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Coding Regionalist Parties’ Ideological Positions 
 
 
Definition and label 
Following De Winter, we define regionalist parties on the basis of their ideology, as those 
parties whose primary concern is the achievement of some kind of territorial self-government 
(De Winter, 1998, p. 204-205). As pointed out by other scholars, although the definition is 
based on ideology, it also entails a territorial characterisation: regionalist parties are only 
present, as organizations or in terms of electoral activity, in a specific territory of the state 
(Tursan, 1998, p. 5; Gomez-Reino, 2008). In other words, ‘regionalist’ parties are also 
‘regional’ (‘non statewide’) or, more precisely, they are a sub-set of regional parties.1 In 
common with most regional parties they also have an ambition to administer regional powers 
and resources in the exclusive interest the region (Gomez-Reino et al., 2006, p. 258). We 
adopt the label ‘regionalist’ following previous authoritative studies (De Winter and Tursan, 
1998; Jolly, 2007; Deschouwer, 2009). 
 
 
How we coded ideological positions 
In order to identify regionalist parties and to be able to classify them according to their 
ideology we proceeded in several steps. First, we collected regional vote shares for regional 
and national elections in all West European countries. In a second step we gathered 
information that allowed us to classify the party as ‘regionalist’ according to the adopted 
definition (De Winter, 1998: 204-205).2 This information was also used to code party 
positioning along the core (centre-periphery) dimension, as per Table A3 (below). We found 
128 regionalist parties in Western European states. In a third step, we coded the party along 
the left-right dimension (see Table A2). We were able to code 117 Western European 
regionalist parties along the left-right dimension. In a final step, we coded the party on its 
position on the European integration dimension (see Table A1). We were able to code 67 
regionalist parties in seven Western European states along the European integration 
dimension. Information on positioning along the European integration dimension was, by far, 
the most difficult to find. Table A4 lists these 67 parties, their ideology scores, and their core 
region. Below we list secondary and primary sources that we consulted for our coding.  
 
 
  

 
1 For instance, while all Belgian parties are ‘regional’, Deschouwer distinguishes ‘regionalist’ parties from all 
the others using the same definition and terminology as those used in this article (Deschouwer, 2009). 
2 This step in the selection process has led to the exclusion of 11 ethnic (non-regionalist) parties. Some parties 
do not demand decentralization for a particular region but rather claim specific (ethnic) group rights, for 
example, the right to communicate in one’s native language which is not recognised as an official state 
language. We prefer to label these parties as ‘ethnic’ and we do not consider them to be regionalist. Some 
examples are the Karnter Wahlgemeinschaft (KWG) and the Karntner Einheitsliste (KEL) (Kärnten); the 
Slesvigske parti - Schleswigsche Partei (SP; Sonderjyllands); the Svenska Folkepartiet (SFP; several Finish 
mainland regions and Åland); the Unione Slovena (US; Friuli-Venezia Giulia) and the Ladin parties in South 
Tyrol: Ladins (Ladins), Moviment Politich Ladins (MPL), and Unione Autonomista Ladina (UAL). 
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Table A1. Coding scheme for regionalist parties’ positions on European integration. 

Nominal Ordinal Coding criteria 

Eurosceptic (0) 

Rejectionist (1) The party is against EEC/EU membership 

Revisionist (2) The party is against the status quo and in favor of 
returning to previous stages of (less) integration 

Minimalist (3) The party accepts the status quo but resists 
further integration  

Europhile (1) 

Pragmatic integrationist (4) 
The party is not active in pushing for further 
integration but, if new treaties are agreed upon, 
it supports them 

Supportive integrationist (5) 
The party actively tries to favor further 
integration, but it is against the creation of a 
European federal state 

Federalist (6) The party supports the creation of a European 
federal state 

Source: Authors’ adaptation from Flood, Christopher (2002) ‘Euroscepticism: A Problematic 
Concept’, paper presented at UACES 32nd Annual Conference and 7th Research Conference, 
Queen's University Belfast. 
 
 
Table A2. Coding scheme for regionalist parties’ positions on the left-right dimension. 

Nominal Ordinal Coding criteria 

Left (0) 
Radical left (1) Anti-capitalist parties 
Mainstream left (2) Social-democratic and green parties 
Centre left (3) ‘Broad church’ parties leaning towards the left 

Right (1) 
Centre right (4) ‘Broad church’ parties leaning towards the right 
Mainstream right (5) Conservative or liberal-conservative parties 
Radical right (6) Anti-tax and xenophobic parties 

Source: Massetti, Emanuele and Arjan H. Schakel (2015) ‘From Class to Region: How 
Regionalist Parties Link (and Subsume) Left-Right Positioning with Centre-Periphery Politics,’ 
Party Politics 21(6): 866-886.  
 
 
Table A3. Coding scheme for regionalist parties’ positions on the centre-periphery dimension.  

Nominal Ordinal Coding criteria 

Autonomist (0) 

Protectionist (1) Party demands regional autonomy to protect language 
and/or culture 

Moderate (2) 
Party demands competences that go beyond the mere 
protection of regional language/culture but fall short of 
federal arrangements 

Federalists (3) Party demands a maximum level of regional self-
government including fiscal powers 

Secessionist (1) 
Ambiguous (4) Party is ambiguous about whether it seeks self-government 

within the state or aims to break away from the state 
Separationist (5) Party is openly and clearly secessionist  

Source: Massetti, Emanuele and Arjan H. Schakel (2016) ‘Between Autonomy and Secession: 
Decentralization and Regionalist Party Ideological Radicalism,’ Party Politics 22(1): 59-79.  
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Ideological Position Scores for 67 Regionalist Parties 
 
Table A4. Ideological position scores for 67 regionalist parties.  

Country Region Party EU CP LR 
0-1 1-6 0-1 1-6 

Belgium Brussels FDF/DéFI 1 6 0 4 
Belgium Flanders NVA 0.5 3.5 1 5 
Belgium Flanders VB 0 2 1 6 
Belgium Flanders VU 1 5.2 0.6 3.8 
Belgium German community ProDG 1 4.8 0 4 
Belgium Walloon RW/RWF 1 4.6 0.6 2 
Belgium Walloon WDA 0 2 1 6 
France Alsace ADA 0 2 0 6 
France Bretagne PB 1 6 1 3 
France Bretagne UDB 0.8 4.3 0 1.8 
France Corsica ACNC 0 2 1 1 
France Corsica AMN 0 2 1 1 
France Corsica CL 0 2 1 2 
France Corsica CN 0 2 1 2 
France Corsica FaC 1 4 0 3 
France Corsica PNC 1 4 0 3 
France Corsica UPC 1 5.7 0 3 
France ‘Occitania’ PO 0 2 0 6 
France Rhone-Alpes LS 0 1 1 6 
France Rhone-Alpes MRS 0 1 1 6 

Germany Bayern BP 0.7 4 1 5 
Germany ‘East Germany’ PDS 0 2 0 1.4 
Germany Niedersachsen DFr 1 5 1 3 
Germany Schleswig-Holstein SSW 1 5 0 2.6 

Italy Bolzano-Bozen DF 0 2 1 6 
Italy Bolzano-Bozen SVP 1 5.1 0 4.2 
Italy Bolzano-Bozen UfS 0.3 3.3 1 5.5 
Italy ‘Padania’ LN 0.8 3.7 0 5.4 
Italy Sardinia PSd'Az 1 5.5 0.8 3.2 
Italy Trento PPTT/PATT 1 5.6 0 4.2 
Italy Aosta Valley UVA 1 5.4 0 4.4 

Spain Andalucia PA 1 5.2 0 2 
Spain Aragon CHA 0.7 4.8 0 2 
Spain Aragon PAR 1 4.6 0 4.6 
Spain Baleares UM 1 4.8 0 4.3 
Spain Basque country Ar 0 2 1 1 
Spain Basque country EA 0.6 4.6 1 2.4 
Spain Basque country EH Bildu 0 2.5 1 2 
Spain Basque country HB 0 1 1 1 
Spain Basque country PNV 1 4.8 0.455 4.3 
Spain Canary islands ANC 0 2 1 2 
Spain Canary islands APCa 0 2 1 2 
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Spain Canary islands CC 1 4.4 0 4 
Spain Catalonia CiU/PDeCAT 1 5.2 0.4 4 
Spain Catalonia CUP 0 1.3 1 1 
Spain Catalonia ERC 0.6 4.8 1 2.3 
Spain Cantabria PRC 1 4.6 0 3.5 
Spain Galicia Anova 0 2 0 2 
Spain Galicia BNG 0.1 2 1 1.8 
Spain Galicia CG 1 5 0 4 
Spain Galicia CxG 1 5 0 3 
Spain Galicia PG 1 5 0 4 
Spain Navarra CDN 1 5.2 0 4 
Spain Navarra UPN 1 5 0 4.6 
Spain La Rioja PR 1 5.4 0 4 
Spain Valencia BNV 0.7 3.8 0 2.3 
Spain Valencia UV 1 4.8 0 5 

Sweden Skane SP 0 3 0 6 
United Kingdom Northern Ireland DUP 0 1 0 6 
United Kingdom Northern Ireland SDLP 1 4.8 1 2 
United Kingdom Northern Ireland SF 0 1.6 1 1 
United Kingdom Scotland SG 0.4 3.2 1 2 
United Kingdom Scotland SNP 0.3 2.5 1 2.7 
United Kingdom South West MK 0.6 3.2 0 2.5 
United Kingdom Wales PC 0.5 3.3 0.8 2.3 
United Kingdom North East NEP 0 2 0 3 
United Kingdom Yorkshire and the Humber YP 0 2 0 3 

Notes: Shown are average ideology scores. EU = positioning on the European integration 
dimension; CP = positioning on the centre-periphery dimension; LR = positioning on the left-
right dimension. Tables A1, A2, and A3 provide details on the 0-1 and 1-6 scores.  
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Primary sources (party manifestos) 
 

 Election manifesto 
Party Regional National  European  
BNG 1996-2016 2004-2019 2009-2019 

BNV-Compromis 2015 2019 2014-2019 
CC 2011-2019 2011-2019 2014 

CHA 1999-2019   
CiU-PDeCAT 1988-2017 1993-2019  

CxG 2016   
CUP 2012-2017 2015-2019  
DF 1993-2018   

DUP 1998-2017 1997-2019 2004-2019 
EA 1994-2009 1993-2008  

EH-Bildu 2016 2015 2019 
ERC 1980-2017 1989-2019 1994-2019 

FDF-DeFi 2014-2019 2014-2019 2014-2019 
LN  1992-2013 1994-2014 

NEP  2015-2019  
NVA 2009-2019 2010-2019 2014-2019 
PAR 1999-2019   
PC 1999-2016 1983-2019 1989-2019 

PNV 1994-2019 1989-2016  
PR 1999-2015   

PRC 1995-2019 2019  
Pro-DG 2014-2019  2019 

RWF 2014   
SDLP 1998-2016 1997-2019 2004-2019 

SF 1998-2017 1997-2019 2004-2019 
SG 1999-2016 2001-2019  

SNP 1999-2016 1974-2019 1989-2019 
SVP 2003-2018   

UfS-STF 1998-2018   
VB 2009-2019 2010-2019 2014-2019 
YP  2017-2019  

 
 
 
Other primary sources 
The coding has been also conducted on the basis of other primary sources such as party 
documents (besides election manifestos), speeches by the party leadership and newspaper 
articles. A full list of other primary sources can be obtained upon request.  
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Primary sources (websites) 
 

Party name Party website address 
ANOVA http://anova-galiza.org/ 
Alsace d'Abord http://www.alsacedabord.org/ 
Accolta Naziunale Corsa http://www.anc-corsica.com/ 
A Manca Naziunale – A Manca http://www.a-manca.net/ 
Aralar http://www.aralar.net/eu 
Bayernpartei http://landesverband.bayernpartei.de/ 
Bloque Nacionalista Galego https://www.bng.gal/ 
Candidatura d’Unitat Popular http://cup.cat/ 
Chunta Aragonesista http://www.chunta.com/ 
Coalición Canaria http://www.coalicioncanaria.org/web_2010/index.php 
Partido Galeguista - Coalicion Galega - Compromiso por 
Galicia 

http://novaweb.compromiso.gal/ 

Corsica Libera https://corsicalibera.corsica/ 
Corsica Nazione http://www.corsica-nazione.com/ 
Convergencia i Unió – Partit Democrata Europeo Catala http://www.ciu.cat/ - https://twitter.com/Pdemocratacat 
Democratic Unionist Party https://mydup.com/ 
Die Freiheitlichen http://www.die-freiheitlichen.com/ 
Die Friesen http://www.die-friesen.eu/ 
Eusko Alkartasuna http://www.euskoalkartasuna.org/es/?l=es&l=es 
Equerra Republicana de Catalunya http://www.esquerra.cat/ 
Femu a Corsica https://www.femuacorsica.corsica/fr/ 
Front Democratique des Francophones http://fdf.be/ - https://defi.eu/  
Lega Nord http://www.leganord.org/ 
Ligue Savoisienne http://notre.savoie.free.fr/ 
Mebyon Kernow https://www.mebyonkernow.org/ 
Mouvement Region Svoie http://www.regionsavoie.org/ 
Nieuw Vlaamse Alliantie http://www.n-va.be/ 
North East Party http://thenortheastparty.com/index.html 
Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus https://www.die-linke.de/start/ 
Parti Breton https://partibreton.bzh/ 
Partido Andalucista http://partidoandalucista.org/ 
Partido Aragonés http://www.partidoaragones.es/proyectos/Autogobierno.htm 
Partido Nacionalista Vasco http://eaj-pnv.eu/esp/index.php 
Partito Autonomista Trentino Tirolese http://www.patt.tn.it/ 
Partito Sardo d‘Azione http://www.psdaz.net/ 
Partido Riojano http://www.partidoriojano.es/ 
Partido Regionalista de Cantabria http://www.prc.es/ 
Partit Occitan http://partitoccitan.org/ 
Plaid Cymru http://www.partyofwales.org/?force=1 
Pro duetschsprachige Gemeinschaft http://www.prodg.be/de/aktuelles 
Rassamblement Wallon – Rassemblement Wallonie 
France 

http://www.rassemblementwallon.be/ - http://www.rwf.be/ 

Scottish Greens http://www.scottishgreens.org.uk/uploaded/Holyrood2007.pdf 
Scottish National Party http://www.snp.org/ 
Skånepartiet http://www.skanepartiet.org/ 
Sinn Fein https://www.sinnfein.ie/ 
Social Democratic and Labour Party https://www.sdlp.ie/ 
Südtiroler Volkspartei http://www.svp.eu/de/ 
Südschleswigschen Wählerverbandes https://www.ssw.de/en/themen/wir-brauchen-einen-frischen-wind-in-europa 
Union Democratique Bretonne http://www.udb-bzh.net/ 
Unió Mallorquina http://www.uniomallorquina.info/ 
Union del Pueblo Navarro http://www.upn.org/ 
Unione di u Populu Corsu – Partitu di a naziune corsa http://www.p-n-c.eu/  
Union für Südtirol - Südtiroler Freiheit http://www.buergerunion.st/ - http://www.suedtiroler-freiheit.com/ 
Unió Valencia http://www.uniovalenciana.org/ 
Union Valdôtaine http://www.unionvaldotaine.org/homepage.asp 
Vlaams Belang http://www.vlaamsbelang.be/ 
Yorkshire Party https://www.yorkshireparty.org.uk/ 

 
 

  



 11 

Validation of Regionalist Parties’ Ideological Positions 
 
We validate our expert coding against two expert survey datasets that measure party 
support/opposition to European integration, positioning on the left-right dimension, and 
party support/opposition towards political decentralization. The two expert surveys are the 
Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) and the Ethnonationalism in Party Competition (EPAC) 
dataset. The validation analyses (see below) reveal that our coding is strongly supported by 
the two expert surveys regarding the left-right dimension, but the two expert surveys do not 
differentiate between autonomist and secessionist regionalist parties as we do in our coding 
(see Tables A5 and A7). The validation analyses regarding the European integration dimension 
reveals some cases for which our coding significantly diverges from the expert evaluation in 
the CHES or EPAC. We discuss these cases in detail and provide evidence from primary and 
secondary sources that support our coding.  
 
Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) 
Bakker, Ryan, Erica Edwards, Liesbet Hooghe, Seth Jolly, Jelle Koedam, Filip Kostelka, Gary 

Marks, Jonathan Polk, Jan Rovny, Gijs Schumacher, Marco Steenbergen, Milada 
Vachudova, and Marko Zilovic. 2015. “1999 � 2014 Chapel Hill Expert Survey Trend File.” 
Version 1.13 Available on chesdata.eu. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill. 

Bakker, Ryan, Liesbet Hooghe, Seth Jolly, Gary Marks, Jonathan Polk, Jan Rovny, Marco 
Steenbergen, and Milada Vachudova. 2020. “2019 Chapel Hill Expert Survey.” Version 
2019.1. Available on chesdata.eu. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

 
Ethnonationalism in Party Competition (EPAC) 
Szöcsik, Edina and Christina I. Zuber (2015) ‘EPAC – a new dataset on ethnonationalism in 

party competition in 22 European democracies,’ Party Politics 21(1): 153–160. 
Zuber, Christina I. and Edina Szöcsik (2018) ‘The Second Edition of the EPAC Expert Survey on 

Ethnonationalism in Party Competition. Testing for Validity and Reliability,’ Regional & 
Federal Studies. DOI: 10.1080/13597566.2018.1512975 

 
 
The Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) 
 
We use the following three variables from the CHES dataset to compare to our ideology 
scores.  
 
EU_position = overall orientation of the party leadership towards European integration. 
Scores range from 1 = Strongly opposed; 2 = Opposed; 3 = Somewhat opposed; 4 = Neutral; 5 
= Somewhat in favor; 6 = In favor; to 7 = Strongly in favor.  
 
lrgen = position of the party in terms of its overall ideological stance. Scores range from 0 = 
Extreme left through 5 = Center to 10 = Extreme right.  
 
regions = position on political decentralization to regions/localities. Scores range from 0 = 
Strongly favors political decentralization to 10 = Strongly opposes political decentralization.  
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In total we can compare 82 scores for 26 parties for the period between 1996 and 2019 for 
positions on the European integration and left-right dimension and 51 scores for 20 parties 
for the period between 2003 and 2019. Table A5 reports Pearson correlations between the 
scores.  
 
Table A5. Comparison to CHES dataset. 

Our dataset 
CHES dataset 

EU_position lrgen regions N 
EU integration dummy (0-1) 0.52*   82 
EU integration position (1-6) 0.60*   82 
Left-right dummy (0-1)  0.82*  82 
Left-right position (1-6)  0.92*  82 
Centre-periphery dummy (0-1)   -0.24 51 
Centre-periphery position (1-5)   -0.05 51 

Notes: * p < 0.01. Shown are Pearson correlation coefficients.  
 
The Pearson correlation between our ideological position scores and those of the CHES (2019) 
are very satisfactory for the left-right dimension. Our ideological position scores are positively 
but not very strongly correlated to those of the CHES regarding the EU integration dimension. 
And our ideological position scores are not correlated to those of the CHES regarding the 
centre-periphery dimension.  
 
The latter result can be attributed to two reasons First, the CHES dataset covers the whole 
centre-periphery dimension, from parties strongly in favor of centralization to parties strongly 
in favor of decentralization. In contrast, our focus is on regionalist parties and we distinguish 
between different positions within the ‘periphery’ side of the dimension. Secondly, our coding 
identifies specific positions – such as ‘protectionist’, ‘federalist’ or ‘secessionist’ – that 
correspond to different levels of transfer of powers from the centre to the region. In contrast, 
CHES measures how strongly a party supports or opposes an unspecified level of political 
decentralization.  
 
A Pearson correlation of 0.60 indicates that our European integration ideological position 
scores are positively and moderately correlated to EU_position of the CHES. Zooming into 
particular parties provides further insight into when and why the scores differ. We have 
rescaled EU_position and EU integration position scores so that they vary between 0 (strongly 
opposing) and 1 (strongly supporting). To identify deviant cases, we have calculated absolute 
differences between the scores. Table A6 list 12 cases that have a difference score of 0.31 to 
the highest score of 0.50 (on a scale that ranges from 0 = no different scores to 1.0 = 
completely different scores).  
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Table A6. Twelve deviant cases in relation to the CHES dataset.  

Country Party 
Expert Election EU_position 

(CHES) 
Election EU position 

year national regional national (1-6) 

Italy 
LN 2014 2013 1.14 2013 2013 4 
SVP 1999 1996 4.80 1998 1996 6 

Spain 

BNG 1999 1996 4.73 1997 1996 2 
BNG 2010 2008 4.82 2009 2008 2 
BNG 2014 2011 5.00 2012 2011 2 
BNG 2019  5.55 2016 2016 2 
EA 2014 2011 6.38 2012 2011 3 
EHB 2019  4.50 2016 2015 2 
ERC 1999 1996 4.50 1999 1996 6 
ERC 2006 2004 4.46 2003 2000 6 

United 
Kingdom 

SNP 2014 2010 6.29 2011 2010 3 
SNP 2019  6.56 2016 2015 3 

Note: The CHES (2019) dataset does not include national election years. 
 
 
Lega Nord (LN) (2014) 
A difference in the year of evaluation can explain the deviance between the assessments. The 
CHESS survey was held in 2014 and our score pertains to (election year) 2013. Even if it is only 
one year of difference, that year is crucial because the LN has radically changed its position in 
2014 (with the new leader Matteo Salvini). Our Europhile score (4) for 2013 is based on the 
position expressed in the 2013 general election manifesto. Although the party had adopted a 
critical discourse (especially on austerity and EU bureaucracy) and was not very keen in 
pushing for further integration, it clearly stated that it was favorable to further economic 
integration, such as banking and fiscal union, and even political integration, such as more 
powers to the European Parliament and direct election of the President of the Commission 
(Lega Nord, 2013 election manifesto, p. 3).  

In 2014, with Salvini’s new leadership, the position was radically different. The content 
of the 2014 European election manifesto indicates a score of ‘2’ (‘revisionist’) in our coding 
scale, as the party is against the EMU and proposes to re-establish the supremacy of states’ 
sovereignty over EU law (Lega Nord, 2014 European election manifesto, p. 5). This dramatic 
change is part of a transformation of the party (from regionalist to state-wide and statist), 
which has led us to drop the LN from the regionalist party dataset from the year 2018 (when 
the party transformation was completed) onwards. 
 
Südtiroler Volkspartei (SVP) (1999) 
The CHES experts evaluate the SVP in 1999 as mildly Europhile (‘4.8’). The Basic Program of 
the SVP, in the revised version adopted in 1993, states that: “A major goal is the creation of a 
multi-lingual, federalist Tyrol Euro-region within the framework of a European federal system” 
(SVP Basic Program, 1993. Italics added by authors). This qualifies the party for a maximum 
Europhile score (‘6’) in our coding scheme. As reported in a secondary source, a party 
document adopted in 2002 stated that the party would “actively work with and do its part to 
realize the collective European aims and ideals” (Pallaver, 2006: 169). There is solid evidence 
that indicates that the SVP was strongly Europhile between 1993 and 2002. 
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Bloque Nacionalista Callego (BNG) (1999-2019) 
Both secondary and primary sources point out that the CHES scores for the period 1999-2019, 
which represent this party as moving from mild (‘4.7’ in 1999) to solid Europhile positions 
(‘5.5’ in 2019), do not properly reflect the party’s actual positions. A well-known expert of the 
BNG considers the party as ‘Eurosceptic’ from its birth up to 1999, and ‘soft Eurosceptic’ from 
1999 onwards (Gomez-Reino, 2006: 184-185). From the 2009 European elections, the BNG 
has formed coalitions with other Eurosceptic regionalist parties in Spain. In an international 
event organized by EH-Bildu in March 2014, in which various leftist-Eurosceptic parties were 
present (including Syriza, Die Linke and the Portuguese Left Block), leading figures of both EH-
Bildu and the BNG strongly criticized the EU for imposing austerity policies and violating the 
democratic sovereignty of European peoples (Galicia24oras, 03/03/2014: 
http://galicia24horas.es/2014/03/03/el-bng-afirma-en-un-foro-de-bildu-que-la-union-
europea-ya-no-es-transformable/).   

BNG’s 2014 European election manifesto denounces the neo-liberal and anti-
democratic nature of the EU, accusing it of fomenting all sort of discriminations. The 
manifesto refers to the party’s past positions, in a view to highlight its long-term and 
consistent Euroscepticism: it retraces its opposition to the Common Market in the 1980s, its 
criticism of the Maastricht Treaty in the early 1990s and its opposition to the Constitutional 
Treaty in the mid-2000s (BNG, “Heart in Galicia, Future in the land: Rebel for your rights!”, 
2014 European election manifesto, p. 3-4). It also states clearly that “it is necessary to get out 
of the monetary union and the single market” (BNG, “Heart in Galicia, Future in the land: 
Rebel for your rights!”, 2014 European election manifesto, p. 19).  

The 2019 European election manifesto is also full of criticism of the EU, adopting a 
clearly revisionist position (a score of ‘2’ on our measurement): “…the European Union acts 
as a legal-political structure at the service of big capital, contrary to the interests of the 
popular classes, driving policies of “austerity” to cut social rights and with a marked 
imperialist character, as the Catalan example has shown… The BNG will work on the 
construction path of an international model of cooperation, based on respect for the 
sovereignty of nations and peoples, fair and mutually beneficial economic relations and the 
defense of democracy.” (BNG, “Galicia in Europe: With its own voice”, 2019 European election 
manifesto). The manifesto goes on with more targeted ‘revisionist’ propositions, including 
partial disintegration of the Common Agricultural Policy and the Common Fishery Policy, on 
monetary policy and fiscal control by EU institutions, as well as total opposition to the idea of 
an EU army and to the commodification of higher education instigated by the Bologna process 
(ibid, p. 11-15). 
 
Eusko Alkartasuna (EA) (2014) 
This party has a strongly Europhile tradition (De Winter, 2001) and the CHES experts evaluate 
the EA as in favor for European integration (a score of ‘6.4’ out of a maximum of 7). However, 
in 2005, it campaigned against the ratification of the EU Constitutional Treaty (Acha, 2006: 
81). That is why we coded the party as Eurosceptic (‘minimalist’ – score ‘3’) from 2004. Since 
then, the party has not changed its position and its interest in European integration appeared 
to be focused exclusively on the potential benefits that would derive to the Basque Country 
from being an independent member-state (EA, 2008, “The Benefits of Being a Small State in 
the EU”). By 2012 the party had merged in EH-Bildu, which is an even more Eurosceptic party 
(see below).  
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Euskal Herria Bildu (EH-Bildu) (2019) 
The CHES experts indicate that EH-Bildu positions itself in between being neutral to somewhat 
in favor of European integration (score of ‘4,5’). However, the party has always been 
outspokenly Eurosceptic. EH-Bildu, as the main heir of the political tradition of the Basque 
nationalist left (Gomez and Cabeza, 2013), was born as a Eurosceptic party. Differently from 
the earliest parties of the Basque nationalist left, which were ‘rejectionist’ (such as Herri 
Batasuna - HB), EH-Bildu has always kept a revisionist position (a score of ‘2’ on our 
measurement). As mentioned above, it organized an international event organized in March 
2014, in which various leftist-Eurosceptic parties were present (including Syriza, Die Linke and 
the Portuguese Left Block). In this event leading figures of both EH-Bildu and the BNG strongly 
criticized the EU for imposing austerity policies and violating the democratic sovereignty of 
European peoples (Galicia24oras, 03/03/2014: http://galicia24horas.es/2014/03/03/el-bng-
afirma-en-un-foro-de-bildu-que-la-union-europea-ya-no-es-transformable/).   

In the campaign for the 2014 European election, EH-Bildu repeated its opposition to the 
neo-liberal drive underlying European integration, although it stressed more the disregard of 
the EU for nations –such as the Basque Country, Catalonia and Scotland– that were trying to 
obtain their own independent state within the EU framework (El Mundo, 03/05/2014: 
https://www.elmundo.es/paisvasco/2014/05/03/5364c3cde2704e57078b4572.html). 

In the 2019 European election manifesto, it states that: “The European Union mutilates 
the sovereignty of peoples and citizens: the institutions of the EU offer neither answers to the 
rights of the people nor policies that address their needs” (EH-Bildu, 2019, “Heuskal Herria 
Bildu in front of European elections: Criticism, Alternatives and Initiatives”, 2019 European 
election manifesto, p. 2). It then goes on: “The EU has privatized democracy… the regime of 
economic governance established in 2011 has denied sovereignty over economic decisions… 
The EU boosts a ‘Casino economy’… The European Union is destroying the rights and the 
social achievements of citizens… The EU is destroying biodiversity… We want to overcome the 
European Union’s political and institutional structure…” (Ibid, p. 2-3). 
 
Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (ERC) (1999-2006) 
The CHES experts indicate that the ERC positions itself in between being neutral to being 
somewhat in favor of European integration (scores of ‘4,5’). According to other party experts, 
ERC is traditionally a very strong supporter of European integration and pursues the 
“transformation of Catalonia into one of the states of an eventual European federation” 
(Argelaguet, 2006, p. 156). The 1999 manifesto, albeit devoting little attention to European 
integration, wishes for Catalonia “its own economic development within a European Union 
and a common currency” (ERC, 1999, “ERC’s Government Program: Fresh Air at the Catalan 
Parliament Election ‘99”, 1999 Catalan election manifesto, p. 11); and that Catalonia should 
reformulate its relationship with both Spain and the EU “in the frame of a united Europe” 
(Ibid, p. 19). The 2003 manifesto does not devote attention to European integration, as it is 
entirely devoted to the prospect of negotiating a new statute of autonomy. As a consequence, 
we coded the party as strongly Europhile until 2004, when the debate on the EU 
Constitutional Treaty became prominent. Eventually the party campaigned against the 
ratification of the Treaty (Madorran, 2005) and we assign a score of ‘3’ (‘minimalist’) from 
regional election year 2006 onwards.  
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Scottish National Party (SNP) (2014-2019) 
During its long history, this party has changed its position on European integration many times 
(Hepburn, 2010). In 1988 it turned into a pro-integration party, although it never became a 
‘federalist’ party. It rather “supported an independent Scotland in an intergovernmental and 
confederal European Union” (Lynch, 2006: 241). However, from 2005, the SNP has opposed 
further integration, rejecting the EU constitutional Treaty (SNP, general election manifesto, 
2005; Scottish election manifesto 2007; European election manifesto, 2009). In addition, after 
the start of the Euro-crisis, the SNP has scrapped the idea that an independent Scotland in 
the EU would join EMU (Scottish Government, 2014, “Scotland in the European Union”). In 
the 2015 general election and in the 2016 Scottish election, the SNP campaigned strongly 
against a (then) hypothetical exit of the UK from the EU, and even against a referendum on 
EU membership (SNP, 2015 general election manifesto; 2016 general election manifesto). 
However, nothing in the manifestos or in other party documents allows to conclude that the 
SNP supports further integration. We, therefore, keep the SNP’s score at ‘3’ (‘minimalist’). We 
suspect that the strongly Europhile score attributed in the CHES dataset (‘6.3’ and ‘6.5’ out of 
a maximum of 7) is influenced by the British (exceptionally Eurosceptic) context.  
 
 
Ethnonationalism in Party Competition (EPAC) 
 
We use the following three variables from the CHES dataset to compare to our ideology 
scores.  
 
eu_m = party position on European integration. Survey question: Parties differ in their views 

on how much authority the European Union should have in relation to the nation state. 
EU-sceptical, desintegrationist parties at one end of the spectrum (0) are in favour of 
increasing the competencies of the nation state at the expense of the European Union. 
Integrationist parties at the other end of the spectrum (10) are in favour of increasing the 
competencies of the supranational European level at the expense of the nation state. 
Parties of the middle ground are in favour of maintaining the status quo (5) concerning the 
distribution of competencies. Scale ranges from 0 (desintegrationist) to 10 (integrationist) 

 
eco_m = Party position on economic issues.  Survey question: Parties can be classified in terms 

of their stance on economic issues. Parties at one end of the spectrum want government 
to play an active role in the economy. Parties at the other end of the spectrum emphasize 
a reduced economic role for government: privatization, lower taxes, less regulation, less 
government spending, and a leaner welfare state. Scale ranges from 0 (state 
interventionism) to 10 (free market/lean state).  

 
ter_m = Party position on territorial autonomy. Survey question: In multinational states, 

parties may have different positions on territorial autonomy for national minorities, 
defined as the right to establish their own institutions of regional self-government within 
their traditional homeland territories. At one end of the spectrum (0), parties are strongly 
against granting national minorities territorial autonomy. At the other end of the 
spectrum, parties are strongly in favor of granting national minorities territorial autonomy. 
Scale ranges from 0 (strongly against territorial autonomy) to 10 (strongly in favour of 
territorial autonomy).  
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The EPAC held two surveys, one in 2011 and one in 2017, which enable us to compare 
ideology scores for 34 parties in five countries for two time points. Sixteen regionalist parties 
are included in both EPAC waves, six regionalist parties overlap with only the first EPAC wave, 
and twelve regionalist parties overlap with only the second EPAC wave. Party positions scores 
on European integration are only included in the second (2017) EPAC wave for which we can 
compare 22 scores.  
 
Table A7. Comparison to the EPAC datasets (2011 and 2017). 

Our dataset 
EPAC (2011 and 2017) 

eu_m eco_m ter_m N 
EU integration dummy (0-1) 0.37#   22 
EU integration position (1-6) 0.56*   22 
Left-right dummy (0-1) 0.78*  50 
Left-right position (1-6) 0.84*  50 
Centre-periphery dummy (0-1) 0.46* 50 
Centre-periphery position (1-5) 0.58* 50 

Notes: # p < 0.10; * p < 0.01. Shown are Pearson correlation coefficients. 
 
The Pearson correlation between our ideological position scores and those of the EPAC are 
very satisfactory for the left-right dimension (Table A7). Our ideological position scores are 
positively and moderately correlated to those of the EPAC regarding the EU integration 
dimension. Our ideological position scores are also moderately correlated to those of the 
EPAC regarding the centre-periphery dimension.  
 
The source of the differing assessments on the centre-periphery dimension can be related to 
the difference between autonomist and secessionist regionalist parties. Ter_m does not allow 
experts to indicate whether a regionalist party is a separatist or an autonomist party whereas 
our measurement separates regionalist parties who seek autonomy within the state from 
those who would like to enjoy autonomy outwit the state. The eight regionalist parties that 
are identified as deviant from our coding (difference score higher than 0.25 on a scale that 
varies from 0 to 1) score very high (9.0 or above out of a maximum of 10) on their position on 
territorial autonomy (ter_m). This means that these regionalist parties are strongly in favour 
of territorial autonomy. These eight cases score 3 on our centre-periphery dimension and 
thereby we also evaluate these parties as strongly in favor of territorial autonomy within the 
state. Out of a total of fifty EPAC dataset observations that can be compared with our dataset, 
39 concern a score of 9 or higher out of a maximum of 10. Out of these 39 observations, 1 
receives a score of 2, 9 receive a score of 3, 10 receive a score of 4, and 19 receive a score of 
5 on our measurement.  
 
Zooming into particular parties provides further insight into when and why the scores differ 
in relation to positioning on the European integration dimension. We have rescaled eu_m and 
EU integration position scores so that they vary between 0 (strongly opposing) and 1 (strongly 
supporting). To identify deviant cases, we have calculated absolute differences between the 
scores. Table A8 list five cases that have a difference score of 0.23 to the highest difference 
score of 0.59 (on a scale that ranges from 0 = no different scores to 1.0 = completely different 
scores). 
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Table A8. Five deviant cases in relation to the EPAC dataset.  

Country Party 
Expert Election eu_m Election EU integration  
year national (EPAC) regional national position (1-6) 

Belgium DéFI 2017 2014 7.8 2014 2010 6 

Italy 
PSd'Az 2017 2013 4.0 2014 2013 4 
LN 2017 2013 0.8 2013 2013 4 

United Kingdom 
SNP 2017 2015 7.4 2016 2015 3 
SF 2017 2015 7.0 2016 2015 2 

 
 
Démocreate Fédéraliste Indépendant (DéFI) (2017) 
Défi is actually not a deviant case. The highest average expert score on eu_m is 7.8 among the 
30 regionalist parties that overlap between our dataset and the EPAC dataset. The maximum 
score on our scale is 6. Hence, Défi scores the (empirical) maximum score in both datasets 
and the difference arises because none of the regionalist parties that overlap with our dataset 
scores the theoretical maximum of 10 on eu_m.  
 
Partito Sardo D’Azione (PSd’Az) (2017) 
Since the 1970s, this has been a strongly Europhile party, though European integration has 
never featured prominently in the party discourse and programs (Roux, 2006, p. 209). The 
party Europhilia declines since 2009, when it becomes part of the center-right alliance led by 
Berlusconi at the national level. However, the party never adopted an openly Eurosceptic 
position (not even a ‘minimalist’ one) until 2018, when it stipulated a strategic alliance with 
the Lega Nord and its membership of the EFA party was suspended. The PSdAz has been 
recently expelled from the EFA.3 The difference between our and the EPAC assessments can 
be related to different evaluation years. Our score of ‘4’ for 2013 reflects that the party is not 
active in pushing for further integration but, if new treaties are agreed upon, it supports them. 
The EPAC expert score of ‘4.0’ indicates that the party in 2017 –when its Europhilia was less 
than in 2013– leans towards being in favour of increasing the competencies of the nation 
state at the expense of the European Union (an EPAC score of ‘0’) while not being far from 
being in favour of maintaining the status quo (an EPAC score of ‘5’).  
 
Lega Nord (LN) (2017) 
A difference in the year of evaluation can explain the deviance between the assessments. The 
EPAC survey was held in 2017 and our score pertains to (election year) 2013. Our Europhile 
score of ‘4’ for 2013 is based on the position expressed in the 2013 general election manifesto. 
Although the party had adopted a critical discourse (especially on austerity and EU 
bureaucracy) and was not very keen in pushing for further integration, it clearly stated that it 
was favorable to further economic integration, such as banking and fiscal union, and even 
political integration, such as more powers to the European Parliament and direct election of 
the President of the Commission (Lega Nord, 2013 election manifesto, p. 3). In 2014, with 
Salvini’s new leadership, the position was radically different. Yet, our evaluation is that the 
EPAC expert score of ‘0.8’ overestimates the party’s Euroscepticism. The content of the 2014 

 
3 https://www.unionesarda.it/en/articolo/politica/2020/10/02/efa-ale-alleanza-libera-europea-espelle-il-
partito-sardo-d-azione-1-1066220.html  
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European election manifesto indicates a score of ‘2’ (‘revisionist’) in our coding scale, as the 
party is against the EMU and proposes to re-establish the supremacy of states’ sovereignty 
over EU law (Lega Nord, 2014 European election manifesto, p. 5). This dramatic change is part 
of a transformation of the party (from regionalist to state-wide and statist), which has led us 
to drop the LN from the regionalist party dataset from the year 2018 (when the party 
transformation was completed). 
 
Scottish National Party (SNP) (2017) 
During its long history, this party has changed its position on European integration many times 
(Hepburn, 2010). In 1988 it turned into a pro-integration party, although it never became a 
‘federalist’ party. It rather “supported an independent Scotland in an intergovernmental and 
confederal European Union” (Lynch, 2006: 241). However, from 2005, the SNP has opposed 
further integration, rejecting the EU constitutional Treaty (SNP, general election manifesto, 
2005; Scottish election manifesto 2007; European election manifesto, 2009). In addition, after 
the start of the Euro-crisis, the SNP has scrapped the idea that an independent Scotland in 
the EU would join EMU (Scottish Government, 2014, “Scotland in the European Union”). In 
the 2015 general election and in the 2016 Scottish election, the SNP campaigned strongly 
against a (then) hypothetical exit of the UK from the EU, and even against a referendum on 
EU membership (SNP, 2015 general election manifesto; 2016 general election manifesto). 
However, nothing in the manifestos or in other party documents allows to conclude that the 
SNP supports further integration. We, therefore, keep the SNP’s score at ‘3’ (‘minimalist’). We 
suspect that the strongly Europhile score attributed in the EPAC dataset (‘7.4’) is influenced 
by the British (exceptionally Eurosceptic) context.  
 
Sinn Fein (SF) (2017): 
This party has always been strongly Eurosceptic. It was against UK and Ireland’s entry in the 
EEC in the early 1970s. Since then, it has opposed every single treaty that has enhanced 
European integration from the Single European Act of 1986 to the Nice Treaty of 2001 
(Gilland, 2003, p. 119). It has also opposed the EU constitutional Treaty and the Lisbon Treaty 
(Sinn Fein, 2009: https://www.sinnfein.ie/contents/17351). After the Good Friday Agreement 
and the devolution settlement in Northern Ireland (1998), it changed its position from 
‘rejectionist’ (score ‘1’) to ‘revisionist’ (score ‘2’). During the long Brexit debate in the UK 
(2015-2020), it has strongly opposed the ‘rejectionist’ stance of the DUP, the UKIP and the 
Brexit Party. However, it has never endorsed the status quo of European integration, let alone 
accepting more integration. Rather, it has maintained its ‘revisionist’ (thus Eurosceptic) 
position. We suspect that the strongly Europhile score attributed in the EPAC dataset (‘7.0’) 
is influenced by the British (exceptionally Eurosceptic) context. For example, the 2019 
European election manifesto explains well how SF combines an anti-rejectionist with a still 
strongly Eurosceptic (‘revisionist’) position: “The Brexit crisis has created unprecedented 
political uncertainty across the entire island. Irish citizens in the north who voted to remain 
must not be dragged out of the EU against their wishes… Sinn Féin is working to build a fairer 
and more democratic EU. A European Union that works for the people of Europe, not for the 
EU insiders, middle-men and corporate interests. Greater transparency must be introduced, 
the militarisation agenda halted, social protections legally bolstered and powers returned to 
member states” (Sinn Fein, 2019 European election manifesto, p. 6).  
 
  



 20 

Robustness Figure 1 
 

 
Figure A1. Percentage of Europhile parties (non-weighted) (same as Figure 1).  
 
 

 
Figure A2. Percentage of Europhile parties weighted by party size (% vote share).  
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Figure A3. Average ordinal scores (1-6) non-weighted.  
 
 

 
Figure A4. Average ordinal scores (1-6) weighted by party size (% vote share).  
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Self-Rule, Shared Rule, and Regional Involvement in the Domestic 
EU Policy-Shaping Process 

 
 
Regional self-rule and shared rule  
 
The Regional Authority Index measures the authority exercised by regional governments and 
it consists of two dimensions which each consists of five sub-dimensions (Hooghe et al. 2016: 
23-29). Self-rule is the authority that a regional authority exercises in its own territory and 
scores vary between 0 and 18. Shared rule is the authority that a regional authority co-
exercises in the country as a whole and scores vary between 0 and 12. Self-rule and shared 
rule scores are measured at the level of individual regions and scores are provided on an 
annual basis.  
 
 
Self-rule is measured by the following five sub-dimensions (Hooghe et al. 2016: 25-29): 
 
-Institutional depth tracks the extent to which a regional government can make autonomous 
policy decisions and whether it is deconcentrated central government administration (= 1), 
non-deconcentrated, general purpose administration subject (= 2) or not subject (= 3) to a 
central government veto.  
 
-Policy scope taps the breadth of regional self-rule over a) economic policy, b) cultural-
education-policy, c) welfare policy, d) one of the following: residual powers, police, over its 
own institutional set-up, local government. Regions that have authoritative competences in 
one of a), b), c), or d) obtain 1 point and regions that have authoritative competences in at 
least two of a), b), c), or d) obtain 2 points. Regions that have authoritative competences in 
d) and at least two of a), b), or c) score 3 points and regions that in addition also have authority 
over immigration, citizenship, or right of domicile score 4 points.  
 
-Fiscal autonomy evaluates a regional government’s authority to set the base and rate of 
minor and major taxes in its jurisdiction. Regions can set the rate (= 1) or base and rate (= 2) 
of a minor tax or they can set the rate (= 3) or base and rate (= 4) of a major tax.  
 
-Borrowing autonomy evaluates the centrally imposed restrictions on the capacity of a 
regional government to independently contract loans on domestic or international financial 
markets. Regions that may borrow without centrally imposed restrictions score 3 points, 
regions that may borrow without prior authorization (but following centrally imposed 
restrictions) score 2 points, and regions that need prior authorization by the central 
government score 1 point.  
 
-Representation assesses whether a regional government has an indirectly (= 1) or directly (= 
2) elected legislature and whether a region’s executive is co-appointed by the central 
government (= 1) or autonomously elected (= 2).  
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Shared rule measured by the following five sub-dimensions (Hooghe et al. 2016: 25-29): 
 
-Law making assesses the role of regions in structuring representation at the national level 
(i.e. in a second legislative chamber); whether regions have majority or minority 
representation there; and the legislative scope of the second chamber. This sub-dimension 
assesses whether regions are the unit of representation in a national legislature (= 0.5); 
whether regional governments designate representatives in a national legislature (= 0.5); 
whether regions have majority representation in a national legislature based on regional 
representation (= 0.5); and whether the legislature based on regional representation has 
extensive legislative authority (= 0.5).  
 
-Executive control taps whether regional governments have routine meetings with the central 
government and whether these are advisory or have veto power. Regions can have routine 
meetings with central government and other regional government without (= 1) or with (= 2) 
legally binding authority.  
 
-Fiscal control taps the role of regions in negotiating or exerting a veto over the territorial 
allocation of national tax revenues. Regional governments or their representatives in a 
national legislature can negotiate the distribution of tax revenues without having a veto (= 1) 
or with having a veto (= 2).  
 
-Borrowing control distinguished whether regional governments have no role, an advisory 
role, or a veto over the rules that permit borrowing. Regional governments can routinely 
negotiate the borrowing constraints without having a veto (= 1) or with having a veto (= 2).  
 
-Constitutional reform assess the authority of a regional government to propose, postpone, 
or block changes of the constitution or laws with constitutional status. A national legislature 
based on regional representation (= 1) or regional governments (or their representatives in a 
national legislature) (= 2) can propose or postpone constitutional reform. Or a national 
legislature based on regional representation (= 3) or regional governments (or their 
representatives in a national legislature) (= 4) can veto constitutional change.  
 
 
Hooghe, Liesbet, Gary Marks, Arjan H. Schakel, Sara Niedzwiecki, Sandra Chapman-

Osterkatz, and Sarah Shair-Rosenfield, S (2016) Measuring regional authority. Volume I. 
A postfunctionalist theory of governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 
Regional self-rule and shared rule scores can be downloaded from:  
 
http://garymarks.web.unc.edu/data/regional-authority/  
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Regional involvement in the domestic EU policy-shaping process 
 
 
Michaël Tatham (2011) introduces an indicator of ‘regional involvement in the domestic EU 
policy-shaping process’ (Tatham 2011: 57) that consists of eight dimensions. The eight 
dimensions relate to the pre-legislative phase and post-legislative phase of the policy making 
process.  
 
There are five pre-legislative dimensions that total up to five points (Tatham 2011: 58-60).  
 
The first dimension evaluates whether regions have any participatory rights in the domestic 

EU policy-shaping process and whether these are only guaranteed through soft, non-
binding law (= 0.5) or whether they are legally or constitutionally guaranteed (= 1).  

The second dimension evaluates whether there is a special procedure for regions to express 
their position on EU issues (where their competences overlap) and when this is the case, 
whether such a position can be binding (= 1) or whether it can only ever be non-binding 
(= 0.5).  

The third dimension is a dichotomous measure of whether regional representatives can have 
access to Council negotiations through the use of Maastricht’s article 203 (= 1).  

The fourth dimension assesses whether there are any mechanisms in place to guarantee sub-
state participation in Commission and Council working groups and whether these 
provisions are made through soft law (= 0.5) or legally/constitutionally guaranteed (= 1).  

The fifth dimension details whether Brussels office staff benefit partially (= 0.5) or completely 
(= 1) from diplomatic accreditation.  

 
There are three post-legislative dimensions that total up to three points (Tatham 2011: 58-
60).  
 
The sixth dimension details whether there are provisions for regions to request their member 

state to appeal to the European Court of Justice (ECJ) against EU decisions through the 
annulment procedure spelt out in article 230 of the EC Treaty. And when this is the case, 
whether this request is non-binding (= 0.5) or binding (= 1). 

The seventh dimension evaluates whether regions participate or not in the domestic process 
of implementing EU legislation (= 1).  

The eighth dimension distinguishes cases where there is a special mechanism by which 
regions would have to pay financial penalties for member state non-compliance with EU 
obligations where they would be identified as responsible (= 1).  

 
Total scores vary between 0 (e.g. French regions) and 8 points (Belgian communities) and 
Tatham (2011: 64; Table 2) provides scores for the 2000-2010 period.  
 
 
Tatham, Michaël (2011) ‘Devolution and EU policy-shaping: Bridging the gap between multi-

level governance and liberal intergovernmentalism,’ European Political Science Review 
3(1): 53-81.  
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Descriptive Statistics 
 
 
 
Table A9. Descriptive statistics variables. 

 mean median min max 
EU integration position (0-1) 0.6 1 0 1 
EU integration position (1-6) 3.9 4 1 6 
Left-right position 3.5 4 1 6 
Left-right position squared 14.2 16 1 36 
Secessionist 0.4 0 0 1 
EU influence 2.5 0 0 8 
Self-rule 11.3 13 0 15 
Shared rule 6.2 6.5 0 12 
Government dummy 0.3 0 0 1 
Regional vote share 13.9 10.4 0.002 61.3 

Notes: N = 451 observations; list wise deletion. 
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Results Ordered Logit Model 
 
In the article we analyse a binary variable that scores sixty-seven regionalist parties on their 
position on European integration, i.e. whether they are Europhile (= 1) or Eurosceptic (= 0). 
This binary coding is based on a more fine-grained coding scheme of six categories (see 
Table A1 below). We differentiate between three types of Eurosceptic regionalist parties: 
rejectionists, who oppose EU membership (score = 1); revisionists, who are in favor of 
returning to previous stages of (less) integration (score = 2); and minimalists, who accept 
the status quo but who resist any move towards further integration (score = 3).4 Among the 
Europhile regionalist parties, we differentiate between pragmatists, who are not very keen 
in pushing for further integration but who do support new treaties (score = 4); supportive 
regionalist parties who actively favor further integration although they are opposed to a 
European federal state (score = 5); and federalists, who support the creation of a European 
federal state (score = 6).  
 
The binary variable enables us to observe whether the impact of the independent variables 
on EU positioning involves a change in kind (from Europhile to Eurosceptic), whereas the 
ordinal variable allows us to observe if an independent variable has an impact on a change 
in degree (movement between positions within the Europhile and Eurosceptic categories). 
In this online appendix we replicate the results for Table 1 (Table A10), Table 2 (Table A11), 
Table 3 (Tables A12a and A12b), Table 5 (Table A13), Table 6 (Table A14), and Figure 2 
(Figure A5) but now using the six category variable.  
 
Table A1. Coding scheme for regionalist parties’ positions on European integration. 

Nominal Ordinal Coding criteria 

Eurosceptic (0) 

Rejectionist (1) The party is against EEC/EU membership 

Revisionist (2) The party is against the status quo and in favor of 
returning to previous stages of (less) integration 

Minimalist (3) The party accepts the status quo but resists 
further integration  

Europhile (1) 

Pragmatic integrationist (4) 
The party is not active in pushing for further 
integration but, if new treaties are agreed upon, 
it supports them 

Supportive integrationist (5) 
The party actively tries to favor further 
integration, but it is against the creation of a 
European federal state 

Federalist (6) The party supports the creation of a European 
federal state 

Source: Authors’ adaptation from Flood, Christopher (2002) ‘Euroscepticism: A Problematic 
Concept’, paper presented at UACES 32nd Annual Conference and 7th Research Conference, 
Queen's University Belfast. 
 

 
4 The reason why we include ‘minimalists’ amongst the ‘Eurosceptics’ is that European integration has been 
informed by the principle of an ‘ever closer Europe’. As such, the predominant view of European integration has 
been that of a work-in-progress, whereby any status quo is considered as just a stage within a still incomplete 
process. Surely, there have been competing interpretations of ‘ever closer Europe’, but those views that reject 
the idea that solutions to EEC/EU issues lay in further integration are considered as ‘Eurosceptic’ (Usherwood 
and Stratin, 2013). 
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Table A10. Ordered logit model explaining EU positioning: scores from 1 (Eurosceptic) to 6 
(Europhile). 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 logit sig. logit sig. 
Left-right position 4.65 *** 4.64 *** 

 1.72  1.71  
Left-right position squared -0.65 *** -0.65 *** 

 0.22  0.22  
Secessionist -1.21 * -1.24 * 

 0.63  0.70  
EU involvement -0.43 *** -0.44 *** 

 0.08  0.10  
EU involvement * secessionist   0.01  
   0.14  
Self-rule 0.45 *** 0.44 *** 

 0.08  0.09  
Shared rule -0.08  -0.08  
 0.08  0.08  
Government dummy 0.16  0.16  
 0.34  0.35  
Regional vote share 0.06 *** 0.06 *** 

 0.02  0.02  
Cut 1 5.07 * 5.04  
 2.71  2.70  
Cut 2 8.72 *** 8.69  
 2.83  2.82  
Cut 3 9.85 *** 9.82  
 2.93  2.94  
Cut 4 11.82 *** 11.78  
 3.02  3.02  
Cut 5 14.69 *** 14.65  
  2.92   2.89  
Wald Chi2 124 *** 124 *** 
Log pseudolikelihood -510  -510  
N ideology scores 451  451  
N parties 67  67  
N regions 35   35   

Notes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Shown are the results of a multilevel ordered logit 
model whereby party ideology scores (from 1 = Eurosceptic to 6 = Europhile) are clustered 
within parties. Standard errors are corrected for clustering of parties within regions. 
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Figure A5. Probabilities to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration. 
 
Notes: Shown are estimated probabilities to adopt a particular position on the issue of 
European integration (Table A1). Estimates are based on model 1 displayed in Table A10. 
Interval variables are kept at their mean, ordinal variables at their median, and nominal 
variables at their mode (Table A9). 
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 Table A11. Probability to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration. 
  

  
Rejectionist 

Revisionist 
M

inim
alist 

Pragm
atic 

Supportive 
Federalist 

Left radical 
Autonom

ist 
14%

 
  

42%
 

  
14%

 
  

18%
 

  
10%

 
  

2%
 

  
Secessionist 

25%
 

 
46%

 
 

11%
 

 
12%

 
 

5%
 

 
1%

 
 

Difference 
11%

 
* 

4%
 

  
-3%

 
  

-6%
 

* 
-5%

 
  

-1%
 

  

Left m
ainstream

 
Autonom

ist 
3%

 
  

20%
 

  
13%

 
  

26%
 

  
28%

 
  

11%
 

  
Secessionist 

6%
 

 
30%

 
 

15%
 

 
24%

 
 

19%
 

 
5%

 
 

Difference 
3%

 
  

11%
 

* 
2%

 
  

-1%
 

  
-9%

 
* 

-6%
 

  

Left centre 
Autonom

ist 
1%

 
  

10%
 

  
9%

 
  

23%
 

  
36%

 
  

22%
 

  
Secessionist 

2%
 

 
18%

 
 

12%
 

 
26%

 
 

30%
 

 
12%

 
 

Difference 
1%

 
  

8%
 

* 
4%

 
* 

3%
 

  
-6%

 
  

-10%
 

** 

Right centre 
Autonom

ist 
1%

 
  

9%
 

  
8%

 
  

22%
 

  
36%

 
  

23%
 

  
Secessionist 

2%
 

 
17%

 
 

12%
 

 
26%

 
 

30%
 

 
13%

 
 

Difference 
1%

 
  

8%
 

  
4%

 
* 

3%
 

  
-6%

 
  

-10%
 

** 

Right m
ainstream

 
Autonom

ist 
2%

 
  

17%
 

  
12%

 
  

26%
 

  
30%

 
  

13%
 

  
Secessionist 

5%
 

 
27%

 
 

15%
 

 
25%

 
 

22%
 

 
6%

 
 

Difference 
3%

 
  

10%
 

* 
3%

 
  

0%
 

  
-9%

 
* 

-7%
 

* 

Right radical 
Autonom

ist 
10%

 
  

38%
 

  
15%

 
  

21%
 

  
13%

 
  

3%
 

  
Secessionist 

20%
 

 
45%

 
 

13%
 

 
15%

 
 

7%
 

 
1%

 
 

Difference 
9%

 
  

7%
 

  
-2%

 
  

-6%
 

* 
-6%

 
  

-2%
 

  
N

otes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Show
n are estim

ated probabilities to adopt a position on a specific position on the European 
integration dim

ension (Table A1). Estim
ates are based on m

odel 1 displayed in Table A10. Interval variables are kept at their m
ean, ordinal 

variables at their m
edian, and nom

inal variables at their m
ode (Table A9).  

  
 



 
30 

Table A12a. Differences in predicted probabilities to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration: Autonom
ist parties. 
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 Table A12b. Differences in predicted probabilities to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration: Secessionist parties. 
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n are the predicted probabilities for secessionist regionalist parties to adopt a specific position 
on the European integration dim

ension (Table A1) and their differences betw
een six positions on the left-right dim

ension. Estim
ates are obtained 

by running a m
argins Stata com

m
and after running m

odel 1 displayed in Table A10. Interval variables are kept at their m
ean, ordinal variables 

at their m
edian, and nom

inal variables at their m
ode (Table A9). 
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Table A13. Predicted probabilities and their differences to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration. 
  

  
Rejectionist 

Revisionist 
M

inim
alist 

Pragm
atic 

Supportive 
Federalist 

FRA 
1990-1995 

1%
 

 
13%

 
 

10%
 

 
24%

 
 

34%
 

 
18%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

1%
 

 
13%

 
 

10%
 

 
24%

 
 

34%
 

 
18%

 
 

  
Difference 

0%
 

  
0%

 
  

0%
 

  
0%

 
  

0%
 

  
0%

 
  

U
K - W

AL 
1999-2000 

2%
 

 
19%

 
 

13%
 

 
26%

 
 

29%
 

 
11%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

13%
 

 
41%

 
 

15%
 

 
19%

 
 

11%
 

 
2%

 
 

  
Difference 

11%
 

*** 
22%

 
*** 

2%
 

  
-7%

 
  

-18%
 

*** 
-9%

 
** 

U
K - SCO

 
1999-2000 

0%
 

 
6%

 
 

6%
 

 
19%

 
 

37%
 

 
31%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

3%
 

 
23%

 
 

14%
 

 
26%

 
 

26%
 

 
9%

 
 

  
Difference 

3%
 

** 
16%

 
*** 

7%
 

** 
7%

 
  

-11%
 

* 
-23%

 
*** 

ITA 
1990-1995 

1%
 

 
9%

 
 

8%
 

 
22%

 
 

36%
 

 
24%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

3%
 

 
23%

 
 

14%
 

 
26%

 
 

26%
 

 
9%

 
 

  
Difference 

3%
 

* 
13%

 
** 

5%
 

** 
4%

 
  

-10%
 

* 
-15%

 
*** 

SPA 
1990-1995 

1%
 

 
9%

 
 

8%
 

 
22%

 
 

36%
 

 
25%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

3%
 

 
23%

 
 

14%
 

 
26%

 
 

26%
 

 
9%

 
 

  
Difference 

3%
 

** 
14%

 
*** 

6%
 

** 
4%

 
  

-11%
 

** 
-16%

 
*** 

BEL 
1990-1995 

1%
 

 
14%

 
 

11%
 

 
25%

 
 

33%
 

 
16%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

7%
 

 
34%

 
 

15%
 

 
23%

 
 

17%
 

 
4%

 
 

  
Difference 

6%
 

** 
19%

 
*** 

4%
 

  
-2%

 
  

-16%
 

*** 
-12%

 
*** 

GER 
1990-1995 

0%
 

 
6%

 
 

6%
 

 
18%

 
 

37%
 

 
33%

 
 

 
2010-2015 

5%
 

 
28%

 
 

15%
 

 
25%

 
 

21%
 

 
6%

 
 

  
Difference 

5%
 

* 
22%

 
*** 

9%
 

** 
7%

 
  

-16%
 

** 
-27%

 
*** 

N
otes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Show

n are estim
ated probabilities to adopt a specific position on the European integration 

dim
ension (Table A1) and their differences. Estim

ates are based on m
odel 1 displayed in Table A10 w

hereby self-rule, shared rule, and EU
 

involvem
ent scores follow

 those as displayed in Table 4. The probabilities are calculated for autonom
ist and m

ainstream
 left parties (i.e. a 

centre-periphery score of 0 and a left-right position score of 2 and a left-right position squared score of 4). Interval variables are kept at their 
m

ean, ordinal variables at their m
edian, and nom

inal variables at their m
ode (Table A9). 
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Table A14. Predicted probabilities and their differences to adopt a particular position on the issue of European integration. 
  

  
EU

 involvem
ent 

Differences 
  

  
N

one (= 0) 
M

edium
 (= 4) 

High (= 8) 
N

one-M
edium

 
N

one-High 
M

edium
-High 

Rejectionist 
Autonom

ist 
1%

 
 

4%
 

 
12%

 
 

3%
 

** 
11%

 
** 

8%
 

** 

 
Secessionist 

3%
 

 
9%

 
 

21%
 

 
6%

 
*** 

19%
 

** 
13%

 
** 

  
Difference 

2%
 

  
5%

 
  

9%
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
Revisionist 

Autonom
ist 

12%
 

 
25%

 
 

40%
 

 
13%

 
*** 

28%
 

*** 
15%

 
*** 

 
Secessionist 

21%
 

 
36%

 
 

46%
 

 
15%

 
*** 

25%
 

*** 
10%

 
*** 

  
Difference 

9%
 

* 
11%

 
* 

6%
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
M

inim
alist 

Autonom
ist 

10%
 

 
14%

 
 

15%
 

 
5%

 
** 

5%
 

 
0%

 
 

 
Secessionist 

13%
 

 
15%

 
 

12%
 

 
2%

 
 

-1%
 

 
-3%

 
 

  
Difference 

4%
 

* 
1%

 
  

-2%
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
Pragm

atic 
Autonom

ist 
24%

 
 

26%
 

 
20%

 
 

2%
 

 
-4%

 
 

-6%
 

 
 

Secessionist 
26%

 
 

22%
 

 
14%

 
 

-4%
 

 
-12%

 
** 

-9%
 

** 
  

Difference 
2%

 
  

-3%
 

  
-6%

 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

Supportive 
Autonom

ist 
35%

 
 

24%
 

 
12%

 
 

-11%
 

** 
-23%

 
*** 

-12%
 

*** 

 
Secessionist 

27%
 

 
15%

 
 

6%
 

 
-12%

 
*** 

-21%
 

*** 
-9%

 
*** 

  
Difference 

-7%
 

  
-9%

 
*  

-5%
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
Federalist 

Autonom
ist 

19%
 

 
7%

 
 

2%
 

 
-12%

 
*** 

-17%
 

*** 
-5%

 
** 

 
Secessionist 

10%
 

 
3%

 
 

1%
 

 
-7%

 
* 

-9%
 

* 
-2%

 
* 

  
Difference 

-9%
 

  
-4%

 
  

-1%
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
N

otes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Show
n are estim

ated probabilities for autonom
ist and secessionist regionalist parties to adopt a 

specific position on the European integration dim
ension (Table A1) and their differences. The probabilities are calculated for m

ainstream
 left 

parties (i.e. a left-right position score of 2 and a left-right position squared score of 4). Interval variables are kept at their m
ean, ordinal 

variables at their m
edian, and nom

inal variables at their m
ode (Table A9). 
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Robustness Analysis Figure 2 and Tables 2 and 3 
 
A cross-tabulation between positions on the left-right and European integration dimensions 
reveal that some combinations do not occur in the dataset (Table A15). This may impact the 
results and therefore we have lumped radical, mainstream and centre parties (Table A16) 
and reran the model and postestimation commands for Figure 2 and Tables 2 and 3 with the 
new left-right extremism variable. The results appear to be highly robust (Table A17).  
 
 
Table A15. Cross-tabulation positions on the left-right and European integration dimensions. 
Left-right position Eurosceptic Europhile 
Left radical 8% 0% 
Left mainstream 12% 15% 
Left centre 2% 12% 
Right centre 0% 28% 
Right mainstream 2% 9% 
Right radical 11% 2% 

Notes: total number of observations is 451.  
 
 
Table A16. Cross-tabulation positions on the left-right extremism and European integration 
dimensions. 
Left-right extremism Eurosceptic Europhile 
Radical 19% 2% 
Mainstream 14% 24% 
Centre 2% 40% 

Notes: total number of observations is 451.  
 
 
Table A17. Probability to adopt a Europhile position. 

Left-right extremism Regionalist party   
Autonomist Secessionist Difference 

Radical 26%  8%  -18%  
Mainstream 79%  51%  -27% *** 
Centre 95%  81%  -14% ** 
Difference radical-mainstream 53% ** 43% ***   
Difference radical-centre 69% *** 73% ***   
Difference mainstream-centre 16% ** 30% **     

Notes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Shown are estimated probabilities for 
autonomist and secessionist regionalist parties to adopt a Europhile position and their 
differences. Interval variables are kept at their mean, ordinal variables at their median, and 
nominal variables at their mode (Table A9). 
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Robustness Analysis Table 5 
 
Table 5 displays the results for mainstream left and autonomist parties. In this appendix we 
also display the results for radical left, centre left, centre right, mainstream right, and radical 
right parties for both autonomist (Table A18) and secessionist regionalist parties (Table 
A19).  
 
Table A18. Probability to adopt a Europhile position: Autonomist parties.  

 Radical left Mainstream left Centre left 
 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 
France 18% 18% 0%  78% 78% 0%  96% 96% 0%  
UK - Wales 18% 4% -14%  78% 46% -32% *** 95% 79% -16% ** 
UK - Scotland 37% 12% -25% ** 91% 68% -23% ** 99% 91% -7%  
Italy 27% 9% -18% * 85% 62% -23%  97% 89% -9%  
Spain 34% 14% -20% * 89% 72% -17% ** 98% 93% -5%  
Belgium 26% 8% -18%  85% 60% -25% ** 97% 88% -10% * 
Germany 45% 11% -33% ** 94% 68% -26% ** 99% 91% -8%   

 

 Centre right Mainstream right Radical right 
 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 
France 97% 97% 0%  88% 88% 0%  41% 41% 0%  
UK - Wales 96% 82% -14% ** 88% 62% -26% *** 42% 14% -28% ** 
UK - Scotland 99% 93% -6%  96% 81% -15% ** 64% 30% -34% *** 
Italy 98% 91% -7%  93% 77% -16%  53% 25% -28% ** 
Spain 99% 95% -4%  95% 84% -11% ** 61% 35% -26% *** 
Belgium 98% 90% -8%  92% 75% -18% * 52% 23% -29% ** 
Germany 99% 93% -6%  97% 81% -17% * 71% 30% -41% *** 

 
Table A19. Probability to adopt a Europhile position: Secessionist parties.  

 Radical left Mainstream left Centre left 
 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 
France 5% 5% 0%  51% 51% 0%  82% 82% 0%  
UK - Wales 5% 1% -5%  51% 20% -31% *** 82% 52% -30% *** 
UK - Scotland 15% 3% -12%  73% 40% -33% *** 93% 74% -20% ** 
Italy 9% 2% -7%  63% 34% -29% ** 89% 69% -20%  
Spain 13% 4% -9%  70% 44% -26% *** 92% 78% -15% *** 
Belgium 9% 2% -7%  62% 32% -30% ** 89% 67% -22% ** 
Germany 19% 3% -17%  79% 39% -39% *** 95% 74% -22% *** 

 

 Centre right Mainstream right Radical right 
 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 1990s 2010s diff. sig. 
France 86% 86% 0%  67% 67% 0%  17% 17% 0%  
UK - Wales 86% 58% -28% *** 67% 33% -34% *** 17% 4% -14%  
UK - Scotland 95% 78% -17% ** 84% 56% -29% *** 35% 11% -25% ** 
Italy 91% 73% -18%  77% 50% -27% * 26% 8% -18% * 
Spain 94% 81% -13% *** 82% 60% -22% *** 32% 13% -19% * 
Belgium 91% 72% -19% ** 76% 48% -29% ** 25% 7% -17%  
Germany 97% 78% -19% *** 89% 55% -33% *** 43% 11% -32% ** 

Notes: * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Shown are estimated probabilities to adopt a 
Europhile position. Estimates are based on model 1 displayed in Table A10 whereby self-
rule, shared rule, and EU involvement scores follow those as displayed in Table 4. Interval 
variables are kept at their mean, ordinal variables at their median, and nominal variables at 
their mode (Table A9). 
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Robustness Analysis Table 6 

 
Table 6 displays the results for mainstream left parties. In Table A20 we also display the 
results for radical left, centre left, centre right, mainstream right, and radical right parties. 
 
Table A20. Probability to adopt a Europhile position. 

EU Regionalist Left Right 
involvement party radical mainstream centre centre mainstream radical 

None (= 0) 
Autonomist 22%   80%   96%   97%   89%   44%   
Secessionist 11%  65%  90%  92%  78%  26%  
Difference -11%   -16%   -6%   -5%   -11%   -18%   

Medium (= 4) 
Autonomist 13%   70%   92%   94%   81%   31%   
Secessionist 3%  37%  71%  75%  52%  9%  
Difference -10%   -32% *** -21% *** -18% *** -29% *** -22% * 

High (= 8) 
Autonomist 7%   57%   85%   88%   71%   20%   
Secessionist 0%  15%  44%  49%  25%  2%  
Difference -7%   -41% *** -41% *** -39% ** -45% *** -18%   

Difference 
None-Medium 

Autonomist -9%   -11%   -4%   -3%   -8% * -13% * 
Secessionist -8%   -28% *** -18% *** -16% *** -26% *** -17% * 

Difference 
None-High 

Autonomist -14%   -24%   -11%   -9%   -18%   -24% * 
Secessionist -10%   -50% *** -46% *** -43% *** -52% *** -24% * 

Difference 
Medium-High 

Autonomist -6%   -13%   -7%   -6%   -10%   -11% * 
Secessionist -2%   -22% *** -27% *** -26% *** -27% *** -7%   

Notes: * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Shown are estimated probabilities to adopt a Europhile position. 
Estimates are based on model 2 displayed in Table A10. Interval variables are kept at their mean, ordinal 
variables at their median, and nominal variables at their mode (Table A9). 
 
Table 6 contrasts different EU involvement scores with average self-rule and shared rule 
scores and these combinations of scores do not occur in empirical reality. Table A21 
contrasts France régions (EU involvement = 0), Spanish comunidades autonomas (EU 
involvement = 5.5), and Belgian regions/communities (EU involvement = 8) for 2010-2015 
while specifying their actual self-rule and shared rule scores (Table 4). 
 
Table A21. Probability to adopt a Europhile position. 
EU involvement Autonomist Secessionist Difference sig. 
France régions 74%  56%  -18%  
Spanish comunidades autonomas 77%  41%  -36% *** 
Belgian regions/communities 71%   26%   -45% *** 
Difference None-Medium 4%  -15% ***   
Difference None-High -3%  -30% *   
Difference Medium-High -6%   -15% ***     

Notes: * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Shown are estimated probabilities to adopt a 
Europhile position. Estimates are based on model 2 displayed in Table A10. Interval 
variables are kept at their mean, ordinal variables at their median, and nominal variables at 
their mode (Table A9). 
 


