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Abstract

This paper examines how Filipino social scientists have responded to the resurgence of
Marcos-era authoritarian myths and disinformation, set against a global rise of
democratic backsliding and authoritarian revisionism. Drawing on multidisciplinary
research—from political economy and archival reconstruction to ethnography, media
studies, and disinformation analysis—the paper argues that contemporary scholarship
now constitutes a coherent counter-institution to Marcosian propaganda. Yet this
scholarly resurgence is also belated, emerging after decades of institutional neglect,
stalled transitional justice, and the rapid spread of digital disinformation. Situating the
Philippine case within broader Asia—Pacific experiences of authoritarian nostalgia, the
analysis shows how memory struggles in Indonesia, South Korea, Taiwan, India, and
Japan illuminate the region’s shared vulnerabilities and diverse institutional scaffolds for
defending truth. The paper concludes by emphasizing the need for timelier, public-facing,
and institutionally supported scholarship, including stronger state-backed
memorialization, to anchor factual memory and fortify democratic resilience.
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I. Introduction

Across many post-authoritarian societies, struggles over historical memory have become
central to contemporary politics. Selective narratives of the past—what scholars call
“authoritarian nostalgia” (Chang et al. 2007)—are used to legitimize current political
projects, blunt criticism, and evoke fantasies of lost national greatness. These narratives
spread not only because nostalgia is seductive, but because they are carried by powerful
infrastructures of communication: social media platforms, algorithmic amplification,
coordinated networks of influencers, and increasingly sophisticated disinformation
campaigns. Historical interpretation thus becomes political terrain, and recovering

factual records becomes essential to sustaining democratic life.

The Philippines illustrates this dynamic vividly. Nearly four decades after the fall of the
former dictator Ferdinand E. Marcos, competing accounts of the Martial Law period
(1972-1986) have returned to public debate with unprecedented visibility. Claims of
spectacular economic growth, political order, and social discipline continue to circulate
despite extensive evidence of economic collapse, human-rights abuses, and entrenched
cronyism. What distinguishes the current moment is how these myths have been
weaponized through digital ecosystems, long before scholars could respond at scale. The
exponential rise of online revisionism in the early 2010s created a powerful head start for

disinformation, reshaping collective memory and easing the path toward the political



rehabilitation of the Marcos family. All this culminated in the election of Ferdinand

Marcos Jr., only son of the dictator, as president of the Philippines in May 2022.

Because of the proliferation of Marcosian propaganda in the 21 century, the Philippines
has witnessed an extraordinary expansion of social science research on the Marcos
regime, especially since 2016 when Marcos Jr. ran for the vice-presidency (but lost).
Economists, historians, political scientists, sociologists, and communication scholars have
produced a tidal wave of quantitative analyses, archival reconstructions, institutional
histories, ethnographic accounts, and media studies that have significantly deepened the
country’s reckoning with Martial Law. This is a significant scholarly surge, but also a
belated one: it reflects an academic community playing catch-up to a much earlier and

more coordinated digital campaign to rewrite the past.

This paper argues that these multidisciplinary interventions constitute a crucial
counterforce to authoritarian myth-making. They not only refute false claims but also
map the political and economic structures that made repression possible, revealing how
power, knowledge, and memory interact in shaping public narratives. While the
Philippine case has its own historical specificities, it resonates with broader patterns
across the Global South, where leaders in Brazil, India, Indonesia, and other contexts have
likewise mobilized revisionist histories to sanitize repression or justify new illiberal

projects.



By situating the Philippine experience within this comparative landscape, the paper
highlights the global significance of the renewed scholarly reckoning with Martial Law.
It traces how authoritarian myths are produced, examines the diverse research strands
challenging them, locates the wave in the broader Asia-Pacific context, and explores
ways to strengthen democratic memory. Ultimately, the analysis underscores the
indispensable role of the social sciences in defending historical truth amid the global

wave of democratic backsliding and the rise of authoritarianism.

II. Authoritarian myth-making

Across modern history, authoritarianism has risen and receded in identifiable waves, and
each wave leaves behind its own battles over memory. Work drawing on the Varieties of
Democracy (V-Dem) data argues that since the mid-1990s we have entered a “third wave
of autocratization,” marked less by classic coups and more by gradual democratic erosion
and information control (Liirhmann and Lindberg 2019). This literature builds on earlier
work on waves of democratization but shows that reversals are now widespread and
involve more economically significant countries than previous episodes. In many of these
cases, elite projects of authoritarian myth-making emerge later: past dictatorships are
rebranded as eras of order, growth, or national dignity, and their abuses minimized.
Recent comparative research conceptualizes “authoritarian nostalgia” as a distinct

attitudinal syndrome: a sentimental longing for an authoritarian past framed as more



stable and effective than messy democracy (Chang et al. 2007, Manucci and Van

Hauwaert 2025).

A growing body of empirical work documents how this nostalgia shapes contemporary
politics across regions. In Indonesia, Kimura et al. (2024) show that positive re-
evaluations of Suharto’s New Order have fed into democratic backsliding by legitimizing
illiberal candidates and weakening support for liberal institutions. Survey-based studies
in East Asia find that authoritarian nostalgia predicts vote choice and attitudes toward
strongman leadership in South Korea, Taiwan, and the United States, even when
controlling for standard authoritarian personality scales (Kim 2022). In Europe, Manucci
and Van Hauwaert (2025) link nostalgia for past authoritarian regimes to support for
populist radical-right parties, arguing that these parties actively cultivate idealized
memories of “orderly” authoritarian times as part of their electoral appeal. Parallel work
in memory studies examines how literature, film, and visual culture in post-dictatorship
Latin America wrestle with militarized pasts, documenting both official attempts to
sanitize history and counter-memories produced from below (Allier-Montafo and

Crenzel 2015).

Within this landscape of memory politics, social scientists have carved out multiple roles
as counter-institutions —reconstructing what actually happened under authoritarian rule

and contesting official myths. Transitional justice research has focused on truth



commissions as one major site of this work. The cross-national study of Wiebelhaus-
Brahm (2010) on truth commissions in South Africa, Chile, El Salvador, and Uganda
shows that, while their immediate political effects are uneven, they can strengthen
human-rights protections and consolidate a shared factual record of past abuses.
Scholarship on Latin American truth commissions likewise argues that their testimonies
and reports help build a “collective memory” of state terror that resists denialism decades
later (Schwartz 2015). Work on historical commissions in Europe and beyond similarly
examines how expert bodies, drawing on archival methods and forensic documentation,
have been used to clarify contested episodes of mass violence and support reconciliation

processes (Pettai 2015).

Other strands of research show social scientists pushing back through more specialized
disciplinary lenses. In economics and political economy, a large debate over
“authoritarian growth miracles” interrogates the belief that dictatorships reliably deliver
superior economic performance. Comparative work on Chile, for example, revisits the
so-called “Chilean miracle” and finds that growth under Pinochet was far more volatile
and unequal than its celebratory narrative suggests, with democratic periods later
producing more inclusive outcomes (Keech 2004). Similar quantitative studies of leaders
and growth argue that individual autocrats explain much less of their country’s economic
performance than popular myths imply (Escalante 2022). Using night-time lights,

Martinez (2021) showed that GDP growth is systematically overestimated in



authoritarian regimes. In human rights research, detailed datasets on killings,
disappearances, and torture have been mobilized to challenge claims that authoritarian
rule was relatively benign; this includes gender-focused critiques that highlight how
repression and its legacies were experienced differently by women and other
marginalized groups (Nesiah et al. 2006). Ethnographic and oral-history work, especially
in the Southern Cone, has amplified the voices of survivors and the “children of the
disappeared,” insisting on lived experiences that contradict sanitized state narratives

(Blejmar 2022).

At the same time, a growing literature is strikingly candid that these scholarly
interventions often lag behind more agile authoritarian myth-making. Transitional justice
assessments note that truth commissions are episodic, under-resourced, and typically
arrive after authoritarian elites have already invested in rewriting history through school
curricula, museums, and memorials. Studies of public memory in Latin America and
Eastern Europe show how official or quasi-official narratives—glorifying military
regimes or downplaying collaboration—can become entrenched in everyday discourse
long before critical scholarship filters into mass education (Allier-Montano and Crenzel
2015). Research on Russian information operations, for instance, documents the
systematic use of revisionist narratives about the Soviet past and World War II to justify
contemporary aggression, while academic analyses of these campaigns arrive later and

struggle to match their scale (Arribas et al. 2023).



The digital era sharpens these asymmetries. Work on “digital authoritarianism” and
“digital autocratization” argues that contemporary regimes deploy coordinated online
disinformation, troll farms, and algorithmic manipulation to seed revisionist histories in
real time, often years before social scientists can collect and analyze data on these
dynamics (Pearson 2024). Case studies of electoral disinformation in Southeast Asia and
elsewhere show how platforms like Facebook, YouTube, and TikTok are used to promote
nostalgic narratives about past strongmen, discredit human-rights documentation, and
attack historians, journalists, and activists (Arugay and Mendoza 2025). Scholars
examining these campaigns emphasize that academic work is structurally
disadvantaged: it is slower, peer-reviewed, and constrained by evidence standards,
whereas authoritarian propaganda can move instantly, anonymously, and with

significant state or oligarchic funding.

Taken together, this literature paints a sobering picture: across successive waves of
autocratization and democratization, regimes leave behind powerful infrastructures of
memory that can be reactivated as nostalgia when democracy disappoints. Social
scientists and allied fields have been crucial in reconstructing factual records of
repression and challenging growth-and-order myths, but they are usually reacting to
narratives that authoritarian actors have already seeded and amplified —now with digital
tools that dramatically tilt the playing field. The open question animating much current

work is how research, teaching, and public engagement can be retooled so that rigorous



social science is not always in reactive mode, but shapes the terrain of memory politics

earlier and more proactively.

III. Research on the Marcos regime: A

multidisciplinary review

The Marcos dictatorship (1972-1986) is a clear illustration of how authoritarian pasts
become contested political terrain. It sits at a juncture where living memory meets active
reinterpretation: close enough for survivors to recall its abuses, yet far enough for its
meaning to be reshaped. Martial Law did more than suspend democracy—it created
durable structures of power. Centralized patronage, crony industries, politicized security
institutions, and weakened oversight mechanisms survived beyond 1986, shaping the
conditions under which memory battles now unfold. These legacies make the period
especially vulnerable to myth-making. The regime’s early growth, financed by foreign
borrowing, collapsed into crisis, while promises of order concealed censorship and
widespread repression. These contradictions allow selective remembering, turning

economic spectacle into nostalgia and political violence into forgettable detail.

This vulnerability is amplified by institutional gaps after the democratic transition. Crony
networks persisted, key agencies were insufficiently reformed, and historical reckoning
never became embedded in education. As a result, the task of preserving factual memory

tell to civil society, journalists, and scholars—important but outmatched actors. When



digital platforms later enabled coordinated revisionist campaigns, the state lacked the

infrastructure to counter them.

The recent surge in social science work on the Marcos regime responds to this long-
standing vacuum. Multidisciplinary research—from political science and economics to
anthropology and media studies—has begun to reconstruct the dictatorship’s political
and economic realities while explaining why its myths endure. This scholarship, though
late, now forms the most systematic effort to anchor public memory in evidence rather

than nostalgia.

A. Authoritarian rule, state formation, and the architecture of

dictatorship

Recent political science and historical work foregrounds the institutional logic of

Marcos’s authoritarian regime.

Aguilar (2019) argues that Philippine academia long failed to produce systematic
scholarship on Marcos’s authoritarian state, leaving a vacuum later filled by politicized
narratives. In a widely cited professorial address, he surveys earlier work on the “New
Society” and argues that Marcos” authoritarianism must be understood as a product of
conjunctural crises and elite bargains rather than a purely idiosyncratic power grab. He
calls for “scholarly, systematic, and impartial” analysis of how Martial Law allowed the

presidency to penetrate and reorganize the bureaucracy, local governments, and capital,
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setting the tone for newer political-economy approaches. His call to revisit the Marcos

Papers and untapped archives has become foundational for newer researchers.

A parallel disciplinary self-critique comes from Abinales (2017), which examines how
Filipino and Philippine-based political scientists responded to the declaration of Martial
Law. Abinales shows that early political-science work often normalized or rationalized
authoritarian rule—treating it as constitutional engineering or necessary discipline—
while offering little empirical engagement with repression and cronyism. His essay helps
explain why social science was initially slow to theorize Marcos” authoritarian turn, and
why contemporary researchers now foreground the regime’s coercive and predatory
dimensions. Rafael (2022) argues that Duterte’s rise—and the Marcoses’ return—must be
understood through the Philippines’ long history of “electoral dystopias,” where
democratic forms (elections, campaigns, rituals of consent) regularly produce
undemocratic outcomes. Elections mobilize popular hopes for radical change while
simultaneously reinforcing elite dominance. In this paradox, strongmen emerge as
tigures who channel public frustration into authoritarian projects. Duterte exemplifies
this dynamic, and Marcos Jr.’s ascent follows the same pattern of elite containment

masked as democratic renewal.

Two notable edited volumes by Filipino scholars also provide synthetic, multi-sectoral

accounts of how Martial Law was set up and institutionalized. Martial Law in the
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Philippines: Lessons and Legacies, 1972-2022 (de Jesus and Baysic 2023), assembles twenty-
two specialists to track how Marcos used the language of crisis and “New Society” reform
tojustify authoritarian concentration of power and to rewire state—society relations across
governance, economy, culture, and security. Meanwhile, the volume titled The Marcos
Years: The Age of Crisis and Repression (Llanes 2023) focuses explicitly on the dictatorship
as an authoritarian experiment: essays in the first part analyze the nature of Marcosian
authoritarianism, traits of the martial-law bureaucracy, and the experiences of journalists

and activists under militarized rule.

Together, these collections reposition Martial Law as a system of rule that fused
emergency decrees, patronage, and coercion, rather than a mere exceptional episode.
Collectively, these works emphasize that Marcos’s “constitutional authoritarianism” was

sophisticated, combining legal maneuvering and the steady erosion of democratic norms.

B. Political economy, technocracy, and the collapse of the

Marcosian economy

Social science work on the Marcos economy in the past decade converges on a stark
reassessment of the so-called Marcosian “golden age”. De Dios, Gochoco-Bautista, and
Punongbayan (2023) reconstruct macroeconomic trends in growth, external debt,
inflation, and distribution to show that the regime shifted from an early boom —fueled

by foreign borrowing and favorable external conditions —to a deep crisis marked by debt
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overhang, capital flight, and collapsing real wages by the early 1980s. Their study argues
that Martial Law entrenched a pattern of highly centralized, discretionary economic
management, where protectionist industrial policy and politically mediated credit
fostered rent-seeking and sectoral distortions rather than structural transformation. In a
follow-up essay written for the fiftieth anniversary of Martial Law, de Dios (2023) places
the Marcos-era macroeconomic record alongside the post-1986 economy, highlighting
long-run scars such as lower capital accumulation and diminished credibility with
external creditors, and arguing that the regime’s combination of “crony capitalism plus

technocracy” left enduring institutional constraints on growth.

These economic histories are complemented and popularized by False Nostalgia: The
Marcos “Golden Age” Myths and How to Debunk Them (Punongbayan 2023), which takes
the same macro and sectoral evidence and marshals it directly against nostalgic claims
about low prices, rapid growth, and benevolent technocracy. The book combines analysis
of GDP, external debt, poverty, and employment with case studies on the coco levy and
chronic fiscal imbalances to argue that the regime effectively “stole future incomes” by

pushing the country onto a lower long-run trajectory.

Looking at the longer-term implications of Martial Law, Punongbayan and De Dios
(2025) investigate why the Philippines has persistently lagged behind its East Asian

neighbors, focusing on the long-run effects of the early-1980s sovereign debt crisis—an
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episode rooted in global shocks and compounded by Marcos-era policy failures. Using
the synthetic control method, the authors show that from 1981 to 2019 the country’s actual
GDP fell far below its synthetic counterfactual, with the latter exceeding the former by an
average of 110%. The findings underscore how authoritarian economic mismanagement

can inflict enduring developmental damage.

Running parallel to these macroeconomic reassessments is a substantial body of work on
Marcos-era technocracy, which asks who made economic decisions and how their
position within an authoritarian coalition shaped outcomes. One study uses interview
material from key economic officials to show that technocrats under Martial Law
simultaneously advocated elements of decentralization and local governance reform
while operating in a highly centralized, executive-dominated system (Brillantes and
Modino 2015). They argue that technocrats” ideas about development planning and local
autonomy were subordinated to the political imperatives of a presidential-authoritarian
regime, producing a “paradoxical decentralization” in which formal reforms coexisted

with tight presidential control.

Tadem (2015) provides the most elaborate mapping of the technocratic field around
Marcos. Her essays trace the rise of a technocratic network clustered around Cesar Virata,
showing how its influence depended on a triangular relationship among Marcos, the

International Monetary Fund and World Bank, and the United States. Using network
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analysis and archival material, she argues that the Marcos technocrats drew power from
their shared vision of export-oriented, liberalizing development with international
creditors, but were continually undermined by Imelda Marcos’s spending network and
crony-dominated monopolies in sugar and coconut. In later work, Tadem (2019) embeds
the Marcos technocracy in a longer Cold War history of US-backed modernization,
scholarship programs, and multilateral lending, showing how global anti-communist
strategies produced a cadre of economists and planners predisposed toward technocratic,

externally-oriented development under an authoritarian umbrella.

Taken together, these works depict the Marcos economy not as an unfortunate macro
shock but as the product of a specific technocratic-authoritarian configuration. Economic
historians and political scientists converge on several points: (1) the early-1970s growth
spurt was neither exceptional nor sustainable once global conditions worsened; (2)
technocrats” policy preferences—liberalization, external borrowing, export orientation—
were constrained and often distorted by crony monopolies, patronage politics, and the
First Lady’s spending; and (3) the crisis of the early 1980s revealed the limits of
technocratic insulation, as external creditors withdrew support and intra-elite fractures
widened. By linking macro outcomes to elite networks and international financial
institutions, this literature undercuts nostalgic depictions of a disciplined, competent

technocracy steering the economy, and instead situates Martial Law’s economic trajectory
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within a broader story of authoritarian state-building, rent-seeking, and long-run

developmental damage.

3. Memory, generational change, and the post-1986 struggle over
the past

A major strand of scholarship examines how collective memory of the Marcos regime has
evolved. Bautista (2022) argues that Marcos revisionism runs on a psychoanalytic
“fantasy” that gives supporters emotional satisfaction and shields them from the painful

truths of Martial Law. Factual rebuttals miss this deeper affective structure.

Dulay et al. (2023) show that students’ favorable perceptions of Marcos Sr. strongly
predict support for Marcos Jr., revealing the political consequences of memory gaps.
Tigno et al. (2024) deepen this insight by demonstrating that positive impressions of
Marcos Sr. crystallized much earlier —already widespread by the mid-1990s —suggesting

that nostalgia long predates digital disinformation.

Reyes (2018) and Masangkay and Del Mundo (2016) analyze history education and
textbook narratives, finding omissions, euphemisms, and a failure to convey the scale of
repression and economic decline. Novio (2023) and Abuso (2019) present ethnographic
and sociological perspectives highlighting ambivalence, trauma, silence, and selective

remembering in communities affected by Martial Law abuses. These works reveal that
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forgetfulness is not merely ignorance but often a product of unresolved trauma,

competing narratives, and social desire for stability.

Focusing on the extremely controversial burial of Ferdinand E. Marcos in the Libingan
ng Mga Bayani in 2022, some studies have further interrogated the emotional resonance
of authoritarian nostalgia. Martin (2019) examines how Marcos’s unburied corpse and
later hero’s burial function as symbolic and affective machinery in contemporary politics.
Serquifia (2019) analyzes the conjugal dictatorship to reveal how gender, spectacle, and
emotional performance sustained authoritarian rule. These works suggest that Marcosian
nostalgia persists not merely because of misinformation but because it satisfies deeper

desires for order, pride, and certainty.

4. Dynasties, elite competition, and the Marcos restoration

A cluster of works focuses on how the Marcos family successfully reentered politics
(indeed arguing that they never truly left the political stage). Ayson and Reyes (2023)
explain Marcos Jr.’s 2022 win as a product of declining faith in post-EDSA democracy.
His early presidency tries to rebrand Marcosian politics while distancing from his father’s
abuses, but structural defects of Philippine democracy limit this balancing act. Baquisal
and Arugay (2023), Teehankee (2023), and CENPEG (2022) trace how dynastic alliances—
especially the Marcos-Duterte axis—reshaped political competition. They argue that the

2022 victory was a culmination of long-term elite repositioning, not a sudden anomaly.
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Rivera (2022) synthesizes historical, institutional, and behavioral drivers behind the
family’s re-ascendance. These works collectively argue that dynastic resilience, weak
parties, and shallow post-EDSA reforms created an environment in which revisionism

could thrive.

5. Digital disinformation and platformized revisionism

One of the most rapidly expanding domains concerns the digital rehabilitation of the
Marcoses in the 21t century. Soriano and Gaw (2022) demonstrate how YouTube’s
algorithm creates “networked political brokerages” that elevate revisionist content.
Mendoza (2022), studying the use of TikTok in Ferdinand Marcos Jr.’s presidential
campaign in 2022, argues that disinformation operates as an organized political economy,
and not random misinformation but coordinated labor, capital, and strategy. Andrada et
al. (2023) assess how the Marcos family’s visual-verbal branding in news media and social

media works to reshape the public narrative about the dictatorship.

Mendoza et al. (2023) examined one of the stickiest myths online concerning the
Marcoses, the Tallano gold myth (the idea that the Marcoses became rich because they
came upon a rich hoard of gold previously owned by a mythical Tallano clan). Finally,
books such as Marcos Lies (Ariate et al. 2023) and False Nostalgia (Punongbayan 2023)
respond directly to this ecosystem by systematically debunking claims that proliferate

online.
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Melencio (2023) revisits how Marcos Sr. dismantled press freedom by shutting down
mainstream media and persecuting journalists, prompting the rise of the underground
“mosquito press,” which provided critical reporting despite repression. After 1986, this
democratic space briefly opened, but the advent of the internet enabled a new wave of
disinformation: digital influencers, ad agencies, and troll farms that rehabilitated the
Marcos image and prepared the ground for their political return. The piece traces a clear

line from dictatorship-era propaganda to today’s organized digital distortion.

The emerging consensus: disinformation is less a deviation from politics than a

continuation of Marcosian propaganda through 21st-century infrastructure.

6. Civil society, resistance, and the dynamics of oppositional
politics

Research on anti-dictatorship movements contextualizes the fall of Marcos and the
fragility of post-EDSA democracy. Thompson (2023) argues that the long-standing
“whiggish” narrative—that Filipino democracy steadily improved after Marcos—was
shattered by Duterte’s rise and then Marcos Jr.’s victory. He frames the Philippines as an
oligarchic democracy prone to recurring breakdowns, where elite dominance, political
violence, and mass poverty enable strongmen to re-emerge. But he also stresses agency:

strategic groups periodically resist executive overreach, producing cycles of collapse,
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restoration, and renewed decline. Duterte and Marcos Jr. are thus not anomalies but

outcomes of enduring structural weaknesses combined with opportunistic leadership.

Works in Martial Law in the Philippines: Lessons and Legacies (De Jesus and Baysic 2023) and
several essays in Marcos Era: A Reader (Abinales and Castafieda-Atanacio 2023) examine
how churches, student movements, human-rights organizations, and investigative
journalists opposed authoritarian rule. These analyses illuminate both the power and
limits of resistance, offering insight into why democratic institutions remained fragile

after 1986.

7. Cultural politics, representation, and Marcosian spectacle

Humanities-oriented studies explore Marcosian imagery, narrative control, and cultural
performance. Several ssays in Marcos Era: A Reader (Abinales and Castaneda-Abinales
2023) and Marcos Lies (Ariate et al. 2023) analyze propaganda films, architectural
spectacle (e.g., the CCP complex), beauty-pageant politics, and Imelda Marcos’s cultural

projects.

Hau (2019) shows how the Dovie Beams scandal —often dismissed as mere gossip—had
real political consequences. The public’s subversive laughter, the embarrassment of the
president, and the behind-the-scenes maneuvering all fed into anti-Marcos sentiment and
shaped perceptions of power within the conjugal dictatorship. Although Imelda Marcos’

major rise in power came with the declaration of Martial Law, the affair revealed how the
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“intimate” and “personal” shape political legitimacy and authority in authoritarian

regimes.

Schoop (2023) examines Zild Benitez’s song “Dekada 70” as a cultural intervention
against Marcos-era historical revisionism. Through musical analysis and ethnographic
work, the article shows how the song uses disco and Manila Sound references to critique
authoritarian nostalgia, dismantle “golden age” myths, and foreground cyclical patterns
of repression. The music becomes a narrative tool that counters attempts to sanitize the
dictatorship by reinscribing memory, emotion, and historical warning into sound and

performance.

Serquina (2019) analyzes digital images circulated during the 2016 elections that paired
Bongbong Marcos with Ferdinand Marcos, and Leni Robredo with Corazon Aquino.
These online “hauntings” mobilized the dead as political symbols—sanctifying allies,
vilifying opponents, and shaping voter perceptions. Social media enabled these spectral
juxtapositions to redefine political branding, influence electoral narratives, and disrupt

conventional ways of remembering the dictatorship and imagining political futures.

Lasco and Yu (2023) show that Marcos constructed a “drug menace” narrative that linked
drug use with activism, communism, and criminality, creating a single enemy that helped
justify martial law and a punitive drug regime. This discourse—co-produced by the

Church, academics, filmmakers, and NGOs—aligned with U.S. prohibitionist models and
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laid the groundwork for Southeast Asia’s later drug wars, including Duterte’s. It

demonstrates how drug policy becomes a tool for legitimizing authoritarianism.

Overall, these studies show how cultural artifacts reveal the contradictions of
authoritarian rule. These works help explain how the Marcoses cultivated charisma,

legitimacy, and a sense of grandeur that later became nostalgia fodder.

8. Historiography, archival reconstruction, and methodological

renewal

A final, meta-analytic set of works critiques Philippine scholarship itself. Aguilar (2019)
argues that academia historically failed to contest Marcosian narratives and urges
sustained archival work. Marcos Lies (Ariate et al. 2023) is exemplary in this regard,
mobilizing underused PCGG datasets, NMPC propaganda materials, digitized
diplomatic cables, and congressional transcripts. Essays in Marcos Era: A Reader (Abinales
and Castafieda-Atanacio 2023) and historical analyses in Marcos Martial Law: Never Again
(Robles 2016) likewise prioritize documentary reconstruction to counteract revisionism.

These works represent a methodological and archival turn in Martial Law studies.
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IV. Locating Philippine social science resistance in
Asia-Pacific

The Philippine scholarly response to Marcosian disinformation is part of a wider Asia—

Pacific pattern in which scholars confront authoritarian nostalgia and organized attempts

to sanitize illiberal pasts. Comparing the Philippines with Indonesia, South Korea,

Taiwan, India, and Japan shows both common mechanisms and distinct institutional

configurations.

In Indonesia, authoritarian nostalgia for Suharto’s New Order is now well documented.
Kimura et al. (2024) use survey data to show that positive re-evaluations of Suharto’s
regime are widespread and systematically associated with weaker support for
democratic norms and greater tolerance for illiberal leaders. Their article makes explicit
how memory of “orderly” authoritarianism is politicized in contemporary electoral
competition. Indonesian historians and social scientists have responded with extensive
documentation of the 1965-1966 killings, New Order repression, and its economic record,
but face a state that sometimes endorses softened narratives of the period. The Philippine
case parallels Indonesia in the centrality of nostalgia and platformized propaganda, yet
Filipino social scientists have leaned more heavily on hybrid methods linking
macroeconomic reconstruction, media analysis, and disinformation studies to confront

Marcosian myths.
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In South Korea, the memory of Park Chung-hee’s developmental dictatorship and later
military rule has likewise become a political battlefield. Yang (2021) analyzes how South
Korea’s New Right sought to “reconstruct conservative historical memory” by reframing
authoritarian rule as a necessary foundation for prosperity and downplaying state
violence in textbooks, museums, and public discourse. More recent work traces how Park
nostalgia resurfaces in debates about “incomplete fascism” and post-crisis politics
(Doucette 2025). South Korea differs from the Philippines in that formal truth
commissions and state memorialization around events like the Gwangju Uprising
provided relatively strong factual baselines; revisionism tends to contest, rather than
wholly fill, a vacuum. Philippine scholarship operates without a comparable truth-
commission infrastructure, so economists, historians, and political scientists have had to

perform both reconstructive and corrective roles simultaneously.

Taiwan presents a contrasting model where transitional justice has been explicitly
institutionalized. Studies of Taiwan’s White Terror document the evolution from partial
recognition of 1947’s 2-28 Incident to broader rehabilitation and compensation for
victims of Kuomintang authoritarian rule. Stolojan (2017) shows how compensation laws
from the mid-1990s and later draft acts formed the backbone of Taiwanese transitional
justice and collective memory. Chang-Liao and Chen (2019) highlight how the creation
of monuments and state-backed truth mechanisms—albeit belated —helped stabilize a

shared narrative of repression even as political actors now invoke a new “Green Terror”
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to relativize the KMT’s record. Compared with Taiwan, Philippine efforts are more
bottom-up: university-based studies of the Marcos economy, institutional histories, and
human-rights documentation, along with works such as Marcos Lies and False Nostalgia,

function as de facto truth-commission outputs without the state’s formal imprimatur.

In India, social science confronts a different configuration: the systematic rewriting of
pre-colonial, colonial, and post-colonial history to buttress Hindu nationalist ideology.
Visweswaran et al. (2009) details how the “Hindutva view of history” reworks school
textbooks to privilege a civilizational Hindu narrative and marginalize Muslim histories.
Truschke (2020) further shows how Hindu nationalists deploy historical claims—about
Mughal rule, violence, and identity —to justify exclusionary present-day politics. News
and investigative work also documents textbook revisions under the Modi government
that erase or downplay episodes such as Gandhi’s critique of Hindu nationalism and the
2002 Gujarat violence. Indian historians and social scientists respond through critical
historiography, textbook monitoring, and public scholarship. Their situation resembles
the Philippines in scale and intensity of digital harassment of scholars, but differs in that
the project is less about rehabilitating a single dictator than about refounding national

history around a majoritarian narrative.

In Japan, scholarship on textbook controversies and war memory has long examined how

nationalist actors attempt to soften or erase accounts of imperial aggression and wartime
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atrocities. Nozaki and Selden (2013) track repeated Ministry of Education interventions
and conservative campaigns to “tone down” descriptions of events such as the Nanjing
Massacre in school textbooks, provoking protests from China and South Korea. Cooley
(2003) likewise show how textbook debates and memory politics have become proxies
for unresolved questions of war responsibility and national identity. The Japanese case
prefigures the Philippine one in demonstrating how curricular control and denialism can
shape generations of students. What is new in the Philippine context is the added velocity
of YouTube, Facebook, and TikTok, which amplify revisionist messages far beyond the

classroom.

Taken together, these Asia—Pacific cases underscore three points that help situate

Philippine social-science resistance.

First, nostalgia is regionally pervasive but locally inflected. Kimura et al. (2024)
demonstrate that Indonesian nostalgia is tightly bound to Suharto’s image of stability; in
South Korea and Taiwan, longing for authoritarian periods is often tied to memories of
rapid growth; in India, as Visweswaran (2009) and Truschke (2020) show, it is embedded
in civilizational frames rather than a single regime. Philippine scholars confront a variant
anchored specifically in Marcosian claims about cheap commodities, discipline, and
technocratic competence, which they challenge by combining macroeconomic evidence,

institutional histories, and cultural analysis.
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Second, institutional scaffolding for memory varies sharply. Taiwan and South Korea’s
experiences show the importance of formal truth mechanisms and state-backed
memorialization in consolidating historical records, even as conservative backlash
persists. Japan demonstrates how even long-standing democratic institutions can coexist
with powerful revisionist currents in curriculum policy. The Philippines sits at the more
fragile end of this spectrum: lacking a truth commission or coherent state memory policy,
it relies disproportionately on universities, research centers, NGOs, and independent

media to generate and disseminate evidence about the Marcos years.

Third, digital infrastructures are now the decisive battleground across the region. Studies
of Indonesian, Indian, and Philippine politics converge in showing how social media
platforms facilitate the spread of revisionist narratives and targeted disinformation. In
the Philippine case, research on YouTube brokerage networks, TikTok campaigning, and
fabricated myths such as the Tallano gold hoard has been unusually systematic, mapping
how labor, capital, and platform logics sustain Marcos rehabilitation campaigns. This
makes the Philippines something of a bellwether for digital-era historical revisionism: a
context where the intensity of platformized propaganda has forced social scientists to

innovate quickly in method, collaboration, and public engagement.

Seen in this comparative light, Philippine social-science resistance is both typical and

distinctive. It is typical in confronting nostalgia, curriculum battles, and digital
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disinformation; distinctive in the degree to which non-state scholarly initiatives have
become the primary line of defense against an especially sophisticated authoritarian

myth-making project.

V. Playing catch-up: Toward more timely and

public-oriented social science scholarship

The recent wave of scholarship on the Marcos dictatorship represents an extraordinary
recovery of intellectual ground—but also one that emerges decades after narrative
distortion had already taken root. The Philippines” contemporary memory crisis did not
begin in the 2020s or even with the rise of social media. It traces back to institutional
failures after 1986: the absence of a robust truth commission, the slow reform of history
curricula, partial or stalled accountability processes, and the survival of patronage
networks that quietly rehabilitated the Marcos name. In this vacuum, the Marcoses and
their allies cultivated myth-making infrastructures long before academic research re-

engaged the period with systematic rigor.

Digital platforms accelerated this asymmetry. By the early 2010s, YouTube channels,
Facebook meme factories, shadow advertising firms, and coordinated influencer
networks had already normalized “golden age” and other Marcosian tropes. Revisionist
videos accumulated millions of views at a pace unmatched by academic publishing

cycles. Troll farms and PR agencies—funded by political and commercial actors—
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functioned as real-time producers of alternative history. In contrast, social science
research proceeded through slower, traditional routes: archival work requiring years of
collection and interpretation; quantitative projects dependent on data cleaning, peer
review, and publication lags; and ethnographic and humanities research that necessitated
deep, time-intensive fieldwork. The result is a structural mismatch between the velocity

of disinformation and the long-form temporality of scholarship.

This temporal disadvantage matters: authoritarian nostalgia thrives when scholars are
absent from public debate, when textbooks offer silence or euphemism, and when media
ecosystems reward spectacle over evidence. Even high-quality research produced in the
mid-2010s arrived long after revisionist content had saturated digital platforms and
influenced a generation of Filipinos. The political consequences are now unmistakable:
widespread misperceptions of economic performance, downplayed accounts of
repression, valorized images of “discipline,” and the belief that post-EDSA democracy

failed while dictatorship delivered order and prosperity.

Yet Filipino social sciences have begun to respond with impressive force. Newly digitized
archives, statistical reconstructions of the economy, systematic documentation of human-
rights abuses, network analyses of disinformation labor, and media studies of Marcosian
spectacle all demonstrate how rigorous empirical work can correct, contextualize, and

complicate the narratives that circulate online. Humanities scholars have traced the
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emotional architectures of authoritarian nostalgia, while political scientists have mapped
dynastic alliances and democratic erosion. Economists have revisited long-run growth
paths and consequences of the 1984—1985 recession; sociologists and anthropologists have
re-centered memory, trauma, and intergenerational transmission; and communication
scholars have exposed the commercial and algorithmic logics of platformized

propaganda.

These interventions show that social sciences are not merely repositories of evidence—
they are counter-institutions capable of rebuilding the public’s capacity to understand
the past. But for this potential to be realized, scholarship must evolve beyond its

traditional structures. Three directions become clear.

First, timeliness: Scholars must track emerging narratives early, identify myth-making
patterns before they crystallize, and produce analysis quickly enough to intervene in
public debates. This requires flexible, interdisciplinary research designs, collaborative

datasets, and open-access dissemination.

Second, public orientation: Academic findings must reach beyond conferences and
journals through clear writing, multimedia storytelling, and deeper partnerships with
educators, journalists, artists, and civic groups. The success of some recent books,
working papers, explainers, and digital collaborations shows that when evidence is made

accessible, it can shape public understanding.
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Third, institutional reform: Universities and research centers must recognize that
confronting disinformation is a core scholarly commitment, not an optional extension
activity. Incentive systems—promotion, evaluation, funding—should value public

scholarship, timely output, and collaborative, cross-disciplinary work.

Related to this, there is a strong argument for state-backed memorialization to better
anchor factual memory even amid political contestation. South Korea’s Gwangju
museums and Taiwan’s White Terror memorials provide stable institutional reference
points that educators, journalists, and scholars can rely on when revisionist narratives
circulate. The Philippines lacks this foundation, unfortunately. The Human Rights
Violations Victims” Memorial Commission (HRVVMC)—mandated under RA 10368 to
build a national memorial, museum, and archive —remains underfunded and politically
sidelined. Its flagship Martial Law Museum, announced years ago, has been repeatedly
delayed since 2022, leaving the country without a permanent institution dedicated to
documenting the dictatorship’s abuses. In practice, this forces universities, NGOs, and
independent scholars to shoulder tasks that should be part of state-led transitional justice.
In a regional landscape where other democracies have built truth infrastructures to
protect historical memory, the Philippines’ institutional vacuum deepens its vulnerability
to Marcosian disinformation. Strengthening the HRVVMC and completing the Martial

Law Museum are not symbolic gestures —they are essential democratic investments that
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would give empirical work a durable home and help ensure that evidence can compete

with nostalgia in the long run.

All in all, the challenge is not simply to produce knowledge faster, but to reshape the
temporal and communicative infrastructures of scholarship so that expertise meets
disinformation at the same speed and scale. Playing catch-up is no longer sustainable. If
truth is to have a fighting chance, the social sciences must operate with the urgency and

visibility that the political moment demands.

VI. Conclusion

The struggle over the memory of the Marcos dictatorship is not an isolated Philippine
phenomenon. It reflects a wider global crisis in which authoritarian figures weaponize
nostalgia, recalibrate national narratives, and manipulate affect to legitimize new forms
of illiberal politics. Across the Indo-Pacific and the Global South, similar patterns recur:
selective remembrance of economic booms, minimization of human-rights abuses,
glorification of order and discipline, and the strategic revival of strongman imagery to
address contemporary frustrations with inequality, corruption, and democratic gridlock.

In this sense, the Marcos case is both deeply local and unmistakably global.

Within this landscape, Filipino social sciences have emerged as critical defenders of

democratic memory. As the earlier sections demonstrate, scholars across fields have
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reconstructed the dictatorship’s institutional foundations, debunked its economic myths,
traced its coercive machinery, and documented the emotional and cultural mechanisms
through which authoritarianism endures. Interdisciplinary work —spanning data-driven
macroeconomic reassessments, ethnographies of political trauma, media studies of
spectacle, and archival reconstructions —now forms the most robust and comprehensive

account of Martial Law since the democratic transition.

These contributions matter not only for historical accuracy but for political possibility.
Authoritarian myths endure because they offer psychological refuge amid present-day
frustrations. They survive because they fold complex histories into accessible stories that
resonate emotionally and aesthetically. Countering them therefore requires more than
fact-checking; it requires a renewed scholarly imagination that integrates evidence with
narrative power, structural analysis with emotional insight, and national histories with

global comparisons.

To defend democratic life, the social sciences must confront the past as both a site of truth
and a terrain of contestation. Reclaiming historical memory demands decolonized
approaches that challenge inherited hierarchies of knowledge; interdisciplinary
collaboration that bridges humanities, economics, political science, and communication
studies; and South-South scholarly exchange that recognizes shared experiences of

authoritarianism, propaganda, and democratic fragility.
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The task ahead is large but necessary. Rigorous scholarship can illuminate what
propaganda obscures, reconnect public narratives to empirical realities, and expose the
political economies that sustain revisionism. But the long-term defense of truth requires
that these scholarly interventions shape conversations earlier, circulate more widely, and

embed themselves more deeply in educational and civic institutions.

The struggle against authoritarian historical myths is ultimately a struggle over what
kinds of futures societies can imagine. Democracies falter when collective memory
collapses, when the past is sanitized, and when strongmen appear as saviors rather than
architects of crisis. In responding to these challenges, Filipino social sciences reaffirm
their most essential democratic function: not simply documenting what happened, but

ensuring that the country retains the capacity to remember, interpret, and learn from it.
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