans

Lemma 1. If b is not banned, or if an observationally equivalent successor re-enters, the prior platform
profile x− remains a period-2 Nash equilibrium. Under this continuation equilibrium, platforms, raw votes,
turnout, and vote shares are unchanged.

Proof. The active choice set and voter demand are the same as in the prior election. Convexity and
Kj(0) = K′

j(0) = 0 imply Kj(z) ≥ 0 for every z. Relative to the prior-election payoff, a deviation in
period 2 therefore incurs the additional nonnegative cost ηjKj(xj − x−j ), which is zero at x−j . Any
deviation that was unprofitable before remains unprofitable. Thus x− is still an equilibrium.

Lemma 1 proves part (a) of Propositions 2–4.

B.5 Choice-set deletion and vote shares

Write S− = T− − v−b > 0. Under A1, Rj ≥ 0 for every survivor and the outside option also weakly
gains. Since choice probabilities sum to one before and after deletion,

R0 =
∫

Θ

[
q0(θ; x−−b,P\ {b})− q0(θ; x−,P)

]
dF(θ) ≥ 0, (21)

and
R + R0 = v−b , R ≡ ∑

j ̸=b
Rj, T̃ = S− + R = T− − R0 > 0. (22)

For every survivor j,

Dj = s̃j − s−j =
T−Rj + v−j R0

T−T̃
≥ 0, (23)

with a strict inequality if Rj > 0, or if v−j > 0 and R0 > 0. This proves Proposition 2(b).
For any j ∈ O,

Da − Dj =
T−(Ra − Rj) + (v−a − v−j )R0

T−T̃
. (24)

Under A2, Rk = v−b pbk and

T−(pba − pbj) > (v−j − v−a )+pb0 ≥ (v−j − v−a )pb0.

Multiplying by v−b > 0 shows that the numerator in (24) is positive. This proves Proposition 3(b).

B.6 Second choices and primitive proximity conditions

A2 can be connected directly to spatial substitution. Suppose that each voter has choice-set-
invariant latent utilities (Uk)k∈P∪{0} and chooses the available option with highest utility, with
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ties occurring with probability zero. Conditional on type θ, define

σbk(θ) = Pr
(

k = arg max
ℓ ̸=b

Uℓ

∣∣∣∣ b = arg max
ℓ

Uℓ, θ

)
(25)

for remaining parties and the outside option. Also define the distribution of types among prior
b-supporters by

dµb(θ) =
qb(θ; x−,P)

v−b
dF(θ).

Choice-set-invariant utility implies regularity and the pointwise identity

qk(θ; x−−b,P \ {b})− qk(θ; x−,P) = qb(θ; x−,P)σbk(θ).

Integrating gives
pbk = Eµb [σbk(θ)]. (26)

Thus A2 is an average second-choice restriction. Note that own-choice monotonicity in distance is
not enough: it does not determine where a voter goes when b is banned.

We next give conditions that characterize the required strength of spatial proximity based vot-
ing for A2 to hold. Let dk(θ) = |x−k − θ|, let h be increasing, and suppose

log
σba(θ)

σbj(θ)
≥ λ{h(dj(θ))− h(da(θ))} − Γaj, λ > 0. (27)

The parameter λ measures distance sensitivity and Γaj bounds the nonspatial advantage of j. Let

Hr = {θ : |θ − x−b | ≤ r}, δk = |x−k − x−b |.

On Hr, da(θ) ≤ δa + r and dj(θ) ≥ δj − r. Hence the proximity margin in this core region is

κaj = λ{h(δj − r)− h(δa + r)} − Γaj. (28)

Suppose κaj > 0 and σba ≥ σ > 0 on Hr. Then

σba − σbj ≥ αaj ≡ (1 − e−κaj)σ > 0 on Hr. (29)

Let σba − σbj ≥ −γaj outside Hr; γaj = 1 always works. Finally set

τaj =
(v−j − v−a )+

T− pb0.

Using (26), A2 holds for this j whenever

µb(Hr) >
γaj + τaj

αaj + γaj
. (30)
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Indeed,
pba − pbj ≥ αajµb(Hr)− γaj[1 − µb(Hr)] > τaj.

Equations (28)–(30) answer how strong proximity must be: the distance advantage must overcome
nonspatial appeal on a sufficiently large share of b’s electorate, with an additional margin when
abstention would otherwise favor a larger competitor.

For example, under multinomial logit with systematic utility

uk(θ) = ξk − λh(|x−k − θ|),

the second-choice odds satisfy (27) with Γaj = max{0, ξ j − ξa}. Pointwise dominance on the core
therefore follows from

λ{h(δj − r)− h(δa + r)} > ξ j − ξa.

With linear distance this is a distance gap multiplied by λ; with quadratic distance it is the corre-
sponding squared-distance gap.

B.7 Campaign adjustment

This subsection supplies the exact meaning of “sufficiently strong” A3. Write

Ψj(x, A) = Gj(sj(x, A), A).

Suppose, for every survivor j:

(i) |∂Ψj/∂xj| ≤ Mj at the prior and post-ban profiles;

(ii) C′′
j ≥ cj ≥ 0 and K′′

j ≥ kj ≥ 0;

(iii) ρj ≡ cj + ηjkj > 0; and

(iv) post-ban vote shares satisfy

|sj(x,P+)− sj(y,P+)| ≤ ℓj∥x − y∥∞. (31)

Interior first-order conditions and the mean value theorem give

|x+j − x−j | ≤
2Mj

ρj
, m̄ ≡ ∥x+ − x−−b∥∞ ≤ m̄∗ ≡ max

j ̸=b

2Mj

ρj
. (32)

To see this, subtract the prior and post-ban first-order conditions. The change in the marginal
electoral return is at most 2Mj in absolute value, while strong convexity makes the change in the
marginal cost have the sign of x+j − x−j and absolute value at least ρj|x+j − x−j |.

By (31),
|Φj| ≤ ℓjm̄∗. (33)
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It follows from ∆sj = Dj + Φj that the exact sufficient rigidity conditions for Propositions 2(c) and
3(c) are

Da > ℓam̄∗, (34)

Da − Dj > (ℓa + ℓj)m̄∗ for every j ∈ O. (35)

A1 and the strictness condition in Proposition 2(b) make Da > 0; A1–A2 make every Da − Dj > 0.
Because m̄∗ → 0 as minj ρj → ∞, sufficiently large ideological or switching-cost curvature satisfies
these inequalities.

B.8 Leave-out ideology

Let

S− = T− − v−b , π−
j =

v−j
S− , xR =

∑j ̸=b Rjx−j
R

when R > 0. At fixed platforms,

x̃−b = x−−b +
R

S− + R
(xR − x−−b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Dx

. (36)

This follows by writing the numerator of the post-ban mean as S−x−−b + RxR and its denominator
as S− + R.

If every survivor has positive prior support, define rj = Rj/v−j . Direct calculation yields

Covπ−(x−j , rj) =
R

S− (xR − x−−b). (37)

A4 therefore implies Dx > 0. Since both fixed-platform means are convex combinations of re-
maining platforms and hence lie to the left of Ib, this proves Proposition 4(b). The covariance form
also explains why absolute recapture is not enough: O3 requires parties on the side of Ib to gain
disproportionately relative to their initial size.

With endogenous platforms, add and subtract the fixed-platform mean:

x+−b − x−−b = Dx + Φx, Φx ≡ x+−b − x̃−b. (38)

Because all active post-ban parties continue to compete,

Φx = ∑
j ̸=b

s+j (x+j − x−j ) + ∑
j ̸=b

(s+j − s̃j)x−j . (39)

The first term is direct platform movement; the second is campaign-induced reweighting across
the old platforms. If Φx ≥ 0 and the new mean does not overshoot Ib, A4 and (38) prove Proposi-
tion 4(c)(i).

B.9



For the rigidity result, let

w = max
j ̸=b

x−j − min
j ̸=b

x−j , Hx = 1 +
w
2 ∑

j ̸=b
ℓj.

The first term in (39) is at most m̄∗ in absolute value. Centering the second term at the midpoint of
the remaining prior platforms and using (33) gives

|Φx| ≤ Hxm̄∗. (40)

Thus an exact sufficient version of A3 for O3 is

Hxm̄∗ < min{Dx, Ib − x̃−b}. (41)

The first bound ensures Dx + Φx > 0; the second prevents overshooting Ib. Under A4, both quan-
tities on the right are positive, so (41) holds for sufficiently large minj ρj. This proves Proposi-
tion 4(c)(ii).

B.9 Extension to factions

Let F be the remaining members of b’s faction and G another faction. For any set K, define v−K =

∑k∈K v−k and define RK, DK, ΦK, and ∆sK analogously. Summing the party-level identities gives

DF =
T−RF + v−F R0

T−T̃
,

DF − DG =
T−(RF − RG) + (v−F − v−G )R0

T−T̃
,

|ΦF | ≤
(

∑
k∈F

ℓk

)
m̄∗.

Accordingly, Propositions 2 and 3 extend by replacing party-level quantities with faction sums.
Proposition 4 already averages over all non-banned parties and is unchanged by how parties are
grouped.
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C Global Data

This appendix describes election coding around each ban, the construction of the estimation sam-
ple, and text-based platform measures. It concludes with descriptive statistics on banned parties.

C.1 The Election Record around Each Ban

Conventional data sources on election results are missing data required for our analysis. Many par-
ties, including banned parties, empirically have small vote shares (Figure 1, Panel C), but databases
such as V-Party only list parties gaining at least 5 percent of the vote.

We therefore manually code each ban’s election record from national election results. For each
ban, coders record the last national legislative election before the ban took effect,41 whether the
banned party ran, and its share of valid votes. Coders also record the first national legislative
election after the ban, the party representing the banned party in that election (if any), and its vote
share. For parties on joint lists, coders record the list’s vote share, which we assign to the party
only if its candidates constituted the entire list. Parties verified not to have run because they were
founded later, boycotted, operated clandestinely, or were already illegal receive a vote share of
zero. Unavailable vote shares remain missing.

C.2 From the Ban Database to the Estimation Sample

Appendix Figure C.1 displays the 1,850 bans since 1900 through successive sample restrictions.
Most bans are excluded because no national election occurred in a democratic country-year within
ten years of the ban. Most exclusions involve bans under autocracies. Of the 778 bans meeting
both criteria, 508 have a faction for the banned party and an observed faction vote.

For parties without a measured position, we code factions from party histories in one faction
file. A code never overrides a measured position. The first codes come by hand from the ban
coding and the election record of each ban. Large language models code the remaining parties as
blind coders: each coder receives packets of parties with their country, election years, vote shares,
and ban years, without any existing code, and places each party in a fine-grained faction or marks
it as outside the left-right scale. In the first round, two coders from different vendors (Claude
and ChatGPT) coded the same parties independently, and a third code resolved disagreements by
majority. Later rounds use one coder (ChatGPT), searching the web for each party and re-coding
low-confidence codes with the results and main rivals of the party’s elections. As a calibration,
150 parties with a measured position entered the packets blind; the coder matched the measured
bloc for 94 of the 134 it placed on the left-right scale, more often for left and right parties than for
center parties. The coded factions cover 508 of the 778 bans. The main estimates use the measured
positions and the codes of the blind coders. They leave out the first codes from the ban coding and
the election record, which coders assigned per ban rather than per party. Column 3 of Appendix
Tables F.4 and F.9 uses only the measured positions.

41This includes an election in the ban year if the election preceded the ban.
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Figure C.1: Sample construction

Rule Bans and countries Removed by the rule

1,850 bans
143 countries

Bans since 1900

778 bans
63 countries

National election within
10 years in a country-year

with Polity of 8 or above or
electoral democracy of 0.55

−1,072: no election in a demo-
cratic country-year within the
window

508 bans
53 countries

Estimation sample
−270: no left-right faction for
the banned party, or its faction
vote not observed

Note. Each bar counts the bans, and the countries they fall in, that pass the rule on its left and all rules above it; bar widths are
proportional to the square root of the count. The right column gives the bans each rule drops. Democratic country-years are country-
years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. Observations are at the level of a ban.

C.3 Text Analysis: Manifestos and Speech

We measure each party’s manifesto or parliamentary speech similarity to the banned party’s pre-
ban text.

Cleaning. We tokenize each manifesto into unigrams and bigrams and count occurrences within
each party-election document. Using the language-specific stopwords-iso lists, we drop n-grams
containing a stopword or a component shorter than three characters. For Lower Saxony parlia-
mentary speech (Appendix G.2), this rule leaves too few n-grams shared across parties. We there-
fore drop an n-gram only if every component is a stopword or shorter than three characters and
supplement the German list with manually reviewed procedural terms.

Similarity measures. Fix a ban b and define the reference corpus as the banned party’s pre-ban
text. For each n-gram g, let f B

g denote its relative frequency in the reference corpus and f C
g its

relative frequency in the pooled pre-ban text of all other parties. The distinctiveness score of g is

dg =
f B
g

f B
g + f C

g
,

which equals 1 for n-grams used exclusively by the banned party and 0.5 for n-grams used equally
frequently in both corpora (Fryer and Levitt, 2004). The TF-IDF score is

wg = f B
g log

(
D + 1
Dg + 1

)
,

where D is the number of pre-ban documents and Dg the number of other parties’ pre-ban docu-
ments containing g. Document j’s similarity to the banned party is the count-weighted mean score
of its n-grams, simj = ∑g njgdg/ ∑g njg. We implement this measure as an n-gram-level regression
weighted by counts njg.
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Rescaling. We divide estimated coefficients by the pre-ban platform gap to the banned party to
express them as the share of that gap closed. For ban b, the gap is gapb = simB

b − simC
b , where

simB
b = ∑g f B

g dg is the banned party’s similarity to itself, the measure’s ceiling, and simC
b is the

comparison group’s pre-ban similarity. The comparison group comprises the banned faction for
difference-in-differences estimates and all remaining parties for single-difference estimates. We
divide coefficients by the average of gapb across bans, weighted by each ban’s pre-ban token count.

C.4 Descriptives of Banned Parties

Banned parties contest more elections than never-banned parties (Appendix Figure C.2) and lie
closer to the ideological extremes (Appendix Figure C.4). Appendix Figure C.3 plots party posi-
tions and faction cutpoints. Appendix Table C.1 reports summary statistics for the ban panel and
estimation sample.

Figure C.2: Number of elections contested, banned and never-banned parties

Note. This figure plots the distribution of the number of elections contested by banned and never-banned parties, top-coded at 20.
Observations are at the level of a party.
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Figure C.3: Party positions and the faction classification

Note. Distribution of published party positions (Herrmann and Döring, 2023) with the cutpoints defining the three factions (bold lines)
and seven fine-grained factions (dashed lines). Labeled parties mark recognizable members of each faction; the Vlaams Blok and its
successor Vlaams Belang are the parties of the Belgian case. Parties without a published position are classified from the ideology tags
on their Wikipedia pages (Section 4.1). Observations are at the level of a party.

Table C.1: Summary statistics

Variable Mean SD Min Max N Enters as

Panel A: Bans since 1900
Mass Ban 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00 1,850 (0/1)
Incomplete Ban 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00 562 (0/1)
Decreed by a Court 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00 1,587 (0/1)

Panel B: Estimation sample: bans
Banned Party Vote Share Before the Ban 6.97 16.74 0.00 99.90 508 (share)

Panel C: Estimation sample: faction-elections
Leave-Out Vote Share 29.29 20.62 0.00 114.80 5,043 (share)
Government Participation 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00 5,043 (0/1)
Banned Faction 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00 5,043 (0/1)
Post-Ban 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00 5,043 (0/1)

Panel D: Estimation sample: controls
Log GDP per Capita 2.14 0.79 0.10 3.81 5,037 (index)
Log Population 7.55 1.46 3.46 10.91 5,037 (index)
Average Years of Education 7.21 2.79 1.31 13.00 5,037 (index)
Urbanization Rate 0.33 0.11 0.08 0.83 5,037 (share)
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Figure C.4: Extremeness of banned and never-banned parties

Note. Mean extremeness of banned and never-banned parties on the continuous party positions, with 95 percent confidence intervals
based on standard errors of the mean. Panel A plots the absolute distance to the center of the position scale, one observation per party.
Panel B plots the absolute distance to the mean position of the parties competing in the same election, Panel C the absolute distance to
the mean position across the country’s other election years, and Panel D the probability of being the most extreme party of the election
(the largest distance to the election mean). Observations are at the level of a party-election in Panels B to D. The sample comprises
canonical election rows with a published or imputed position.
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D Parties Named in the Paper

Appendix Table D.1 lists the parties of the two case studies and the survey with their abbreviations,
English names, and positions on a cultural and an economic dimension.

Table D.1: Parties named in the paper

Party Abbr. English name Cultural position Economic position

A: Belgium, ban of 2004
Vlaams Blok VB Flemish Bloc Far right; Flemish

nationalist; restrictive on
immigration

Right; welfare
restricted to natives

Vlaams Belang VB Flemish Interest Successor of the Vlaams
Blok; same positions

Same as Vlaams Blok

B: West Germany and Lower Saxony, ban of 1952
Sozialistische Reichspartei SRP Socialist Reich Party Neo-Nazi; antidemocratic Nationalist
Nationalsozialistische
Deutsche Arbeiterpartei

NSDAP National Socialist
German Workers’ Party
(Nazi Party)

Predecessor model of the
SRP

–

Deutsche Partei DP German Party National-conservative; far
right

Market-oriented

Block der
Heimatvertriebenen und
Entrechteten

BHE Bloc of Expellees and
Disenfranchised

Interests of expellees from
the former eastern
territories

Redistribution to
expellees

Christlich Demokratische
Union

CDU Christian Democratic
Union

Christian-conservative;
center right

Social market
economy

Freie Demokratische Partei FDP Free Democratic Party Liberal Market-liberal
Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands

SPD Social Democratic Party
of Germany

Center left Redistributive; welfare
state

C: Germany, survey of 2026
Alternative für Deutschland AfD Alternative for Germany Far right; restrictive on

immigration
Market-oriented

Christlich Demokratische
Union

CDU Christian Democratic
Union

Center right; moderately
restrictive on immigration

Market-oriented

Freie Demokratische Partei FDP Free Democratic Party Liberal Market-liberal
Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands

SPD Social Democratic Party
of Germany

Center left; socially liberal Redistributive

Bündnis 90/Die Grünen Greens Alliance 90/The Greens Progressive; open to
immigration

Center left;
environmental

Die Linke – The Left Progressive Socialist; strongly
redistributive

Bündnis Sahra Wagenknecht BSW Sahra Wagenknecht
Alliance

Restrictive on
immigration; culturally
conservative

Left; redistributive

D: Other German parties named
Kommunistische Partei
Deutschlands

KPD Communist Party of
Germany

Far left; banned in 1956 Socialist planned
economy

Nationaldemokratische Partei
Deutschlands

NPD National Democratic
Party of Germany

Neo-Nazi; aims ruled
unconstitutional in 2017

Nationalist

Note. Positions summarize the program of each party in the period studied, on a cultural dimension (immigration and national
identity) and an economic dimension (redistribution and markets). They describe the parties for the reader and do not enter the
analysis. The survey placements of the German parties on immigration and a wealth tax are in Appendix Figure I.3.
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E Global Estimates

This appendix presents the regression tables underlying the global results, including control
columns, and additional global exhibits on voter demand, supply margins, and government
(Sections 5, 7, and 8).

E.1 Vote Share and Retention

Column 3 of Appendix Table E.1 reports the baseline difference-in-differences estimate from Sec-
tion 5. Appendix Table E.2 adds the same controls to the retention regression.

Table E.1: Party bans and faction vote shares

Leave-Out Vote Share
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 4.02∗∗∗ 4.80∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗ 4.48∗∗∗ 4.70∗∗∗

(1.05) (1.11) (1.04) (1.02) (1.02)

R2 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.86
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Outcome Mean 29.29 29.29 29.29 29.29 29.29
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The sample comprises elections within ten years of a ban in the estimation
sample, in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. The dependent variable
is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in percent. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for
the elections after the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-election fixed effects. Column 2 adds log population;
column 3 log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate; column 4 international and internal armed conflict;
and column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of V-Dem, each interacted with faction. The outcome
mean is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

E.2 Voter Demand

Backlash and mobilization. A ban could raise support for the banned party by generating sym-
pathy or increasing the salience of its issues. In Figure 8, Panel B, more respondents expect a ban to
make their attitude toward the AfD more favorable than less favorable. This expectation is concen-
trated among AfD voters: 41 percent expect a more favorable attitude, compared with 10 percent
of other respondents (Appendix Figure I.1). Such backlash would strengthen substitution toward
the banned faction. The literature suggests these effects are small: prosecuting a Dutch politician
for hate speech increased his party’s support by a few percentage points (Spanje and Vreese, 2015),
and studies of party bans find no general increase in the popularity of the banned cause (Bale,
2007; Arenas, 2021).

Backlash could also mobilize voters. In our global data, turnout changes little after bans: the
within-ban change from pre-ban to post-ban elections is −1.2 percentage points (standard error
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Table E.2: Retention slope with controls

Leave-Out Vote Share
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Post-Ban × Banned Party Vote Share Before the Ban 1.03∗∗∗ 0.97∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗ 0.93∗∗∗ 0.77∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.09) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10)

R2 0.90 0.90 0.93 0.94 0.96
Observations 438 438 438 438 438
Outcome Mean 35.00 35.00 35.00 35.00 35.00
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Post FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election of the banned faction. The sample is the retention sample of Figure 5,
Panel A: the last election before and the first election after each ban of the estimation sample, in country-years with a Polity score of
8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the banned
faction, in percent. The treatment is the banned party’s pre-ban vote share interacted with an indicator for the election after the ban,
as in Equation (10). All specifications include ban and period fixed effects; the control sets across columns are those of Appendix
Table E.1, each interacted with faction. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the
10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Figure E.1: Retention and government participation by regime type

A: Vote retention B: Government participation

Note. Panel A plots the retention coefficient of Equation (10) in samples restricted to bans in country-years at or above a minimum
V-Dem electoral democracy index in the year of the ban; the dashed line marks full retention. Panel B plots the government DiD of
Equation (11) with the controls in the same samples; the dashed line marks no change. Estimates are shown with 95 percent confidence
intervals (shaded bands). Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level.

0.4), relative to a pre-ban mean of 75 percent. In the survey, the turnout intentions of the voters
of every party other than the AfD are unchanged under a ban (Appendix Table I.1, Appendix
Figure I.4, Panel A). AfD voters state a lower intention to vote: 54 percent under a ban against 98
percent in an ordinary election, a paired change of 44 percentage points (standard error 4). Stated
support through donations and volunteering follows the same pattern: only AfD voters exhibit
any changes in stated behavior (Appendix Figure I.4, Panel B), and they are less likely to support
their party following a ban. This suggests that backlash does not drive the vote retention results.
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Figure E.2: Voter ideology around bans, robustness

A: Extended covariates B: Ends of the scale

Note. Robustness to Figure 8, Panel A. Panel B restricts Panel A of that figure to the 20,679 respondents whose predicted ideology lies
in the bottom or top quintile of their country. Panel A adds the broader covariate set to the pre-ban prediction: health, religion and
religious upbringing, language, immigrant status, marital status, children, living with a parent, education, employment, occupation,
chief wage earner, savings, social class, income, region, settlement size, and ethnic group.

E.3 Entry and Platforms

Appendix Figure E.3 decomposes incomplete bans by the banned party’s route of return. Ap-
pendix Tables E.3 and E.4 report the platform estimates from Section 7.3 with controls, and Ap-
pendix Figure E.4 compares them with benchmarks.

Table E.3: Manifesto similarity to the banned party, all remaining parties

Distinctiveness
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Post-Ban 0.06∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

R2 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02
Observations 153,863 153,313 153,313 153,313 153,313
Outcome Mean 3.09 3.09 3.09 3.09 3.09
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a bigram in the manifesto of a remaining party in an election, for the bigrams of the pre-ban
manifesto of the banned party, weighted by the count of the bigram. The dependent variable is the distinctiveness of the bigram for
the banned party, divided by the pre-ban gap to the banned party, as defined in Appendix C.3. The treatment is an indicator for the
elections after the ban (Equation (12)). All specifications include ban-by-faction fixed effects. Column 2 adds log population; column 3
log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate; column 4 international and internal armed conflict; and
column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of V-Dem, each interacted with faction. The outcome mean
is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance
at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Figure E.3: Incomplete bans decomposed

Note. Share of incomplete bans among single-party bans in the main panel, decomposed into mutually exclusive routes: the banned
party re-entered as a successor party; merged into an existing party (and did not regroup); or continued only in exile (and neither).
The three routes sum to the incomplete share. Observations are at the level of a ban.

Table E.4: Manifesto similarity to the banned party, interaction

Distinctiveness
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.07∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗

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

R2 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Observations 153,952 153,402 153,402 153,402 153,402
Outcome Mean 3.10 3.10 3.10 3.10 3.10
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Post FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a bigram in the manifesto of a party in an election, for the bigrams of the pre-ban manifesto
of the banned party, weighted by the count of the bigram. The dependent variable is the distinctiveness of the bigram for the banned
party, divided by the pre-ban gap to the banned party, as defined in Appendix C.3. The treatment is an indicator for parties of the
banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-period
fixed effects. Column 2 adds log population; column 3 log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate;
column 4 international and internal armed conflict; and column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of
V-Dem, each interacted with faction. The outcome mean is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at
the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Figure E.4: Platform movement against its benchmarks, all sources

A: All remaining parties

B: Banned faction relative to others

Note. The movement of all remaining parties (Figure 10, Panel B) and the movement of the banned faction relative to the other parties,
for all four sources, with two additions. Lower Saxony speech: the same estimates on parliamentary-speech similarity to the SRP,
standard errors clustered by n-gram, matching Appendix Table G.5. Belgium: no estimate (hollow marker). The global manifesto
coefficient is shown for both similarity measures, bigram distinctiveness and bigram TF-IDF, each scaled by its own pre-ban gap.
For each measure, two pre-ban rows report the change in similarity across consecutive pre-ban elections, on the same denominator,
weighted by the token mass at both endpoints and clustered by ban: the mean signed change toward the banned party (drift) and
the mean absolute change. They use the parties of the estimate in each panel: all remaining parties in Panel A and the parties of the
banned faction in Panel B. The pre-ban rows use only bans with multiple pre-ban elections in the manifesto corpus. The case rows
have no such benchmark: their pre-periods hold a single election (Belgium, Lower Saxony) or a stated expectation (survey). Estimates
are shown with 95 percent confidence intervals (whiskers).
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E.4 Government

Appendix Table E.5 reports the government estimates of Section 8. Appendix Tables E.6 and E.7
re-estimate the specification for the factions in government before the ban.

Table E.5: Party bans and government participation

Government Participation
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.04 0.05 0.08∗∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.07∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

R2 0.63 0.63 0.64 0.70 0.71
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Outcome Mean 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The sample comprises elections within ten years of a ban in the estimation
sample, in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. The dependent
variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in government, as defined in Section 4.1. The treatment is an indicator for the banned
faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-election fixed
effects. Column 2 adds log population; column 3 log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate; column 4
international and internal armed conflict; and column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of V-Dem,
each interacted with faction. The outcome mean is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at the
ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table E.6: Pre-ban government factions: vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Pre-Ban Government Faction × Post-Ban -5.81∗∗∗ -5.63∗∗∗ -7.26∗∗∗ -6.05∗∗∗ -5.39∗∗∗

(1.38) (1.38) (1.39) (1.49) (1.45)

R2 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.86 0.86
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Outcome Mean 29.29 29.29 29.29 29.29 29.29
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The sample comprises elections within ten years of a ban in the estimation
sample, in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. The dependent variable
is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in percent. The treatment is an indicator for a faction in government after the last election
before the ban, interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-election
fixed effects. Column 2 adds log population; column 3 log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate;
column 4 international and internal armed conflict; and column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of
V-Dem, each interacted with faction. The outcome mean is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at
the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Table E.7: Pre-ban government factions: government participation

Government Participation
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Pre-Ban Government Faction × Post-Ban -0.63∗∗∗ -0.64∗∗∗ -0.69∗∗∗ -0.54∗∗∗ -0.53∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)

R2 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.72 0.73
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Outcome Mean 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Controls × Faction None log(Pop) +Econ +Conflict +Politics

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The sample comprises elections within ten years of a ban in the estimation
sample, in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. The dependent variable
is an indicator for a party of the faction in government. The treatment is an indicator for a faction in government after the last election
before the ban, interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-election
fixed effects. Column 2 adds log population; column 3 log GDP per capita, average years of education, and the urbanization rate;
column 4 international and internal armed conflict; and column 5 the participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy indices of
V-Dem, each interacted with faction. The outcome mean is taken over all observations of the sample. Standard errors are clustered at
the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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F Robustness

The following subsections assess the global estimates across four dimensions, with one table per
outcome: timing and placebo dates (Appendix Tables F.1 and F.7), sample construction (Appendix
Tables F.2 and F.8), measurement (Appendix Tables F.4 and F.9), and estimation and inference
(Appendix Tables F.6 and F.10). Column headers identify deviations from the main specification.
A final subsection examines heterogeneity by ban characteristics (Appendix Tables F.11 and F.12).

F.1 Placebo Tests

The global estimates could reflect faction differences that would arise without a ban. We conduct
two placebo tests. First, we retain all elections before the actual ban and assign the preceding elec-
tion as the ban date if it falls within twenty years of the ban (column 1 of Appendix Tables F.1
and F.7). Second, we randomly assign each ban to one of the three factions and re-estimate Equa-
tion (11) with the controls from column 3 of Appendix Table E.1 across 500 draws (Appendix
Figure F.1).

The placebo date yields no statistically significant change in the banned faction’s leave-out
vote share. For government participation, it yields a statistically significant decline: the banned
faction is in government less often in the last election before the ban than in earlier elections. The
randomization p-value, defined as the share of placebo estimates at least as large in absolute value
as the actual estimate, is below 0.01 for vote share and below 0.01 for government participation.

Table F.1: Robustness: sample windows, faction vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
Placebo date 5-year window 15-year window First post-ban election Balanced bans

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban -1.13 4.68∗∗∗ 4.56∗∗∗ 3.11∗∗∗ 4.52∗∗∗

(1.16) (0.97) (0.96) (1.13) (1.05)

R2 0.86 0.90 0.85 0.88 0.87
Observations 4,977 2,001 7,002 3,351 2,451
Bans 483 455 547 477 159
SEs clustered by Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in
percent. Each column estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1. Column 1 keeps the elections
before the ban within twenty years and codes the last of them as if it followed the ban. Columns 2 and 3 use event windows of five and
fifteen years. Column 4 keeps the elections before the ban and the first election after it. Column 5 keeps bans with at least two elections
on each side of the ban. All specifications include ban-by-faction and ban-by-election fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the
ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Figure F.1: Randomization inference

Note. Distribution of estimates of Equation (11), with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1, when the treated faction is
drawn at random from the three factions around each ban, in 500 draws. The dashed lines mark the actual estimates. Left: leave-out
vote share in percentage points. Right: government participation.

F.2 Sample Construction

The baseline regressions include all elections within ten years of the ban. Columns 2 and 3 of
Appendix Table F.1 vary this window to five and fifteen years. Column 4 restricts the post-period
to the first election after a ban. Column 5 includes only bans with at least two elections on each
side.

Appendix Table F.2 varies the set of bans. Column 1 excludes bans coded as ambiguous. Col-
umn 2 lowers the Polity cut from 8 to the median Polity score, admitting potentially weak democ-
racies. Column 3 defines democracies by a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.7 alone.
Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to bans decreed by courts and by courts or governments, re-
spectively. These subsets are more plausibly exogenous but reduce statistical power. Column 6
excludes mass bans. Column 7 excludes bans from 1940 to 1945. Column 8 includes only bans in
which the party returns to the ballot within ten years (incomplete bans). Column 9 includes only
bans in which the party does not return (complete bans). Column 10 includes only parties with a
positive pre-ban vote share. Column 11 includes only parties with a pre-ban vote share below 30
percent.

The vote estimate retains its magnitude and statistical significance with the five- and fifteen-
year windows, when the post-period includes only the first election, among bans with at least two
elections on each side, and under conservative coding. It is positive in every column of both tables.

We also assess the robustness of the retention specification, Equation (10). Appendix Table F.3
reports the retention coefficient ρ for the primary democratic sample (Panel A), all country-years
(Panel B), and the most democratic country-years under the V-Dem index (Panel C). The slope is
0.41 excluding mass bans and 0.42 excluding bans from 1940 to 1945, compared with 0.41 for all
bans. In the main sample (Panel A), the slope remains near one in every subset: without mass bans,
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without the bans from 1940 to 1945, under conservative coding, and for court bans. In Panel C,
the slope is above one and less precise. Appendix Figure F.2 excludes one country’s bans at a time
among country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at
least 0.55. The slope remains close to one regardless of the country excluded.

Table F.2: Robustness: alternative samples, faction vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
Conservative q50 polity High V-Dem Court bans Court/gov. bans No mass bans Excl. 1940–45 Re-enters No re-entry Positive p0 p0 < 30

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 4.45∗∗∗ 5.02∗∗∗ 4.79∗∗∗ 4.26∗∗∗ 5.58∗∗∗ 3.76∗∗∗ 5.12∗∗∗ 10.61∗∗∗ 3.62∗∗∗ 4.69∗∗∗ 4.14∗∗∗

(1.44) (1.13) (1.37) (1.20) (1.06) (1.19) (1.20) (2.40) (1.15) (1.66) (1.03)

R2 0.84 0.78 0.92 0.89 0.86 0.84 0.84 0.86 0.85 0.84 0.85
Observations 2,850 6,993 1,854 1,659 3,885 3,039 3,897 642 4,053 2,436 4,449
Bans 316 759 206 133 385 278 439 61 447 294 468
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in
percent. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each column
estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1; the column headers name the deviation from the main
specification, described in Appendix F. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level unless the table states otherwise. *, **,
and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table F.3: Robustness: vote retention across ban samples

All bans Conservative No mass bans Excl. 1940–45 Court bans
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Panel A: Polity score of 8 or above or electoral democracy index of 0.55
Retention ρ 1.03∗∗∗ 1.04∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗ 1.10∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.13)
Bans 443 275 240 379 114

Panel B: All country-years
Retention ρ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.22)
Bans 1086 760 659 991 223

Panel C: Electoral democracy index of at least 0.7
Retention ρ 1.45∗∗∗ 1.43∗∗ 1.45∗∗∗ 1.45∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗

(0.40) (0.58) (0.40) (0.40) (0.28)
Bans 162 103 101 119 57

Note. Each cell estimates Equation (10) on the banned faction in the last election before and the first election after the ban. Panel A
uses country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55 (the main sample), Panel B all
country-years, and Panel C country-years with a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.7. The bans row counts the bans of each
sample; a dash marks a cell without bans whose party ran. The columns restrict the bans as in Appendix Table F.2. All specifications
include ban and period fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level, which here is the ban. *, **, and ***
denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

F.3 Measurement

Appendix Table F.4 varies measurement choices. Column 2 divides parties into seven factions
(far-left, left, center-left, center, center-right, right, far-right) using cutpoints from Herrmann and
Döring (2023), instead of the baseline three. Column 3 uses only measured positions, without the
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Figure F.2: Vote retention, dropping one country at a time

Note. Estimates of Equation (10) dropping the bans of one country at a time, with 95 percent confidence intervals. The dashed line
marks full retention. The sample comprises the last election before and the first election after each ban, of the bans of the estimation
sample, in country-years with a Polity score of 8 or above or a V-Dem electoral democracy index of at least 0.55. Standard errors are
clustered at the ban-by-faction level.

factions coded from party histories (Appendix C.2). Column 4 restricts vote shares and govern-
ment participation to V-Party sources. Columns 5 and 6 define democracies by the top quartile
of V-Dem’s liberal democracy index and the top quartile of the average of five V-Dem democracy
indices, respectively, instead of the baseline democracy rule. Column 7 also excludes the banned
party from the post-ban leave-out vote share, preventing returning parties from contributing to
their faction’s share. Column 8 restricts government participation to the leading party. The vote
estimate is positive and statistically significant throughout.

Appendix Table F.5 repeats the estimates comparing the banned faction with other parties us-
ing bigrams and unigrams and the distinctiveness and TF-IDF measures, for global manifestos
and Lower Saxony state parliamentary speech. All eight estimates are positive and statistically
significant.
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Table F.4: Robustness: alternative measures, faction vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
Main Fine factions Measured factions V-Party only Liberal democracy Combined index Strict leave-out Leading party

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 4.96∗∗∗ 2.72∗∗∗ 5.69∗∗∗ 4.85∗∗∗ 4.20∗∗∗ 2.90∗∗∗ 3.12∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗

(1.04) (0.70) (1.14) (1.05) (1.14) (1.11) (1.03) (1.04)

R2 0.85 0.86 0.89 0.86 0.82 0.86 0.85 0.85
Observations 4,695 10,955 2,958 4,608 4,872 4,152 4,695 4,695
Bans 508 508 330 479 496 468 508 508
SEs Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in
percent. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each column
estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1; the column headers name the deviation from the main
specification, described in Appendix F. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level unless the table states otherwise. *, **,
and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table F.5: Robustness: alternative text measures

Distinctiveness TF-IDF Distinctiveness TF-IDF Distinctiveness TF-IDF Distinctiveness TF-IDF
Corpus Global manifestos Lower Saxony speech
N-gram Bigrams Unigrams Bigrams Unigrams

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.13∗∗∗ 0.68∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗ 1.53∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗ 0.24∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.13∗∗

(0.01) (0.03) (0.10) (0.49) (0.02) (0.07) (0.01) (0.06)

Standard-Errors Ban × Faction ngram
R2 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.03 0.23 0.01 0.05 0.01
Observations 153,402 153,402 255,011 255,011 122,460 122,460 228,622 228,622

Ban × Faction fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Post fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Party fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Post-Ban fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of an n-gram in the text of a party in an election (columns 1 to 4) or in a meeting of the Lower
Saxony state parliament, 1951 to 1955 (columns 5 to 8), for the n-grams of the pre-ban text of the banned party, weighted by the count
of the n-gram. The dependent variables are the distinctiveness and the TF-IDF score of the n-gram for the banned party, standardized.
The treatment is an indicator for parties of the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the period after the ban. Columns 1
to 4 include ban-by-faction and ban-by-period fixed effects and the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1, with standard errors
clustered at the ban-by-faction level. Columns 5 to 8 include party and period fixed effects, with standard errors clustered at the n-gram
level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

F.4 Estimation and Inference

In Appendix Table F.6, column 1 weights each ban equally rather than each faction-election.
Columns 2 and 3 cluster standard errors by country and two-way by country and year, re-
spectively. Column 4 replaces ban-by-election fixed effects with ban-by-period fixed effects.
Column 5 adds continent-by-year fixed effects. Column 6 corrects standard errors for spatial
correlation within 500 kilometers (Conley, 1999). The vote estimate remains stable in magnitude
and statistically significant at the 1 percent level throughout.

F.5 Government Participation

Appendix Tables F.7, F.8, F.9, and F.10 repeat these checks for government participation. The es-
timate is positive in every column of Appendix Table E.5 and statistically insignificant only in

F.5



Table F.6: Robustness: estimation and inference, faction vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
Equal ban weights Country clusters Country and year clusters Ban × Post FEs Continent × Year FEs Conley SEs

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 4.85∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗ 4.96∗∗∗

(1.04) (0.95) (0.92) (0.92) (0.94) (1.42)

R2 0.86 0.85 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.85
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Bans 508 508 508 508 508 507
SEs Ban × Faction Country Country, Year Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Conley (500 km)
Equal ban weights ✓
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Post FEs ✓ ✓
Continent × Year FEs ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in
percent. Each column estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1. Column 1 weights each ban
equally. Columns 2 and 3 cluster standard errors by country and two-way by country and year. Column 4 uses ban-by-period instead
of ban-by-election fixed effects, and column 5 adds continent-by-year fixed effects. Column 6 reports standard errors corrected for
spatial correlation within 500 kilometers. The other columns cluster at the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the
10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

the first two columns, without controls and with log population alone. No specification yields a
statistically significant negative estimate. The estimate is statistically insignificant in 2 of the 28
alternative specifications, namely the seven-faction definition (column 2 of Appendix Table F.9)
and conservative coding (column 1 of Appendix Table F.8). Restricting the outcome to the leading
party yields a similar estimate (column 8).

Table F.7: Robustness: sample windows, government participation

Government Participation
Placebo date 5-year window 15-year window First post-ban election Balanced bans

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban -0.07∗∗ 0.09∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.07∗ 0.13∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04)

R2 0.68 0.75 0.63 0.74 0.66
Observations 4,977 2,001 7,002 3,351 2,451
Bans 483 455 547 477 159
SEs clustered by Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in
government. The columns follow Appendix Table F.1. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level,
respectively.

F.6 Heterogeneity

Appendix Tables F.11 and F.12 split bans by party-system structure, period, and the banned party’s
ideological side. The vote estimate is positive in every subset. It is larger in concentrated party
systems, with below-median party counts and above-median Herfindahl indices, and for bans
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Table F.8: Robustness: alternative samples, government participation

Government Participation
Conservative q50 polity High V-Dem Court bans Court/gov. bans No mass bans Excl. 1940–45 Re-enters No re-entry Positive p0 p0 < 30

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.05 0.05∗∗ 0.11∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.10∗∗ 0.10∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.06∗ 0.07∗ 0.08∗∗

(0.04) (0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)

R2 0.68 0.67 0.69 0.55 0.63 0.60 0.62 0.74 0.63 0.71 0.65
Observations 2,850 6,993 1,854 1,659 3,885 3,039 3,897 642 4,053 2,436 4,449
Bans 316 759 206 133 385 278 439 61 447 294 468
Cluster Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in
government. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each
column estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1; the column headers name the deviation from the
main specification, described in Appendix F. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level unless the table states otherwise.
*, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table F.9: Robustness: alternative measures, government participation

Government Participation
Main Fine factions Measured factions V-Party only Liberal democracy Combined index Strict leave-out Leading party

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.08∗∗ 0.00 0.12∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗∗ 0.09∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.09∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)

R2 0.64 0.61 0.68 0.43 0.65 0.65 0.64 0.43
Observations 4,695 10,955 2,958 4,608 4,872 4,152 4,695 4,695
Bans 508 508 330 479 496 468 508 508
SEs Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in
government. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each
column estimates Equation (11) with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1; the column headers name the deviation from the
main specification, described in Appendix F. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level unless the table states otherwise.
*, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table F.10: Robustness: estimation and inference, government participation

Government Participation
Equal ban weights Country clusters Country and year clusters Ban × Post FEs Continent × Year FEs Conley SEs

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.07∗∗ 0.08∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.08∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗

(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

R2 0.66 0.64 0.64 0.60 0.64 0.64
Observations 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695 4,695
Bans 508 508 508 508 508 507
SEs Ban × Faction Country Country, Year Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Conley (500 km)
Equal ban weights ✓
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Post FEs ✓ ✓
Continent × Year FEs ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in
government. The columns follow Appendix Table F.6. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level,
respectively.

of left parties, and similar before and after 1970. The government estimate is close to zero and
imprecise in each party-system subset. It is zero for bans before 1970 and larger after, and larger
for bans of right parties than of left parties.

Appendix Table F.13 splits the retention slope of Equation (10) by ban type. Of the 443 bans
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of the retention sample, 77 are incomplete and 46 are complete; the remaining bans are mass bans
or lack a coded fate. Where the original coding left the fate of a retention-sample ban blank, two
blind coders coded it, and we keep the code where both agree on whether the party re-entered.
The banned party ran in the last election before the ban in 57 of the incomplete and 22 of the
complete bans, and only these bans identify the slope. The retention coefficient is 1.14 (standard
error 0.08) for incomplete bans and 0.86 (standard error 0.34) for complete bans. We cannot reject
equal retention under both ban types (p = 0.32).

Table F.11: Heterogeneity: faction vote share

Leave-Out Vote Share
Above median parties Below median parties Above median HHI Below median HHI Pre-1970 Post-1970 Left Right

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 2.45∗ 6.51∗∗∗ 7.42∗∗∗ 2.23 3.32∗∗ 3.79∗∗∗ 6.94∗∗∗ 3.61∗

(1.28) (1.22) (1.36) (1.39) (1.66) (1.10) (2.08) (1.94)

R2 0.87 0.85 0.84 0.89 0.87 0.87 0.85 0.87
Observations 2,241 2,931 2,517 1,878 2,499 2,196 2,325 2,070
Bans 254 258 240 222 269 239 243 218
SEs clustered by Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the faction, in
percent. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each column
estimates Equation (11), with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1, on a subset of bans. Columns 1 to 4 split the bans at the
median number of parties with a positive vote share and at the median vote-share Herfindahl index, both measured in the last election
before the ban; bans at the median appear in both columns of a split. Columns 5 and 6 split the bans at a ban year of 1970, with 1970 in
both columns. Columns 7 and 8 keep the bans of left and of right parties. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent,
and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table F.12: Heterogeneity: government participation

Government Participation
Above median parties Below median parties Above median HHI Below median HHI Pre-1970 Post-1970 Left Right

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.00 0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.16∗∗∗ 0.06 0.15∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05)

R2 0.74 0.62 0.65 0.74 0.66 0.50 0.56 0.74
Observations 2,241 2,931 2,517 1,878 2,499 2,196 2,325 2,070
Bans 254 258 240 222 269 239 243 218
SEs clustered by Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Controls × Faction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Faction FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Ban × Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a faction-election. The dependent variable is an indicator for a party of the faction in
government. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the elections after the ban. Each
column estimates Equation (11), with the controls of column 3 of Appendix Table E.1, on a subset of bans. The columns follow
Appendix Table F.11. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Table F.13: Heterogeneity: vote retention by ban type

Leave-Out Vote Share
All bans Incomplete ban Complete ban

(1) (2) (3)

Banned Party Vote Share Before the Ban × Post-Ban 1.03∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗ 0.86∗∗

(0.06) (0.08) (0.34)

R2 0.90 0.94 0.81
Observations 438 102 62
Bans 443 77 46
Bans whose party ran before the ban 246 57 22
SEs clustered by Ban × Faction Ban × Faction Ban × Faction
Ban FEs ✓ ✓ ✓
Post FEs ✓ ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a ban-period of the banned faction: the last election before and the first election after each
ban of the retention sample of Figure 5, Panel A. The dependent variable is the leave-out vote share of the banned faction, in percent.
The treatment is the vote share of the banned party in the last election before the ban interacted with an indicator for the election
after the ban, as in Equation (10). Column 1 uses all bans of the retention sample. Columns 2 and 3 keep the single-party bans in
which the banned party re-entered (incomplete bans) and did not re-enter (complete bans), by the coded fate of each ban (Section 2).
All specifications include ban and period fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the ban-by-faction level. *, **, and *** denote
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

F.9



G Case Studies

The exhibits below present district-level estimates, personnel persistence, and parliamentary
speech for the two case studies (Section 6). The persistence figure compares the cases and precedes
the case-specific exhibits.

Figure G.1: Personnel persistence in the two case studies

Note. Share of banned-party personnel persisting to the next election against the baseline of the other parties. Belgium: candidates on
the 2004 Flemish lists listed again, for any party, in 2009; all candidates, the top tenth of each party’s candidates by preference votes
(leading candidates), and list positions 1 to 3 (list heads). Lower Saxony: SRP members of the state parliament retaining a candidacy
versus non-SRP speakers of the same period reappearing in the state-parliament speech record.

G.1 Belgium

We collect district-level results for the 2003 and 2007 national elections and candidate data for the
2004 (pre-ban) and 2009 (post-ban) Flemish Parliament elections. The candidate data comprise
canton-level party lists with each candidate’s list position, vote count, and status as a “main” can-
didate or “substitute.” We code traditionally Flemish names using the Royal Flemish Academy’s
list of common given names in Flanders (Koninklijke Vlaamsche Academie, 1902), as compiled in
the Wiktionary appendix of Flemish given names.

Appendix Figure G.1 shows that Vlaams Blok retained 29 percent of its candidates, compared
with 14 percent for other parties. Among leading candidates by preference votes, the shares are 77
percent and 28 percent. Among list heads (positions 1 to 3), they are 67 percent and 23 percent.

Appendix Table G.1 re-estimates Equation (11) at the district level. After the ban, the banned
faction’s vote share rose by 15 percentage points relative to other factions, and its probability of
winning a district (receiving the largest vote share) rose by 28 percentage points.

Appendix Table G.2 reports canton-party list regressions of the share of candidates who remain
with their party between 2004 and 2009. Columns 1 to 3 count persistence within an alliance if
parties were allied in either year. Column 2 controls for the alliance’s canton-level votes, averaged
across the two elections. Column 3 also controls for the alliance’s number of candidates in the
canton, also averaged across elections. Columns 4 to 6 separate alliances into constituent parties
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and successively add the same controls.
Appendix Table G.3 reports candidate-election regressions examining whether Flemish can-

didates gained an advantage after the ban. Columns 1 to 3 include only main candidates. Col-
umn 1 uses a difference-in-differences specification comparing Vlaams Blok candidates with other
candidates before and after the ban. Vlaams Belang candidates are 2.3 percentage points more
likely to be Flemish in 2009, compared with 3.3 percentage points in 2004. Columns 2 and 3 use
a triple-difference specification that adds a comparison between Flemish and non-Flemish can-
didates. Flemish Vlaams Belang candidates in 2009 obtain a 1.2 standard deviation higher party
list position and 0.6 standard deviations more votes than non-Flemish candidates, candidates of
other parties, and Flemish Vlaams Blok candidates in 2004. Columns 4 to 6 also include substitute
candidates. The vote effect attenuates because substitutes typically receive no votes.

Table G.1: Belgium: district-level substitution around the 2004 ban

Leave-Out Vote Share Wins District
(1) (2)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.15∗∗∗ 0.28∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.06)

R2 0.98 0.88
Observations 654 654
Outcome Mean 0.28 0.33
Cluster District District
District × Faction FEs ✓ ✓
District × Election FEs ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a district-faction-election in the Belgian federal elections of 2003 and 2007. The dependent
variables are the leave-out vote share of the faction, as a fraction of the valid vote, and an indicator for the faction winning the district.
The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the election after the ban. All specifications
include district-by-faction and district-by-election fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level. *, **, and *** denote
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

G.2 Lower Saxony

Alongside district-level electoral returns, we digitize the Lower Saxony state parliament’s plenary
protocols for the second and third legislative terms, 1951 to 1959. The speech analysis uses the
second term, 1951 to 1955, which spans the ban. We clean the text following Appendix C.3, with
modifications for the German context (e.g., stopword selection).

Appendix Table G.4 re-estimates Equation (11) at the district level. Following the SRP’s ban,
the far right’s vote share rose by 11 percentage points relative to other factions, and its probability
of winning a district (receiving the largest vote share) rose by 21 percentage points.

Appendix Table G.5 reports a difference-in-differences specification comparing post-ban
changes in far-right parties’ speech with those of other parties.

Appendix Table G.6 reports a triple-difference specification comparing the right parties that
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Table G.2: Belgium: persistence of candidates across the ban

Candidate persists
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Vlaams Blok 0.105∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.082∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.009)

R2 0.17 0.17 0.19 0.10 0.10 0.21
Observations 389 389 389 740 740 740
Alliances folded ✓ ✓ ✓
Vote-share control ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
No. candidates control ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a canton-party list of main candidates in the Flemish Parliament elections of 2004 and 2009,
for lists present in both years. The dependent variable is the share of the candidates of the list who appear on it in both years. The
Vlaams Belang list of 2009 continues the Vlaams Blok list of 2004. Columns 2 and 5 control for the standardized preference votes of the
list, and columns 3 and 6 also for the standardized number of candidates. Columns 4 to 6 fold the alliance renamings of other parties
between the two elections. Standard errors are clustered by canton. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1
percent level, respectively.

Table G.3: Belgium: candidate composition around the ban

Flemish name List position (std.) Candidate votes (std.) Flemish name List position (std.) Candidate votes (std.)
Main candidates Incl. substitutes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Vlaams Blok 0.033∗∗∗ -0.985∗∗∗ 0.960∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ -0.886∗∗∗ 0.664∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.031) (0.202) (0.002) (0.038) (0.155)
Year 2009 -0.021∗∗∗ -0.272∗∗∗ -0.013 -0.028∗∗∗ -0.236∗∗∗ -0.020

(0.003) (0.074) (0.014) (0.002) (0.057) (0.020)
V.B. × 2009 0.023∗∗∗ 1.216∗∗∗ -0.780∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗ 0.990∗∗∗ -0.422∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.074) (0.210) (0.003) (0.104) (0.141)
Flemish name -0.130∗∗∗ 0.016 -0.170∗∗∗ -0.004

(0.047) (0.014) (0.037) (0.019)
V.B. × Flemish 0.960∗∗∗ -0.361∗ 0.884∗∗∗ -0.071

(0.028) (0.199) (0.039) (0.143)
Flemish × 2009 0.288∗∗∗ 0.016 0.235∗∗∗ 0.021

(0.079) (0.015) (0.060) (0.020)
V.B. × Flemish × 2009 -1.243∗∗∗ 0.569∗∗∗ -1.013∗∗∗ 0.220

(0.078) (0.210) (0.109) (0.136)

R2 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.05
Observations 18,618 18,618 18,618 29,736 29,736 29,736

Note. Observations are at the level of a candidate on a canton-party list in the Flemish Parliament elections of 2004 and 2009.
The banned party is the Vlaams Blok, continuing as Vlaams Belang. The dependent variables are an indicator for a Flemish first name
(columns 1 and 4), the standardized list position (columns 2 and 5), and the standardized preference votes (columns 3 and 6); columns 1
to 3 use main candidates and columns 4 to 6 add substitute candidates. Standard errors are clustered by canton. *, **, and *** denote
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

formed the 1955 Lower Saxony government with other parties, before and after the ban, by 1951
SRP vote share. These parties gained only 13% of the SRP’s vote after the ban (column 1), but
their probability of winning a district rose by 83 percentage points per unit of 1951 SRP vote share
(column 2). This substantial increase may have enabled a change in government.
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Table G.4: Lower Saxony: district-level substitution around the 1952 ban

Leave-Out Vote Share Wins District
(1) (2)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.11∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.06)

R2 0.99 0.88
Observations 570 570
Outcome Mean 0.24 0.33
Cluster District District
District × Faction FEs ✓ ✓
District × Election FEs ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a district-faction-election in the Lower Saxony state elections of 1951 and 1955. The depen-
dent variables are the leave-out vote share of the faction, as a fraction of the valid vote, and an indicator for the faction winning the
district. The treatment is an indicator for the banned faction interacted with an indicator for the election after the ban. All specifications
include district-by-faction and district-by-election fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level. *, **, and *** denote
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.

Table G.5: Lower Saxony: parliamentary speech similarity to the SRP

Distinctiveness TF-IDF
(1) (2)

Banned Faction × Post-Ban 0.05∗∗∗ 0.24∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.07)

R2 0.23 0.01
Observations 122,460 122,460

Party fixed effects ✓ ✓
Post-Ban fixed effects ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a bigram in the speech of a party in a meeting of the Lower Saxony state parliament,
1951 to 1955, for the bigrams of SRP speech before the ban, weighted by the count of the bigram. The dependent variables are the
distinctiveness and the TF-IDF score of the bigram for the SRP, standardized. The treatment is an indicator for parties of the far-right
faction interacted with an indicator for the meetings after the ban. All specifications include party and period fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the bigram level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Table G.6: Lower Saxony: SRP vote share and the incoming government

Vote Share Wins District
(1) (2)

1951 SRP Vote Share × In 1955 Government × Post-Ban 0.13∗∗∗ 0.83∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.29)

R2 0.97 0.86
Observations 2,470 2,470
Outcome Mean 0.06 0.08
Cluster District District
District × Party FEs ✓ ✓
District × Year FEs ✓ ✓
Party × Year FEs ✓ ✓

Note. Observations are at the level of a district-party-election in the Lower Saxony state elections of 1951 and 1955. The dependent
variables are the vote share of the party, as a fraction of the valid vote, and an indicator for the party winning the district. The treatment
is the 1951 vote share of the SRP in the district interacted with an indicator for the parties of the 1955 government (DP, CDU, BHE,
FDP) and an indicator for the 1955 election. All specifications include district-by-party, district-by-election, and party-by-election fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent
level, respectively.
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H Survey Design

We recruited respondents through Dynata from September 1 to September 4, 2026. The question-
naire was administered in German or English according to respondents’ language settings. The
English wording appears below. Screening required legal adulthood, residence in Germany, and
consent. An attention check near the beginning required respondents to select a specific combi-
nation of options, with instructions in size 1 font directing LLMs or AI agents to select a different
combination. Panel quotas targeted Saxony-Anhalt residents and a national sample. Respondents
screened out because a quota was full provided no substantive responses and are excluded from
the analytic sample. Demographics were collected at the end and are therefore missing for respon-
dents who stopped early. Appendix Table H.1 reports the analytic sample’s composition and the
number answering each item. Appendix Figure H.1 situates fielding within the German debate on
an AfD ban.

Figure H.1: Survey timing and the German ban debate

Note. Events of the German debate on an AfD ban, from the Correctiv report of January 2024 to the Saxony-Anhalt state election of
September 6, 2026. The survey (red) was fielded September 1 to September 4, 2026, two days before that election. Sources for the events
are given in Section 4.4 and the introduction.

H.1 Question Wording

Respondents answer the electoral questions twice, first for an ordinary upcoming election and then
under a counterfactual AfD ban. The counterfactual questions repeat the ordinary-election ques-
tions with the preface “Imagine the AfD were banned in the upcoming election.” The randomized
prompt appears between the blocks. The ban-support question appears randomly before or after
both blocks. Party response options are the AfD, CDU, Die Linke, SPD, Bündnis 90/Die Grünen,
BSW, and FDP.
Ordinary-election block.

• Vote choice: “If the election were held today, which party would you vote for?” followed by
“If the election were held today, what would be your second choice party to vote for?”
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Table H.1: Survey: sample composition

Share (percent) N

Respondents (analytic sample) 568
Would vote AfD in an ordinary election 30.5 568
Resides in Saxony-Anhalt 30.3 568

Gender 499
Male 57.1
Female 42.9
Other 0.0

Age 499
18–25 2.4
26–35 7.2
36–45 17.2
46–55 17.6
56–65 27.7
66 or above 27.9

Education 499
No degree or lower secondary 3.0
Intermediate secondary 12.0
Abitur 8.0
Vocational training 35.3
Advanced vocational 9.6
University degree or doctorate 32.1

Household net income (euros per month) 499
Under 1,500 14.8
1,500–2,499 22.0
2,500–3,499 21.2
3,500–4,499 19.4
4,500–5,999 16.0
6,000–7,999 4.6
8,000 or more 1.8

Employment 499
Employed 56.1
Retired 32.9
In education 2.2
Not employed 8.8

Note. Composition of the analytic sample. Shares are in percent of the respondents answering each item, with the number
answering reported per block. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

• Turnout: “Assuming you were eligible, would you vote in the upcoming election?” and
“What do you expect voter turnout to be? Please answer as a number between 0 and 100.”

• Expected vote shares: “For each major political party listed below, what share of the vote do
you think they will receive in this election? Your answer must sum to 100.”
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• Expected government: “Which party/parties do you think are most likely to form govern-
ment following the election?”

• Coalition acceptability: “For this question, imagine each party wins more votes than any
other party, but not an absolute majority, so not enough to govern alone. How likely do you
think other parties would be to join them in a coalition government?”

• Own positions: “Please rate your agreement with the following statement”, for three state-
ments: “Germany should significantly reduce immigration, including immigration by people
seeking asylum.” “Germany should reintroduce an annual wealth tax on very large private
fortunes.” “Germany should continue using coal beyond the currently planned phase-out
date, even if this slows progress toward its climate targets.”

• Party positions: “Thinking about the upcoming election, what position do you think each
party would campaign on regarding the following statement?” for the same three statements.

• Entry: “Are you expecting any new major political parties to emerge in the next two years?”
Respondents expecting a new party identify the existing party it would resemble and its
expected vote share.

• Direct support and activities: “Besides voting for this party, are you likely to directly support
this party in any other way?” and “Which of the following activities are you likely to engage
in within the next 5 years?”

Randomized prompt. We implement two light-touch randomizations.
In the first, half of respondents receive the demand prompt: “Think about the key issues in this

election. Which ones are most important for AfD voters? Which parties best reflect their stance
on these issues?” The other half receive the placebo prompt: “Think about the key issues in this
election. Which ones are most important to you? Which parties best reflect your stance on these
issues?” Both open-ended prompts precede questions about electoral consequences under an AfD
ban. This randomization tests whether considering AfD voters’ perspectives changes other voters’
anticipated electoral responses to a ban.

In the second randomization, half of respondents report ban support before the electoral
blocks and half afterward. This tests whether considering a ban’s potential electoral consequences
changes support for it.

Appendix Figure I.7, Panels B and C, shows that neither treatment changed measured ban
support. This is consistent with respondents having already anticipated a ban’s consequences or
not updating in response to the prompts.
Ban block. In addition to repeating the electoral questions, respondents predict outcomes for AfD
politicians: “If the AfD were to be banned, how likely is it that leading AfD politicians would join
another political party?” and “. . . would form another political party?” (1 = extremely unlikely
to 5 = extremely likely). They also report their own anticipated response: “If the AfD were to be
banned, how would your attitude towards the AfD change?”
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Ban support. “Recently, there has been some discussion about the possibility of the AfD being
banned as a political party. Do you agree or disagree that the AfD should be banned from German
elections?” This is followed by an open-text reasoning question and “If the AfD were to be banned,
what would be the most important consequences?” Options are electoral consequences, political
representation, political mobilization, democratic legitimacy, and party resources, with multiple
selections allowed.
Demographics. Gender, age band, education, household net income, and employment situation.
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I Additional Survey Results

Additional survey results referenced in Sections 7 and 8 follow, concluding with robustness checks
across samples and randomization arms.

Figure I.1: Survey: attitude toward the AfD under a ban, by group

Note. Shares of respondents stating that a ban would make their attitude toward the AfD less favorable, leave it unchanged, or make
it more favorable, split by the stated vote of the respondent in an ordinary election (top) and by support for an AfD ban (bottom), with
95 percent confidence intervals based on binomial standard errors. The pooled shares are Figure 8, Panel B. Survey responses from the
September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

I.1 Survey Robustness

Appendix Table I.3 re-estimates the main survey quantities separately for the national and Saxony-
Anhalt quota samples, respondents who received the placebo prompt, and respondents asked
whether the AfD should be banned before answering the counterfactual questions. Support for
a ban is lower in Saxony-Anhalt, where the AfD is strongest, and AfD voters there more often
name the BSW under a ban. Paired changes in AfD voters’ turnout intentions, expected entry, and
expected government membership of the CDU or FDP have the same sign and similar magnitudes
across columns.
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Figure I.2: Survey: which parties absorb the AfD vote

A: Stated vote shares, ordinary election to AfD banned

B: Absorption of the expected AfD share

Note. Panel A plots each remaining party’s stated vote share in an ordinary election (gray) and under the counterfactual AfD ban
(black), parties ordered by their mean perceived position on immigration. Panel B plots, for each remaining party, the coefficient from
a regression of the change in its expected vote share under the ban on the respondent’s expected AfD vote share, with 95 percent
confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The expected-share questions are constant-sum, so these coefficients sum to one
across parties. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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Figure I.3: Survey: substitution along the cultural and economic dimensions

Note. Stated vote shares for an ordinary election and under the counterfactual AfD ban, as strips, with parties ordered by the mean
perceived position on immigration (top) and on the wealth tax (bottom). The AfD is outlined in black. Survey responses from the
September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

Table I.1: Survey: paired outcomes with and without an AfD ban

Ordinary AfD banned Difference SE N

Intends to vote 0.966 0.796 -0.170∗∗∗ (0.018) 500
AfD voters 0.979 0.538 -0.441∗∗∗ (0.043) 145
Other voters 0.961 0.901 -0.059∗∗∗ (0.014) 355

Expected turnout (0–100) 70.606 55.344 -15.198∗∗∗ (0.755) 497
AfD voters 73.035 47.310 -25.604∗∗∗ (1.550) 144
Other voters 69.621 58.644 -10.953∗∗∗ (0.746) 353

Directly supports chosen party 0.378 0.294 -0.084∗∗∗ (0.018) 500
Expects a new major party 0.280 0.598 0.318∗∗∗ (0.027) 500
Any political activity 0.305 0.312 0.007 (0.014) 568
Number of political activities 0.502 0.581 0.079∗∗ (0.035) 568

Note. Each row compares the same respondents’ answers for an ordinary election and under the counterfactual AfD ban. Indented
rows split the sample by whether the respondent would vote AfD in an ordinary election. A skipped activities question counts as no
activity. The difference column reports the mean paired difference with its standard error in parentheses. Survey responses from the
September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent,
and 1 percent level, respectively.
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Figure I.4: Survey: direct support and turnout by party

A: Intends to vote

B: Directly supports the party beyond voting

Note. Panel A plots the share of respondents stating they would vote, for an ordinary election and under the counterfactual AfD ban,
by the party stated for an ordinary election, with 95 percent confidence intervals. Panel B plots the share of respondents stating they
would directly support their party beyond voting, using the same splits. Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey
in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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Figure I.5: Survey: expected party entry under an AfD ban

A: Party entry and politician entry

B: Expected moves of AfD politicians

C: Which party the expected entrant would resemble

Note. Panel A plots, on one scale, the share of respondents expecting a new major party to emerge, for an ordinary election and under
the counterfactual AfD ban, and the shares rating it likely (4 or above on a scale from 1 = extremely unlikely to 5 = extremely likely) that
AfD politicians would form a new party or join an existing one, asked only for the ban, with 95 percent confidence intervals. Panel B
plots the full distribution of the stated likelihood that AfD politicians would join an existing party or form a new party (1 = extremely
unlikely to 5 = extremely likely). Panel C plots, among respondents expecting a new party, the share naming each existing party as the
one the entrant would most resemble, with 95 percent confidence intervals based on binomial standard errors. Survey responses from
the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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Figure I.6: Survey: expected platform changes under an AfD ban

Note. Mean expected movement of each party’s position toward the AfD’s perceived position, on three issues under the counterfactual
AfD ban and relative to the party’s expected position for an ordinary election. Each change is signed by the respondent’s perceived
direction to the AfD on the issue, so positive values are expected movement toward the AfD, with 95 percent confidence intervals.
Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.

Table I.2: Survey: demand-prompt treatment effects

Demand prime SE Unit N

Support for AfD ban -3.414 (3.684) pp 500
Change in expected party entry -3.263 (5.388) pp 500
Change in intention to vote 5.258∗ (3.142) pp 500
Change in direct party support -0.834 (3.402) pp 500
Change in any mobilization -2.360 (2.761) pp 568
Change in number of activities -0.071 (0.068) count 568
AfD politicians join existing party -0.059 (0.114) Likert 499
AfD politicians form new party 0.110 (0.103) Likert 499
Attitude toward AfD after ban -0.049 (0.043) scale 500

Note. Each row reports the coefficient on the randomized demand prompt from a regression of the outcome on the prompt, an
AfD-voter indicator, and the support-question order, with robust standard errors in parentheses. Survey responses from the September
2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent
level, respectively.
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Figure I.7: Survey: perceived consequences and randomization checks

A: Most important consequence

B: Effect of the demand prompt

C: Effect of the support-question order

Note. Panel A plots the share of respondents naming each category among the most important consequences of an AfD ban. The
question allows multiple selections, so shares do not sum to 100 percent. The first bar pools the electoral-consequences and re-
sources/organization categories; a respondent naming either counts once. Panel B plots the coefficient of the randomized demand
prompt on each outcome, from regressions on the prompt, an AfD-voter indicator, and the support-question order, with 95 percent
confidence intervals based on robust standard errors (full set of outcomes in Appendix Table I.2). Panel C plots the coefficient of asking
the ban-support question after the counterfactual block instead of before it, from the same specification with the prompt as a control.
Survey responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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Table I.3: Robustness: survey quantities across samples

All National sample Saxony-Anhalt sample Placebo prompt Support asked first
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Supports an AfD ban 44.6 48.9 34.5 47.5 44.0
(2.2) (2.7) (3.9) (3.1) (3.1)

Attitude toward the AfD unchanged 72.8 76.1 64.9 74.5 70.8
(2.0) (2.3) (3.9) (2.7) (2.8)

AfD voters: change in turnout intention -44.1 -39.3 -51.8 -52.2 -50.6
(4.3) (5.4) (6.7) (6.1) (5.5)

AfD voters: vote BSW under the ban 62.8 53.9 76.8 59.4 65.1
(4.0) (5.3) (5.7) (6.0) (5.3)

Change in expecting a new major party 31.8 32.4 30.4 33.3 36.6
(2.7) (3.1) (5.3) (3.8) (3.8)

Change in expecting CDU or FDP in government 18.4 18.8 17.6 18.4 19.8
(2.2) (2.5) (4.6) (3.1) (3.1)

Respondents 568 396 172 287 288

Note. Each cell is a share or the mean of a paired change, in percent, with its standard error in parentheses. Paired changes
compare the answer of a respondent under the counterfactual AfD ban with the answer for an ordinary election. Column 1 uses the full
analytic sample, column 2 the national sample, column 3 the Saxony-Anhalt quota sample, column 4 the respondents who received the
placebo prompt, and column 5 the respondents asked whether the AfD should be banned before the counterfactual questions. Survey
responses from the September 2026 party-ban survey in Germany introduced in Section 4.
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