Between Autonomy and Secession:
Decentralization and Regionalist Party Ideological Radicalism

Abstract

The literature on regionalist parties has traditionally focused on the origins of their
electoral strength while their ideology remains an underexplored aspect of territorial
party politics. This is surprising because for the question of whether decentralization
‘accommodates’ or ‘empowers’ regionalist pressure one needs to consider both. In this
paper we single out the factors that increase the probability of adopting a radical
(secessionist) as opposed to a moderate (autonomist) ideological stance, with a
particular focus on the effect of decentralization. We make use of a large and original
dataset, covering 11 countries, 49 regions, and 78 parties from the 1940s-2000s. Beyond
the level of decentralization and decentralization reforms, we analyze the impact of two
sets of factors: the first concerns regional identity and includes regional language,
regional history and geographical remoteness; while the second concerns
institutional/political variables which include voting systems, competition from state-
wide parties and from other regionalist parties, and office responsibility. We find that
all variables matter for regionalist party ideology but with different effects across
regional and national electoral arenas. We also find that level of decentralization and
regional reform is significantly associated with radicalism, which suggests that policy
success and accommodative strategies by statewide parties may lead to a polarization
on the centre-periphery dimension.
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1. Introduction

Regionalist parties have been stable and important actors in many Western
democracies. To mention some of the most evident and recent examples: in Belgium
the New Flemish Alliance (NVA) has become the biggest party in the country; in Italy
the Northern League, or Lega Nord (LN), has held office in Rome over most of the last
decade and has gained control of the three major northern regions; in the UK the
Scottish National Party (SNP) has been governing Scotland since 2007; and in Spain
several regions are governed by regionalist parties, with at least two — Convergence and
Union (CiU) and the Basque National Party (PNV) — having often had a crucial role in
supporting minority governments in the national parliament. The study of these political
actors, therefore, remains very important in order to understand some of the dynamics
of contemporary party politics.

The level of the challenge they pose to the state can, however, vary substantively,
depending not only on their electoral strength but also on their ideological radicalism.
While many of these parties have advocated some kind of regional autonomy, in some
cases they have put forward demands for secession. In particular, initiatives for
partitioning the state have considerably increased in number and intensity. In 1980 and
1995 independence referendums were held in Quebec, under pressure from the Parti
Quebecois (PQ) and the Bloc Quebecois (BQ), with the secessionist camp coming very
close to winning at the second attempt (Pammett and Le Duc, 2001). In 2002 the Basque

regional government, constituted by the PNV and Eusko Alkartasuna (EA), announced



a new plan to de facto partition the Basque Country region from the Spanish state.* In
2011, the SNP won the Scottish regional election with a pledge to hold an independence
referendum, which it had been unable to stage in its first term in office. The referendum
is scheduled for autumn 2014 and will represent the strongest threat to state integrity in
Western Europe since the end of WW2.2 Similarly, although the actualization of the
project is much more uncertain, CiU and Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (ERC)
have envisaged holding an independence referendum in Catalonia in 2014 (Financial
Times, 19/12/2012). In short, while Dion’s historical law — “Secessionists never
managed to split a well-established democracy through a referendum or an electoral
victory” (1996) — still holds, it is definitely being shaken.

In all the cases mentioned above the threat posed to the integrity of the state is not
only due to regionalist parties’ ‘threatening capacity’ (i.e. their electoral strength) but,
in the first place, to their ‘threatening intention’ (i.e. their secessionist ideological
stance). Therefore, it is crucial to understand why and under which circumstances
regionalist parties develop moderate or radical ideologies in regard to self-government
claims.

Yet, most scholarship has so far focused either on the determinants of regionalist
parties’ electoral success (Gourevitch; 1979; De Winter, 1998; Gordin, 2001; Sorens,
2005; Tronconi, 2005; Meguid, 2008) or (somewhat less so) on the party politics of
territorial reforms, from the perspective of both regionalist and state-wide parties
(Alonso, 2012; Massetti and Toubeau, 2013). Comparative works analyzing regionalist

parties’ ideology per se, as a dependent variable, have remained rare exceptions

! The plan was approved by the regional parliament in late 2004 but rejected by the Spanish Parliament
the following year (Perez-Nievas, 2006, pp. 47-48).

2 Agreement between Edinburgh and London has been reached on most organizational details of the
referendum, including the wording of the question to be posed to voters (The Guardian, 08/02/2013).



(Newman, 1997; Van Houten, 2000; Massetti, 2009).2 It is not by chance that one of
the most authoritative works on regionalist parties concludes by stating that “ideology
stands out as one of the most important aspects to cover in future comparative research”
(Gomez-Reino et al., 2006: 252).

We aim to address this lacuna in the literature and, by focusing on the self-
government dimension of regionalist parties’ ideology,* to tackle a question which
bears strong implications for the challenge brought against state integrity. In particular,
beyond assessing the impact of structural and, often, time-invariant factors, such as the
cultural distinctiveness of the region vis a vis the state, we want to investigate the effect
of the unfolding process of decentralization. In so doing, we aim to contribute, in an
original way, to the ongoing debate on decentralization and regionalist parties, which
sees the ‘the accommodation thesis’ — decentralization reforms appease regionalist
parties’ claims and undermine their electoral strength — competing against the
‘empowerment thesis’ — decentralization creates/strengthens the regional institutions in
which regionalist parties thrive, galvanizes their electorates and results in overall
electoral growth. Several comparative works have recently engaged with this debate by
siding, more or less neatly, with one thesis or the other (Brancati, 2008; Lublin; 2012;
Meguid, 2013a, 2013b; Massetti and Schakel, 2013). Although we are interested in
analyzing the effect of decentralization on regionalist parties’ ideological stance, rather
than their electoral strength, our work does speak to this strand of the literature in so far

as ideological adaptation is linked to electoral strategies. In particular, our findings

% The presence of a growing body of literature that explores regionalist parties’ ideological positioning
towards European integration must also be acknowledged (Lynch, 1996; Jolly, 2007; Elias, 2008;
Hepburn, 2008).

4 As noted in several previous studies, especially since Newman (1997) and De Winter (1998),
regionalist parties can (and usually do) develop ideological stances on virtually all dimensions/areas
(e.g. economic policy, immigration, environment, etc.). Here we do not analyze party ideology in its
entirety, but only regarding their core ideological dimension: the relationship between the region and
the state.



show that decentralization indirectly fuels secessionism (Brancati, 2006), and that
decentralization has a differentiated effect on regionalist parties depending on the
electoral venue — regional or national (Meguid, 2013b; Massetti and Schakel, 2013).
In the next section, we review the extant literature in order to develop a
comprehensive theoretical and analytical framework, and a set of expectations on the
individual independent variables. Then, in the third section, we define and categorize
regionalist parties according to their ideology. The fourth section introduces the
independent variables and the methodology. Section five presents and discusses the

results. The main findings are then summarized in the concluding section.

2. Theory and hypotheses

Regionalist ideology revolves around the idea that the region is a separate ‘body politic’
vis a vis the rest of the state to which it belongs (Fitjar, 2010). The immediate and
inevitable corollary, which defines the regionalist party family from an
ideological/programmatic perspective, is that the region deserves some kind of
territorially based self-government (De Winter, 1998: 204; Massetti, 2009: 503;
Alonso, 2012: 1). Since we can observe a lot of variance in the level of self-government
claimed by regionalist parties (Rudolph and Thompson, 1985; Newman, 1997; De
Winter, 1998; Massetti, 2009; Alonso, 2012), we want to explain the different
radicalism of claims across cases, across time, and distinguishing between the regional

and national level of government.® The inclusion of both levels is paramount as they

5 To be clear, we do not expect regionalist parties to change their ideological stance substantively
according to the level of electoral competition. We simply expect to find differences due to the fact that
national elections are held in all cases considered, whereas regional elections are only held once a



are equally important for regionalist parties, which in most cases try to pursue their self-
government objectives using both venues (Gomez-Reino et al., 2006; Elias and
Tronconi, 2011a). In addition, the sets of parties competing in regional and national
elections are not exactly the same, since some parties only compete at one level. For
instance, following the general Canadian pattern, Quebecois regionalist parties only
compete at one level of government.®

In approaching our research question we refer to different theories and strands of the
literature which emphasize different explanatory factors. However, we are primarily
interested in exploring the impact of decentralization, both in terms of level of regional
authority and in terms of reform (i.e. changes in the level of regional authority). This
analytical angle not only refers to an ‘institutionalist’ theoretical perspective but also to
a ‘party competition’ perspective. Indeed, scholars subscribing to the ‘accommodation
thesis’ have highlighted the strategic nature of decentralization reforms implemented
by state-wide parties as a means aimed at, among other things,” weakening the electoral
challenge posed by regionalist parties (Rudolph and Thompson, 1985; De Winter,
1998). The logic is straight forward: once the most characterizing demands of
regionalist parties are accommodated, they will lose their raison d’etre and their voters
will gradually abandon them. The Flemish Volksunie (VU) represents a paradigmatic
case of a regionalist party which paid for its policy success — the progressive
federalization of Belgium — with electoral decline and, eventually, disappearance (De

Winter, 2006).

certain degree of decentralization (i.e. the creation of elected regional bodies) has already been
implemented.

& For instance the Parti Quebecois (PQ) has always participated only in regional (provincial) elections,
while the Bloc Quebecois (BQ) has participated only in national (federal) elections.

7 State-wide parties also implement decentralization reforms for other partisan interests, such as office-
seeking strategies involving some kind of co-operation with regionalist actors or for gaining control of
resources in regions which they dominate electorally (Sorens, 2009; Alonso, 2012; Toubeau and
Massetti, 2013; Field, 2013).



However, several important caveats have been added to the basic tenets of the
accommodation thesis. First, this strategy appears to work only at national level, while
at regional level it might lead to the opposite outcome — i.e. to an electoral growth of
regionalist parties (Meguid, 2013a; 2013b). This is possibly due to the fact that, at
regional level, the mission of regionalist parties does not only consist of being the
advocates for self-government demands but also the potential administrators of (already
achieved) regional powers in the exclusive interest of the regional population (Gomez-
Reino et al., 2006: 258). For instance, Elias and Tronconi (2011b: 368) observe that the
Sudtiroler Volkspartei (SVP)’s “demands for self-government within Italy had been
largely satisfied in the 1990s. Since then, the SVP has turned its attentions to the
challenges of governing the regional territory with a focus on the kind of day-to-day
policy issues that are typical of left-right party competition in any territory.”

Secondly and crucially for our research question, at national level the
accommodation strategy undermines autonomist regionalist parties more than
secessionist ones (Massetti and Schakel, 2013). Taking Flanders again as an
illuminating example, we can observe that the decline and disappearance of the
relatively moderate VU has been paralleled by the birth and electoral rise of more
radical parties — VlIaams Blok/Belang (VB) and the Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie (N-VA) —
(De Winter 2011; Deschouwer, 2013). This dynamic is perfectly in line with the logic
of the accommaodation thesis: as state-wide parties are able to accommodate only some
regionalist demands (definitely not the secessionist ones), the raison d’etre of
secessionist parties is more likely to persist. Indeed, from the point of view of
regionalist parties (at least those that participate in national elections), decentralization
reforms can represent an incentive/constraint to strategically radicalize their self-

government claims (Elias and Tronconi, 2011a: 21; Alonso, 2012).



To sum up, adopting an institutionalist/rational choice perspective we formulate the
following hypotheses concerning decentralization level and decentralization reform.
First, we expect the probability of finding more radical regionalist parties to be higher
in strongly decentralized contexts than in weakly decentralized ones. For instance, in
federal systems (such as Switzerland, Canada or Germany) there is no reason for
regionalist parties to make mild demands, as regions already enjoy a strong degree of
self-government; whereas in strongly centralized contexts (such as pre-1980 France),
the mere recognition and establishment of a regional level of government could have
represented a meaningful and salient demand. Secondly, we expect the probability of
finding more radical regionalist parties to increase as decentralization reforms unfold.
For instance, as the statutes of Spanish regions have been reformed in a pro-
decentralization direction in the last thirty-five years, it is logical to expect that many
Spanish regionalist parties will have adopted, by the late 2000s, more radical
ideological stances compared with those of the early 1980s.

Having outlined the theoretical and empirical considerations underpinning our
expectations on decentralization, we now present other sets of factors that, arguably,
affect regionalist parties’ positioning on self-government claims. First, drawing on the
historical-sociological approach (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967), we identify three factors
linked to the distinctiveness (vis a vis the rest of the state) of ‘regional identity’: the
presence of a regional language; the presence of a distinct institutional history of the
region (e.g. having been an independent state in the past; relatively recent annexation
in the current state, etc.); geographical isolation, especially in the form of island regions
(Baldacchino and Hepburn, 2012). The idea behind the selection of these factors is that
there could be a link between, on the one hand, the extent to which the regional identity

is distinct from national identity and, on the other hand, the extent to which the region



is perceived as a separate body politic and, therefore, the level of radicalism of self-
government claims.

The second set of factors concerns party competition. Following a rational choice
(Downs, 1957) and an institutionalist/rational choice approach (Cox, 1999), we
consider all institutional and political variables that, shaping the dynamics of party
competition, may have an impact on regionalist parties’ level of radicalism. Starting
with electoral systems, we follow Newman’s (1997) observation that regionalist parties
emerging (as third party) under majoritarian systems (e.g. in Canada and in the UK)
tend to remain united and to adopt a radical position on the centre-periphery dimension
in order to properly distinguish themselves from the state-wide competitors. In contrast,
proportional systems can allow for the emergence and persistence of more than one
regionalist party in the same region, with different ideological orientations in several
dimensions, including self-government. Therefore, we expect a higher probability of
observing radical parties in majoritarian systems than in mixed or proportional systems.

Beyond the incentives posed by the voting system, we identify the level of
competition on the centre-periphery dimension as a crucial variable. The presence of
other regionalist parties in the same region is likely to trigger a dynamic of
radicalization for which, albeit maintaining some differences amongst themselves, all
or most regionalist parties escalate their claims (Van Houten, 2000; Massetti, 2009).
The same dynamic can be initiated by a convergence strategy adopted by state-wide
parties, where the latter try to absorb the regionalist discourse and agenda (Meguid,
2008). However, adopting a regionalist discourse or agenda might not be enough for
state-wide parties to acquire partisan credibility in the eyes of regionalist voters

(Alonso, 2012). They might need to go as far as to actually pass regional reforms with



concessions for more self-government, in which case we fall back to our primary
independent variable (decentralization).

We also consider whether a given regionalist party finds itself in office or in
opposition (both at national and regional level). Here the expectation is that holding
office might induce moderation while being in opposition might unleash radicalism.
Indeed, in order to become an acceptable government coalition partner, a regionalist
party might have to moderate its ideological profile (Elias and Tronconi, 2011a).

Finally, we want to test a hypothesis which runs against our general expectations in
regard to decentralization. Since it has been suggested that an asymmetrical regional
structure (or reform) might unleash demands in the regions ‘left behind’ (‘reform
laggard’ regions), especially if regionalist parties are active in those regions
(Hombrado, 2011), we want to see if, in these particular cases, it is the absence, not the
presence, of a decentralization reform that can trigger radicalization. In the next section

we detail how we identify and classify regionalist parties according to their ideology.

3. Regionalist parties dataset

We define regionalist parties according to four criteria. First, they are self-contained
political organizations that contest elections. Secondly, they are organizationally
present and/or field candidates only in a particular sub-territory (region) of the state.
Thirdly, the territorial limitation of their political/electoral activity is a consequence of
their explicit objective of defending only the identities and interests of ‘their’ region.
Fourthly, as stated by De Winter (1998: 204), regionalist parties’ core mission is to

achieve/protect/enhance “some kind of [territorial] self-government” for their

10



homeland. The first criterion excludes regional parties that formally or de facto act as
regional branches of a state-wide party. The second and third criteria exclude state-wide
parties that are in favor of decentralization or federalization of the state. The fourth
criterion excludes ethnic parties that are not interested in the territorial aspect of self-
government (but, rather, in community rights).

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 19 West European and OECD-countries® to create
an initial dataset. In a second step we looked at the territorial concentration of the vote
and we made use of secondary sources, party internet sites and party manifestoes and
documents to determine whether a party can be considered as regionalist. We also
applied a relevance criterion; we include in our dataset each regionalist party which
obtained at least 1% of the vote and/or one seat in one national or regional election.

For a significant number of parties we were not able to identify their ideology.
Although these constitute less than 10% of the total variation in vote shares for national
and 16% for regional elections, it nevertheless led to the exclusion of six countries.
Greece and Japan also have regionalist parties, but they do not fulfill the 1% or one seat
criterion. The end result is a core dataset of 78 regionalist parties participating in
regional and/or national elections in 11 countries. Table 1 provides a summary of
regionalist party participation in national and regional elections and table Al in

appendix A lists these parties together with their region and ideology score. In the

8 In case of electoral coalitions where the regionalist party is a junior party we used the seat allocation
within the coalition to assign vote shares to the different coalition partners. When regionalist parties
coalesce for elections and we could not use the seat allocation as a mechanism to allocate vote share
(for example in the case when the electoral coalition obtains one seat) we allocated the total vote share
to the senior party.

% Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United
States.

10 Australia, Austria, Finland, Norway, Portugal, and the United States.
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models below the unit of analysis is the ideology of regionalist party in a particular
regional or national election. With respect to national elections we disaggregate to the

regional level.

Table 1. Regionalist party participation in regional and national elections in 11
countries.

Regional National ~ Regional National Regional and

elections elections  elections elections national Total

First Last First Last only only elections
Belgium 1974 2009 1954 2010 — 1 5 6
Canada 1944 2009 1945 2008 6 2 — 8
Denmark 1945 2009 1945 2007 — — 4 4
France 1982 2010 1981 2007 2 1 3 6
Germany 1946 2010 1949 2009 — — 2 2
Italy 1947 2010 1946 2008 8 1 10 19
Netherlands 1966 2007 — — 1 — — 1
Spain 1980 2010 1977 2008 2 — In order 26
Sweden 1998 2002 — — 1 — — 1
Switzerland 1970 2007 1991 2007 — — 1 1
United Kingdom 1945 2007 1945 2010 — — 4 4
Total 20 5 53 78

We made two categorizations of regionalist parties. The first uses a binary variable
which codes whether a party is moderate (autonomist) or radical (secessionist)
(Massetti and Schakel; 2013; Dandoy, 2010; Lancaster and Lewis- Beck, 1989). The
former may differ extensively in terms of self-government claims (from the mere
recognition of their region with very limited powers to demands for strong legislative
and fiscal powers) but they all respect the unity of the current state. In contrast, the latter
want their region to break away in order to form a new independent state (or to join
another one). A major benefit associated with a dichotomous classification is that it is
robust. We think that the basic distinction between parties that want some degree of

self-government within the state and parties that want the region to break away is
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understood in the same way in different states and regions. Hence binary coding can
probably travel safely across political contexts and minimizes subjective interpretation.

A major drawback of a simple dichotomous variable is that meaningful variety
within the classes is ignored. In order to find a convenient compromise between the
need to appreciate the diversity among the moderate and radical parties, while at the
same time retaining the applicability of the concept across different political and
institutional contexts, we made two subclasses within these categories (De Winter,
1998;; Massetti, 2009; Dandoy, 2010). In table two we present this more differentiated

classification of regionalist parties.!!

Table 2. Classification of regionalist parties on the basis of the decentralization issue.

Party challenges  Separationist 4 Party is open and clear in its

Radical 1 the unity the formu_latlon_ -
: Party is ambiguous in its
state Ambiguous 3 .
formulation

Party seeks to enhance a
Federalist 2 maximum level of regional
self-government
Party demands rights to
Protectionist 1 preserve regional language
and culture

Party does not
Moderate 0 challenge unity
of the state

We distinguish between two types of moderate (i.e. autonomist) parties:
‘protectionist’ and ‘federalist’. Protectionist parties typically ask for the institutional
recognition of their region and for the transfer of enough competences in order to

protect regional languages and cultures. An example is the Friesian National Party

11 We tested the validity of our coding using an expert survey on party positioning on the vertical state
structure conducted by Szocsik and Huber (2012). We found a strong correlation (Pearson R 0.81, N
parties 28, p<0.01), thus confirming the validity of the measurement of our dependent variable. For a
more exhaustive discussion about data validation see appendix A (section ‘Validation of ideology
scores’).
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(FNP) in the Netherlands. Federalist parties actively seek to enhance a maximum level
of regional self-government to include a wide range of competences, including fiscal
powers, but without questioning the unity of the state. Typical examples are the VU in
the 1970-1980s, the LN before and after its secessionist period (1996-1999) and CiU
until 2012.

Within radical parties we differentiate between ambiguously secessionist (here
labeled as ‘ambiguous’) and openly secessionist (here labeled as ‘separationist’). The
former deploy discourses or put forward proposals which imply the questioning of state
unity but are ambiguous in their stance, as they refrain from using clear catchwords,
such as ‘independence’, ‘partition’ or ‘secession’. A classic example of ‘ambiguous
secessionist’ is Plaid Cymru (PC) before 2003, when the party openly declared its
secessionist objective. For a long time previously it had used ambiguous terms such as
‘full national status.” Another good example is the PNV during the 2000s, when the
party proposed to turn Spain into a sort of loose confederation between the Basque
Country and the rest of the Iberian state without openly stating an independence goal.
In contrast, ‘separationist’ parties clearly and unambiguously manifest their will to
break away from the state, whether to form a new independent state or to (re-)join
another. Good examples of this category are the SNP, the N-VA and the Lega Nord in

the period 1996-1999.

4. Variables and method

Our main independent variable concerns decentralization, which we measure using the

regional authority index (Hooghe et al., 2010). This measurement distinguishes
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between self- rule (authority exercised by a regional government over those who live
in the region) and shared rule (authority exercised by a regional government or its
representatives in the country as a whole). Self-rule and shared rule are operationalized

according to the following eight dimensions.

Self-rule is the sum of the following four dimensions:
* Institutional depth: the extent to which a regional government is autonomous
rather than deconcentrated (0-3);
* Policy scope: the range of policies for which a regional government is
responsible (0-4);
* Fiscal autonomy: the extent to which a regional government can
independently tax its population (0-4);
* Representation: the extent to which a region is endowed with an independent

legislature and executive (0-4).

Shared rule is the sum of the following four dimensions:
» Law making: the extent to which regional representatives co-determine
national legislation (0-2);
* Executive control: the extent to which a regional government co-determines
national policy in intergovernmental meetings (0-2);
* Fiscal control: the extent to which regional representatives co-determine the
distribution of national tax revenues (0-2);
* Constitutional reform: the extent to which regional representatives co-

determine constitutional change (0-3).
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The authors provide yearly scores at the regional level and these are used. The
regional authority index is also used to derive a regional reform variable which is
operationalized by a cumulative change variable. We track cumulative change in
regional authority index scores in national elections once the institutional region is
established and for regional elections we start counting from the first regional election
onwards. A third decentralization variable is labeled ‘reform laggard’” which is
operationalized as a dummy variable. A region scores positive as reform laggard when
there is a decentralization reform, within the same country, for another region but not
for the region itself. One set of factors which may impact on regionalist party ideology
concerns the socio-cultural, historical, and geographical specificities of the region. To
capture regional distinctiveness we introduce three variables. Regions with a distinct
history and/or language are measured by a regional language and history index (Fitjar,
2010). The language index is made up of the following items, with one point awarded
for each item: there is an indigenous regional language that is different from the
dominant (plurality) language in the state; the regional language is spoken by at least
half the region’s population; the language is not the dominant language of any state.

The history index captures the extent to which the region itself or other states than
the current sovereign have governed the territory. The index is made up of the following
two criteria, with one point awarded for each: the region has not been part of the current
state since its formation and the region was not part of the current state for the entire
twentieth century. A third variable concerns an island dummy which awards a score of
one to island regions.

The electoral system structures party competition to a large extent and we introduce

a categorical variable which assigns a score of zero to PR systems, a score of one to
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majoritarian/plurality systems and half a point to mixed systems. In general, PR systems
tend to produce multi party systems whereas majoritarian/plurality systems lead to two
or two-and-a-half party systems. However, there are important exceptions to this and
therefore we also include the number of effective parties to tap more directly into the
political space available for radical and moderate regionalist parties.

Some authors have stressed the importance of government participation and electoral
competition for the radicalism of regionalist party ideologies. We include a dummy
variable which indicates whether a regionalist party was in regional or national
government at the time when the election took place. In the models below we have to
exclude the dummy for being in national government because the number of
observations is too low (N = 11), which leads to perfect prediction in the logit models.

State-wide party competition is measured with the use of party manifesto data
(Volkens et al., 2010). We take the percentage of quasi-sentences devoted to
decentralization in all party manifestoes for national elections, weigh them by party size
and sum them to get an overall score reflecting salience with regard to the
decentralization issue. We include a regionalist party competition variable which is
operationalized by subtracting the vote share for a particular regionalist party from the
total regionalist party vote share in the election.

We include regionalist party size — operationalized as the percentage of vote — as a
control variable. Both the ideology of regionalist parties and the scores on some of the
independent variables may actually be a result of party size rather than anything else.
For example, large regionalist parties may have a larger probability of being included
in government as well as being moderate. Table B1 in appendix B provides descriptive

statistics on the independent variables.
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We tap the ideology of regionalist parties with two variables, a (robust) dichotomous
variable and an ordinal variable with four categories. The binary variable is analyzed
with the help of a logit model whereby we use party clustered standard errors. The
ordinal variable was originally analyzed by ordered logit models but it appeared that
the parallel regression assumption did not hold which entails that the independent
variables have different effects on the different types of parties. We therefore opted for
multinomial logit models with party clustered standard errors which do not assume a
rank order between the categories. According to Hausman and Small-Hsiao tests these
models appeared not to violate the independence of irrelevant alternatives assumption.
That is, the preference of a regionalist party for a federalist or secessionist stanceis not
affected by the possibility of choosing for a protectioniststance.

Below we present changes in predicted probabilities for a particular ideological
position or type of regionalist party. These changes in probabilities are obtained by
using the prvalue and prgen command available in the SPost package for Stata
developed by Scott Long and Freese (2006). Confidence intervals for the changes in
probabilities are obtained by a bootstrap percentile method with 1,000 replications. The
bootstrap method is more robust to ‘noisy’ data than, for example, the delta method,
and does not require an assumption of normality because bootstrapping resamples from
the dataset and treats the sample as the population. The bootstrap method is often not
used because although it “frequently provides better estimates of the confidence interval

bounds, it is computationally intensive” (Scott Long and Freese, 2006, p.127).

5. Results
Table 3 presents the results of a logit model where we estimate the probability of a

regionalist party being radical (binary variable; 1 = radical; 0 = moderate) when the
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independent variables go from low to high.'? The categorical variables go from their
minimum to their maximum and the continuous variables go from one standard
deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean while all other
variables are held at their median (categorical variables) or their mean (continuous
variables). We expect that a change in each of the independent variables should increase
the probability of a regionalist party adopting a radical ideology except for the
participation in regional government dummy and the party size variable, which should

increase the probability of being moderate.

Table 3. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties: probabilities for being
radical.

national elections regional elections

low high change low high change
Regional authority 022 0.23 0.01 0.02 029 0.27*
Regional reform 0.10 0.47 0.37* 0.12 0.28 0.15*
Reform laggard 0.24 0.29 0.05 0.12 0.28 0.15*
Regional language index 0.03 0.48 0.45* 0.05 0.19 0.15*%
Regional history index 0.24 0.36 0.12 0.12 035 0.23*
Island dummy 024 0.15 -0.09 0.05 010 0.05
Electoral system 0.24 095 0.71* 0.12 040 0.28*
Number of effective parties 0.24 0.22 -0.02 0.08 0.09 0.01
Regional government 0.24 0.07 -0.17* 0.12 0.05 -0.07*

Statewide party competition 0.25 0.21 -0.04 0.06 0.13 0.07*
Regionalist party competition 0.13 0.46 0.33* 0.09 0.09 0.00

Party size 0.19 0.27 0.08 0.15 0.05 -0.08*
Number of observations 444 453

Number of parties 65 79

Wald chi? 53* 28*

Log pseudolikelihood -171 -191
McFadden R? 0.41 0.33

Count R? 0.81 0.82

12 Gijven the high concentration of regionalist parties within two states, Italy and Spain (see Table A1l
in appendix A), we ran robustness tests, checking how our results change once we exclude one (or the
other) of these two countries. The tests show that our results are overall robust, particularly regarding
to the main variables of interest - namely the regional authority, regional reform and reform laggard
variables. The results and a more exhaustive discussion of the robustness analyses are presented in
appendix C.
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Notes: * p < 0.05.

The table displays the results of a logit model whereby the dependent variable reflects whether the
regionalist party is moderate (=0) or radical (=1). Shown are the probabilities for being a radical party
when the independent variables go from low to high. The categorical variables go from their minimum
to their maximum and the continuous variables go from one standard deviation below the mean to one
standard deviation above the mean while all other variables are held at their median (categorical
variables) or their mean (continuous variables).

An important difference across electoral arenas may be observed for the regional
authority variables. An increase in regional authority leads to a 27 percentage point
increase of being radical in the regional electoral arena but has no effect in the national
electoral arena. In contrast, regional reform increases the probability of being radical
by 37 percentage points in the national electoral arena and by 15 percentage points in
the regional electoral arena. In addition, being a reform laggard leads to a 15 percentage
point higher probability of finding a radical party participating in regional elections but
does not seem to have an effect on national elections. We analyze the effects of the
regional authority variables in more detail below, but first we discuss the other factors
that may impact on regionalist party ideology.

In contrast to the regional authority variables we do not observe different effects
across electoral arenas except for the competition variables. A change from low to high
in the regional language index increases the probability of finding a radical party in the
national electoral arena by 45 percentage points and in the regional electoral arena by
15 percentage points. If we also consider the history index, the chance that a regionalist
party is radical in the regional electoral arena increases by an additional 23 percentage
points. The electoral system has a significant impact on the ideology of regionalist
parties in both electoral arenas. A majoritarian/plurality system increases the
probability of being radical by 28 percentage points for regional elections and by a
sweeping 71 percentage points for national elections. An additional commonality across

electoral arenas is that government participation is associated with moderation. When
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a regionalist party is in regional government at the time of the election the chance of
being radical is reduced by 17 percentage points and 7 percentage points respectively
for national and regional elections. Competition from other regionalist parties has a
statistically significant effect on the probability of being radical (+33 percentage points)
in the national electoral arena but not in the regional electoral arena. Conversely,
competition from statewide parties leads to a radicalization (+7 percentage points) of
regionalist parties in regional elections but not in national elections.

In table 4 we present the changes in probabilities for the four-fold categorization of
the ideology of regionalist parties (see table 2) after running a multinomial logit model
which does not assume a rank order between the type of parties. Similar to the logit
models, the categorical variables go from their minimum to their maximum and the
continuous variables go from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard
deviation above the mean while all other variables are held at their median (categorical
variables) or their mean (continuous variables). We expect that a change in each of the
independent variables should increase the probability of a regionalist party adopting a
more radical ideology except for the participation in regional government dummy and
party size, which should increase the probability of adhering to a more moderate

ideology.

Table 4. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties.

national elections regional elections

moderates radicals moderates radicals

P F A S P F A S
Regional authority -0.15* 0.19* -0.09 0.05 -0.49* 0.21 0.05* 0.23*
Regional reform 0.05 -0.38* 0.12* 0.21* -0.31* 0.27* 0.01 0.03
Reform laggard -0.05* 0.01 -0.04 0.07 -0.27* 0.08 0.01 0.18*
Regional language index -0.20* -0.25* 0.29* 0.16* -0.23* 0.00 0.11* 0.12*
Regional history index 0.08 -0.20 -0.02 0.14* -0.12 -0.28* 0.23* 0.18*
Island dummy 0.13 -0.02 -0.12* 0.01 -0.06 0.06 -0.01 0.01
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Electoral system -0.06* -0.64* 0.00 0.70* -0.30* -0.13 0.21* 0.23*
Number of effective parties -0.07* 0.14* -0.10* 0.03 -0.23* 0.21 -0.01 0.03
Regional government 0.00 0.05 0.04 -0.08* 0.05 0.01 -0.01 -0.05*
Statewide party competition  0.01 0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.15 0.06 0.03* 0.06*
Regionalist party competition —-0.08* -0.25* 0.20* 0.12* -0.16 0.13 0.01 0.02

Party size -0.09* 0.07 -0.05 0.07* -0.37* 0.41 -0.01 -0.03
Number of observations 444 453

Number of parties 65 79

Wald chi? 568* 312*

Log pseudolikelihood -355 -374

McFadden R? 0.38 0.37

Count R? 0.64 0.65

Notes: * p < 0.05; P = protectionist; F = federalist; A = ambiguous; S = separatist (see table 1 for a
description of the types of parties).

The table displays the results of a multinominal logit model whereby the dependent variable reflects
whether the regionalist party is protectionist, federalist, ambiguous secessionist, or openly separatist.
Shown are the changes in probabilities for being a type of party when the independent variables go
from low to high. The categorical variables go from their minimum to their maximum and the change
for continuous variables reflect going from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard
deviation above the mean while all other variables are held at their median (categorical variables) or
their mean (continuous variables).

A major benefit of analyzing four types of regionalist parties is that we can
appreciate the diversity among radical and moderate parties and observe how far
independent variables have an effect on different types of parties. On a general level,
the results in table 4 corroborate the results reported in table 3 in that when the
probability of being a moderate party tends to decline the chance of being radical
increases. However, the effect of the independent variables varies across the type of
parties. For example, a change in the regional language index has a similar effect across
party type but being part of the regional government at the time of the election decreases
only the probability of being openly secessionist. We do not have the space here to go
into detail regarding to the differences across types of parties for all the independent
variables. It is interesting to note that the regional authority variables gain statistical

significance for both national and regional elections in contrast to the results reported
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in table 3. Given that we expect to observe differences with regard to the effects of the
regional authority variables across electoral arenas, we explore these effects in more
detail.

Starting with the reform laggard variable we may observe that the change in
probability for protectionist parties in national and regional elections declines and that
the change in probability for being openly secessionist in regional elections increases.
Clearly, asymmetric decentralization reforms lead to a radicalization of regionalist
parties. The regional authority and regional reform variables are continuous variables
and we explore the effects of these variables by analyzing probabilities of being a
particular type of regionalist party when these variables go from their minimum to their

maximum value. The results are presented in figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 1A: National elections
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Figure 1B: Regional elections

Figure 1. The effect of regional authority on the probability of a type of regionalist
party
Notes: shown are the predicted probabilities for the different types of regionalist parties (see table 2)

when the scores on the regional authority index go from their minimum to their maximum (see table
A2).
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Figure 2B: Regional elections

Figure 2. The effect of regional reform on the probability of a type of regionalist
party

Notes: shown are the predicted probabilities for the different types of regionalist parties (see table 2)
when cumulative change in regional authority index scores go from their minimum to their maximum
(see table A2).

In figure 1 we explore the effect of regional authority on the ideology of regionalist
parties participating in national (figure 1A) and regional (figure 1B) elections when the
regional authority index goes from its minimum to its maximum. With respect to
national elections we observe that the probability of being moderate or radical does not
change (respectively 80 and 20 percentage points) but that within the moderate and
radical categories the balance between protectionists and federalists, and between
ambiguous and openly secessionists, changes. However, only the change in
probabilities for being protectionist and federalist reaches statistical significance.
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In contrast to national elections, all changes in probabilities are statistically
significant for regional elections. When the regional authority index increases from its
minimum to its maximum, regionalist parties in the regional electoral arena tend to
become more radical and, in particular, ambiguously secessionist (+7 percentage
points), and openly secessionist (+34 percentage points). Within the moderate category
the probability of being protectionist decreases by 83 percentage points whereas the
chance of adopting a federalist positionincreases by 42 percentage points.

Interestingly, we observe a reversed pattern for the regional reform variable. In
regional elections the balance between the probability of being moderate (90 percentage
points) and radical (10 percentage points) does not change but within the moderate
category the probability of being federalist increases by 58 percentage points while the
chance of being protectionist declines by 66 percentage points (both results are
statistically significant at the 5 per cent level). For national elections we observe a clear
radicalization of the ideology of regionalist parties. In particular, the probability of
being federalist declines by 60 percentage points whereas the chance of adopting an
open secessionist stanceincreases by 39 percentage points (both results are statistically

significant at the 5 per cent level).

6. Discussion

In this paper we set out to explain the determinants of regionalist party ideological
radicalism on self-government, with a particular interest on the effects of
decentralization level and decentralization reform. Starting with the latter, we found
strong support for our main hypothesis that decentralization reforms entail a

radicalization process for regionalist parties, especially at the national level. We found
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significant correlations in the expected direction between decentralization reforms and
radicalism using both a dichotomous (moderate; radical) and a four-fold classification
(protectionist; federalist; ambiguous; separationist). Our models show that, at national
level, positive cumulative change on the regional authority index dramatically increases
the chances of finding a radical party and, more specifically, a separationist party. The
radicalization effect at regional level is much more modest and mainly concerns a shift
within moderate positions: a sharp decrease in the chances of finding protectionist
parties paralleled with a sharp increase in probability of finding a federalist party. These
results are in line with Meguid’s argument that decentralization reforms, as a state-wide
party strategy, are primarily a national level strategy (Meguid, 2013a); and with
Massetti and Schakel’s argument that ideological radicalism, as a counter-remedy of
regionalist parties, has a ‘damage reduction’ effect only in national elections (Massetti
and Schakel, 2013). Bringing together the three works allows to trace a complex process
of strategies and counter-strategies for which 1) state-wide parties try and undermine
regionalist parties’ electoral strength at national level by implementing decentralization
reforms (Meguid, 2013a); 2) this strategy is, indeed, effective in damaging regionalist
parties at national level, but it works more with moderate than with radical ones,
providing an incentive for radicalization (Massetti and Schakel, 2013); and 3) now we
found evidence that such an incentive is very strong and the radicalization process does,
indeed, occur.

The level of decentralization, which varies across regions but might be constant
within the same region over time, has a very different effect compared with that of
decentralization reform. At the national level, it does not have a significant impact on
determining the chances of finding a radical party. However, it has a strong effect on

whether a regionalist party will adopt, within the moderate positions, a protectionist or
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a federalist stance. As hypothesized, it does not make any sense to make minimal self-
government demands in already strongly decentralized contexts. In contrast, trying to
push the boundaries of self-government without questioning the unity of the state can
represent a meaningful strategy also in strongly decentralized systems. This effect is
also evident at regional level. However, in regional party systems, regional reform also
affects the probability of finding radical and especially separationist parties. This rather
unexpected finding might be due to the emergence of small regionalist parties that adopt
an outbidding strategy at regional level but do not participate at national level, as well
as the consequence of (counter-)strategies triggered at national level.

The results presented in this paper are in line with Brancati’s proposition that
decentralization reforms indirectly fuel secessionism (Brancati, 2006), albeit not
necessarily because they strengthen regionalist parties electorally — as claimed by
Brancati (2008). Rather, they trigger a counter-strategy on the part of regionalist parties
aimed at limiting electoral damage. We therefore conclude that decentralization
reforms, far from appeasing regionalist parties, lead them to actually radicalize their
claims and adopt a secessionist stance. However, regional reforms may appease some
regionalist voters and thus inflict electoral losses on regionalist parties at national level.
The resulting level of polarization will depend on the relationship between an increased
‘threatening intention’ (ideological radicalization) and a decreased ‘threatening
capacity’ (electoral strength). The question whether decentralization ‘accommodates’
or ‘empowers’ regionalist pressure does not have a final or simple answer. Furthermore,
apart from electoral strength and ideological radicalism we also found differential
effects across electoral arenas.

Our analysis has further shown that other institutional/political factors beyond

decentralization play an important role. In particular, we found that: a) majoritarian
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electoral systems dramatically increase the probability of finding radical parties, thus
confirming Newman (1997); b) as suggested by Van Houten (2000) and Massetti
(2009), competition from other regionalist parties within the region increases the
probability of radicalization, but only at national level; whereas c) holding office
increases the probability of moderation, confirming Elias and Tronconi (2011a). As far
as regional identity is concerned, we found that: a) the presence of a distinct language
significantly affects the probability of finding radical parties in the region at both
national and regional level, thus confirming Massetti (2009); b) the effect of the
institutional history of the region is more ambiguous, as its impact is only significant in
the regional (not the national) electoral arena; and c¢) being an island region does not
have any impact (actually some coefficients, though insignificant, are negative).
Arguably, although for a few cases our data go back to the 1940s, the empirical analysis
shows that the technological progress in transport and telecommunication, which has
intensified in the last few decades, has made island regions as integrated as land regions

within the state.

29



References

Alonso, S. (2012) Challenging the State: Devolution and the Battle for Partisan
Credibility: A Comparison of Belgium, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom.
Oxford: OUP.

Baldacchino, G. and E. Hepburn (2012) A Different Appetite for Sovereignty?
Independence Movements in Subnational Island Jurisdictions. Commonwealth and
Comparative Politics, Vol. 50(4).

Brancati, D. (2006) Decentralization: fuelling or dampening the flames of ethnic
conflict and secessionism? International Organization 60(3): 651-85.

Brancati, D. (2008) The origins and strengths of regional parties. British Journal of
Political Science 38(1), 135-59.

Cox, G. (1999), Electoral Rules and Electoral Coordination, Annual Review of
Political Science, VVol.2, pp.145-161.

Dandoy, R. (2010) Ethno-regionalist parties in Europe: a typology, Perspectives on
Federalism, 2(2): 195-220..

Deschouwer, K. (2013) “Party Strategy, Voter Demands and Territorial Reform in
Belgium”, West European Politics, Vol. 36(2): 354-374.

De Winter, L. (1998) A Comparative Analysis of Electoral, Office and Policy Success
of Ethnoregionalist Parties, in L. De Winter and H. Tursan (eds.), Regionalist
Parties in Western Europe. London: Routledge.

De Winter, L. (2006) In Memoriam the Volksunie 1954-2001: Death by Overdose of
Success? in De Winter, L, Gomez-Reino, M. and P. Lynch (eds.) Autonomist
Parties in Europe: Identity Politics and the Revival of the Territorial Cleavage,
Vol. Il, Barcelona: ICPS, pp. 11-46.

De Winter, L. (2011) The Volksunie, in Elias, A. and F. Tronconi (eds.) From Protest
to Power: Autonomist Parties and the Challenges of Representation, pp.27-50.
Wien: Wilhelm Braumuller.

Dion, S. (1996) Why is Secession Difficult in Well-Established Democracies?
Lessons from Quebec, British Journal of Political Science, Vol. 26(2), pp. 269-
283.

Downs, A. (1957), An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Basic Books.

Elias, A. (2008a), Minority Nationalist Parties and European Integration: A
Comparative Study, London: Routledge.

Elias, A. and Tronconi, F. (2011a) Introduction: autonomist parties and the challenges
of political representation, in Elias, A. and F. Tronconi (eds.) From Protest to

30



Power: Autonomist Parties and the Challenges of Representation, pp.1-26. Wien:
Wilhelm Braumuller.

Elias, A. and Tronconi, F. (2011b) Autonomist parties form protest to power: a
comparative overview, in Elias, A. and F. Tronconi (eds.) From Protest to Power:
Autonomist Parties and the Challenges of Representation, pp.345-371. Wien:
Wilhelm Braumuller.

Financial Times, ‘Catalonia referendum set for 2014°, 19/12/2012.

Field, B. N. (2013) Regionalist Parties and National Governance in a Multitier
System: The Case of Spain, paper presented at the Conference of Europeanists,
Amsterdam, June 2013.

Fitjar, R.D. (2010) The rise of regionalism. Causes of regional mobilization in
Western Europe. Routledge, London.

The Guardian, ‘Scotland independence referendum question is set but who does it
favour?’, 08/02/2013.

Gordin, J. P. (2001) “The Electoral Fate of Ethnoregionalist Parties in Western
Europe: A Boolean Test of Extant Explanations” Scandinavian Political Studies,
Vol. 24(2): 149-170.

Gomez-Reino, M., De Winter, L. and P. Lynch (2006) Conclusion: the Future Study
of Autonomist and Regionalist Parties, in De Winter, L., Gomez-Reino, M. and P.
Lynch (eds.) Autonomist Parties in Europe: Identity Politics and the Revival of the
Territorial Cleavage. Barcelona: ICPS, Vol. 2, pp. 247-270.

Harvie, C. (1994), The Rise of Regional Europe. London: Routledge.

Hepburn, E. (2008) “The Rise and Fall of a ‘Europe of the Regions’”, Regional and
Federal Studies, Vol. 18(5): 537-555.

Hombrado, A. (2011) Learning to Catch the Wave? Regional Demands for
Constitutional Change in Contexts of Asymmetric Arrangements. Regional and
Federal Studies, Vol. 21(4/5), pp. 479-501.

Hooghe, L., Marks, G. and Schakel, A.H. (2010) The rise of regional authority. A
comparative study of 42 democracies. Routledge, London.

Jolly, S. (2007), “The Europhile Fringe? Regionalist Party Support for European
Integration”, European Union Politics, Vol. 8(1), pp. 109-130.

Lancaster, T.D. and Lewis-Beck, M.S. (1989) Regional vote support: the Spanish
case, International Studies Quarterly 33(1): 29-43.

Lipset, S.M. & Rokkan, S. (1967) Cleavage structures, party systems and voter

alignments: an introduction. In S.M. Lipset & S. Rokkan (eds.) Party systems and
voter alignments: cross national perspectives (pp. 1-64). New York: Free Press.

31



Lublin, D. (2012) Dispersing Authority or Deepening Divisions? Decentralization and
Ethnoregional Party Success, Journal of Politics, VVol. 74(4): 1079-1093.

Lynch, P. (1996) Minority Nationalism and European Integration. Cardiff: University
of Wales Press.

Massetti, E. (2009) Explaining Regionalist Party Positioning in a Multi-dimensional
Ideological Space: A Framework for Analysis, Regional and Federal Studies, Vol.
19(4/5): 501-5031.

Massetti, E. and A. Schakel (2013) Ideology Matters: Why Decentralization Has a
Differentiate Effect on Regionalist Parties” Fortunes in Western Democracies.
European Journal of Political Research, published online doi: 10.1111/1475-
6765.12015

Massetti, E. and S. Toubeau (eds.) (2013) The Party Politics of Territorial Reforms in
Europe, West European Politics, Vol. 36(2), Special Issue.

Meguid, B. (2008) Party competition between unequals: strategies and electoral
fortunes in Western Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Meguid, B. (2013a) Decentralization as a National Level Electoral Strategy in
Western Europe, paper presented at the Conference of Europeanists, Amsterdam,
June 2013.

Meguid, B. (2013b) Multi-Level Elections and Party Fortunes: The Electoral Impact
of Decentralization in Western Europe, paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the MPSA, Chicago, April 2013.

Newman, S. (1997), Ideological Trends Among Ethnoregional Parties in Post-
Industrial Democracies, Nationalism & Ethnic Politics, VVol.3, No.1, pp.28-60.

Pammett, J. H. and L. LeDuc (2001) Sovereignty, leadership and voting in the Quebec
referendums, Electoral Studies, Vol. 20(2), pp. 265-280.

Pérez-Nievas, S. (2006) The Partido Nacionalista VVasco: Redefining Political Goals at
the Turn of the Century, in De Winter, L., Gomez-Reino, M. and P. Lynch (eds.)
Autonomist Parties in Europe: Identity Politics and the Revival of the Territorial
Cleavage. Barcelona: ICPS, Vol. 1, pp. 31-64.

Rudolph, J. and R. Thompson (1985) Ethnoterritorial Movements and the Policy
Process: Accommodating Nationalist Demands in the Developed World,
Comparative Politics, 15, 291-311.

Scott Long, J. and Freese, J. (2006) Regression models for categorical dependent
variables. Second edition. College Station: Stata Press.

Sorens, J. (2009) “The Partisan Logic of Decentralization in Europe”, Regional and
Federal Studies, Vol. 19(2): 255-272.

32



Sorens, J. (2005) “The Cross-Sectional Determinants of Secessionism in Advanced
Democracies” Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 38(3): 304-326.

Szdcsik, E. and Zuber C.1. (2012) EPAC — a New Dataset on ethnoregionalism in
party competition in 22 European democracies, Party Politics, published online 1
November 2012. DOI: 10.1177/1354068812462927

Toubeau, S. and Massetti, E. (2013) “The Party Politics of Territorial Reforms in
Europe”, West European Politics, Vol. 36(2): 313-332.

Tronconi (2006) “Ethnic Identity and Party Competition: An Analysis of the Electoral
Performance of Ethnoregionalist Parties in Western Europe”, World Political
Science Review, Vol. 2(2): 137-163.

van Houten, P. (2000) Regional Assertiveness in Western Europe: A Statistical
Explanation, paper prepared for the Laboratory in Comparative Ethnic Processes
(LiCEP), Duke University, 21-23 April 2000.

Volkens, A., Lacewell, O., Regel, S., Schultze, H., and Werner, A. (2010): The

Manifesto Data Collection. Manifesto Project (MRG/CMP/MARPOR), Berlin:
Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin fiir Sozialforschung (WZB).

33



APPENDIX A

Label, definition and internal classification

We label these parties as ‘regionalist’ following previous authoritative studies (De
Winter and Tursan, 1998; Jolly, 2007; Deschouwer, 2009). Since the scholarship is
characterised by extensive terminological profusion and lack of consensus,*? it is very
important to clearly define the underline concept and, when relevant for the
interpretations of results, discuss definitional differences. 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.'*
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).

Our dataset contains two innovative elements. First, we code regionalist parties’ level
of ideological radicalism in respect to their self-government claim, distinguishing
between moderate (autonomist) and radical (secessionist) ones. Then we made a sub-
classification, distinguishing between protectionists and federalists (amongst
moderates), and between ambiguous and separationists (amongst radicals). We choose
this classification precisely because it refers exclusively to the level of institutional self-
government demanded by the party without tapping into identity questions.®

How we gathered the data

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 19 West European and OECD-countries (Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan,
the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom,
and the United States).

13 Many different alternative labels have been used to refer to largely similar sets of parties. Just to
mention some examples: ‘ethno-regionalist’ (e.g. Tronconi, 2009), ‘regional’ (e.g. Brancati, 2008),
‘ethno-regional’ (e.g. Levi and Hechter, 1985), ‘ethnonationalist’ (e.g Connor, 1977), ‘peripheral
nationalist’ (e.g. Gourevitch, 1979), ‘peripheral’ (Rokkan and Urwin, 1983), ‘regional nationalist’(e.g
Van Atta, 2003), ‘minority nationalist’ (e.g. Lynch, 1996), ‘stateless nationalist’ (e.g. Guibernau, 1999),
‘non state wide’ (e.g. Pallares et al. 1997), ‘stateless nationalist and regionalist’ (e.g. Hepburn, 2009),
‘ethnoterritorial’ (e.g. Rudolph and Thompson, 1985), ‘autonomist’ (e.g. Elias and Tronconi, 2011),
‘secessionist’ (e.g. Sorens, 2005).

14 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).

15 Some authors highlight the distinction between parties insisting on the recognition of the multi-
national character of the state as opposed to other regionalist parties that do not have nationality
claims (Lancaster and Lewis-Beck, 1989; Hepburn, 2009). However, this classification overlaps with
ours (secessionists vs. autonomists) only to some extent, as the claim for recognition of a separate
national identity does not necessarily entail a claim for secession.
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Second, we consulted the literature and looked at party labels and the territorial
concentration of the vote to create an initial dataset. In case of electoral coalitions
whereby the regionalist party is a junior party we used the seat allocation within the
coalition to assign vote shares to the different coalition partners. When regionalist
parties coalesce for elections and we could not use the seat allocation as a mechanism
to allocate vote share (for example in the case when the electoral coalition obtains one
seat) we allocated the total vote share to the senior party.

Third, we applied a relevance criterion; we include in our dataset each regionalist
party which obtained at least 1% of the vote and/or one seat in one national or regional
election. This led to a dataset of 234 regionalist parties in 17 countries. Greece and
Japan have also regionalist parties, but they do not reach the 1% or one seat criterion.

For a significant number of parties we were not able to identify their ideology.
Although they constitute less than 10% of the total variation in vote shares for national
and 16% for regional elections, it nevertheless has led to the exclusion of six countries
(Australia, Austria, Finland, Norway, Portugal, and the United States). In addition, it
has led to the exclusion of 12 ethnic parties (see below). In the next and final step we
excluded controversial cases and we do not consider regionalist party competition
beyond the core region (see below). The end result is a core dataset of 78 regionalist
parties participating in regional and/or national elections in 11 countries. Table Al lists
these parties, their ideology and their core region.

Ethnic 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. For completeness sake
we list the parties we have identified as ethnic. For Austria, they are the Karnter
Wahlgemeinschaft (KWG) and the Karntner Einheitsliste (KEL) (Kéarnten); for
Denmark the Slesvigske parti - Schleswigsche Partei (SP; Sonderjyllands); for Finland
the Svenska Folkepartiet (SFP; several Finish mainland regions and Aland); for
Germany the Siidschleswigsher Wéahlerverband (SSW; Schleswig-Holstein); for Italy,
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); for New Zealand the Maori Party (MP; country-wide); for Norway, the Saami
people’s list (SPL; Finnmark); for the United States, the Partido Nacional de la Raza
Unida (PNRU; Texas).

Controversial cases

The classification of parties according to their ideology may provoke some discussion
and this is probably also the case for some regionalist parties. For three parties it is not
clear in how far they act separately from statewide parties. These are the Christlich-
Soziale Union (CSU) in Bavaria, Germany, the Union del Pueblo Navarro (UPN) in
Navarre, Spain, and the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) in Northern Ireland. The inclusion
of these parties is highly problematic as it would open the way to the inclusion of
regional branches of statewide parties which are rather autonomous from the central
party and put forward regionalist claims, such as the Socialist Party of Catalonia (PSC).
In this case the distinction between regionalist and statewide parties would disappear.

35



Other controversial cases concern the regionalist parties competing in the ethnically
divided regions of Northern Ireland and Navarre. For these parties it is not clear whether
their demands are directed to the central state (i.e. an autonomy claim) or serve to
compete with alternative border-drawing claims. These parties are for Northern Ireland
(UK) the Democratic Unionist Party (DPU), the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP), Sinn Fein
(SF), and the Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP). For Navarre (Spain), it
applies to Union del Pueblo Navarro (UPN), Convergencia Demdcratica de Navarra
(CDN), and the Basque parties of the coalition Nafarroa Bai. We prefer to exclude
controversial cases.

Electoral participation beyond the core region

Some regionalist parties listed in table A1 compete in more than one institutional region
but we do not consider regionalist party competition beyond the core region. As
explained above, some of these regionalist parties look for territorial boundary change
rather than for more autonomy for the region they compete in. The parties and regions
concerned are: for Belgium, the Flemish parties in Brussels (Nieuw Vlaamse Alliantie,
Vlaams Belang, and Volksunie), the Front Démocratique des Francophones beyond
Brussels, and the Rassemblement Wallon beyond the Walloon region; for Italy the
Partito Sardo d’Azione and Movimento per le Autonomie beyond Sardinia and Sicily,
respectively; for Spain the Basque regionalist parties (Aralar, Eusko Alkartasuna,
Euskadiko Ezkerra, Herri Batasuna-Heusakal Herritarrok-Batasuna and the Partido
Nacionalista Vasco) participating in Navarra elections and Esquerra Republicana de
Catalunya beyond Catalonia.

We also do not consider pan-regionalist parties beyond the core region which
consists of multiple institutional regions. This concerns the Lega Nord beyond Padania
and the Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus beyond Eastern Germany (see notes
below table Al). The decision to participate in elections beyond the core region may be
induced by electoral rules —e.g. only statewide electoral lists are allowed- or by the
electoral strategy of the regionalist party —e.g. the regionalist party needs a couple of
hundreds vote more to obtain a national seat. We think that the self-government
ideology of regionalist parties is by and large, if not completely, affected by party
competition in the core region.

Validation of ideology scores

The literature on regionalist parties is characterised by extensive terminological
profusion and lack of consensus (see above) and few scholars have attempted to develop
a classification of regionalist parties which goes beyond an ‘inclusion or exclusion’
dichotomy (i.e. a party is regionalist or not). More in general, the most comprehensive
collective works on party positioning have not devoted much attention to the centre-
periphery dimension — e.g. the Comparative Manifestos Project.

Amongst studies based on expert surveys, we identify two available datasets: the 2006
Chapel Hill surveys (Hooghe et al., 2010) and the EPAC dataset by Szocsik and Zuber
(2012). Differently from our dataset, both of them cover a much shorter period: only
the 2000s. In the EPAC dataset we find two measurements concerning party
positioning. One of them (‘Territorial model’) appears to be very similar to ours both
conceptually and operationally. Conceptually, it aims to capture the position of parties
regarding a range of possible institutional relationships between the central state and a
given region. This is very similar to what we are after, with the only difference that,
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limiting our analysis to regionalist parties, we are just concerned with the periphery side
of the centre-periphery spectrum, whereas the EPAC includes all types of parties (and,
therefore, centralist positions too). Operationally, the coding scheme consists of an
ordinal set of classes identified by qualitative characteristics. Below, we report the
question asked to experts and the proposed answers:

Territorial model: In multinational states, parties may have different positions on
which territorial model best suits a multinational society. Please indicate with an “x”
whether any of the parties explicitly support any of the following territorial models
(A-G):

1 = unitary state

2 = decentralization

3 = decentralization on ethnic basis

4 = symmetrical federalism, where all regions have equal rights

5 = asymmetrical federalism, where a national minority region has more rights than
other regions

6 = independence for a national minority region

7 = annexation of the national minority region by another state

In contrast, the second measurement in the EPAC dataset (‘Territorial Autonomy’),
as well as the variable ‘DECENTRAL’ in the 2006 Chapel Hill survey (then relabelled
‘REGIONS’ in the 2010 survey), differ both conceptually and operationally.
Conceptually, they are concerned with party positioning on the idea of autonomy or
political decentralization (i.e. how much parties are in favour or against it), without any
specification on the amount of autonomy/decentralization. Operationally, the respective
questions ask the experts to place parties along a continuum in which no qualitative
threshold is indicated, aside the two extremes: ‘strongly in favour of/against territorial
autonomy’ (EPAC); ‘strongly favours/opposes political decentralization’ (Chapel Hill).
We find these two measurements to be particularly suitable for detecting state-wide
parties’ general orientations towards ethno-regionalist demands for self-government,
rather than for detecting their preferences in terms of amount of self-government being
devolved, let alone for detecting the radicalism of ethno-regionalist claims (which is
what we are after). Therefore, we deem them unsuitable for a validation test of our
measurement.

Another study which could be, in principle, used to validate our measurement is the
classification made by De Winter (1998: 205-2007). However, since we drew so much
on this work and on the whole volume (De Winter and Tursan, 1998) — definitions,
conceptualizations, operationalization, and even coding decisions — we think that a very
high correlation between the two measurements would not prove much, beyond the
mere fact that our classification can be considered a minor reformulation (in terms of
categories) and an empirical extension of De Winter’s.

For all these reasons, we run a validation test using the ‘Territorial Model’
measurement of the EPAC dataset (Sz6csik and Zuber, 2010). We calculate a Pearson
correlation between our measurement (centre-periphery radicalism; we take the scores
for the 2000s) and the expert answers on the ‘territorial model’ question. The resulting
correlation score is very high (Pearson R 0.81, N parties 28, p < 0.01), providing strong
support for the validity of our classification.
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Table Al. Dataset on regionalist parties

Country Core region Party Ideology on Self-Government
Belgium Brussels Front Démocratique des Protectionist (1960s); Federalist (1970s-
Francophones (FDF) 2000s)
Flanders Nieuw Viaamse Alliantie (N- Separationist
VA)
Vlaams Belang (VB) Separationist
Volksunie (VU) Federalist (1950s-1970s); Ambiguous
(1980s); Separationist (1990s)
Walloon region Rassemblement Wallon (RW) I:’gcétgsc)tionist (1960s); Federalist (1970s-
German Pro Duetschsprachige Federalist (1970s-2000s)
Community Gemeinschaft (ProDG)
Canada Quebec Bloc Quebecois (BQ) Separationist
Action Democratique (AD) Ambiguous
Parti Nationalist du Quebec Separationist
(PNQ)
Parti Québécois (PQ) Separationist
Quebec Solidaire (QS) Separationist
Rassemblement pour Separationist
I'lndépendance Nationale
(RIN)
Union Nationale (UN) Federalist (1940s-1950s; 1970s-1980s);
Ambiguous (1960s)
Western Canada®*  Western Canada Concept Separationist
(WCC)
Denmark Faroe Islands Foélkaflokkurin (FF) Federalist (1940s-90s); Ambiguous
(2000s)
Sjalvstyrisflokkurin (SSF) Federalist (1940s-90s); Separationist
(2000s)
Tj66veldi (TV) Separationist
Greenland Inuit Ataqatigiit (1A) Separationist
France Alsace Alsace d'Abord (AdA) Protectionist
Corsica Accolta Naziunale Corsa Ambiguous
(ANC)
Unione di u Populu Corsu- Protectionist (1970s-1980s); Federalist
Partitu di a nazione Corsa (1990s-2000s)
(UPC-PNC)
Corsica Nazione (CN) Separationist
Rhone-Alpes Ligue Savoisienne (LS) Separationist
(Savoy and High
Savoy)
Brittany Union Democratique Bretonne Protectionist (1980s-1990s); Federalist

(UDB)

(2000s)
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Separationist (1940s-1980s);

Germany Bavaria Bayernpartei (BP) Ambiguous (1990s-2000s)
Eastern Partei des Demokratischen Federalist
Germany** Sozialismus (PDS)
Italy Aosta Valley Union Valdétaine (UVA) Federalist
Union Valdétaine Progressiste  Federalist
(UVP)
Rassemblement Valdétaine Protectionist
(RV)
Vallée d'Aoste Vive (VAV) Federalist
Fédération Autonomiste (FA)  Protectionist
Trentino-Alto Adige  Siidtiroler Volkspartei (SVP) Protectionist (1948-1956); Federalist
(South Tyrol) (1957-2000s)
Tiroler Heimatpartei (THP) Protectionist
Stid-tiroler Freiheit (S-TF) Separationist
Union fiir Stidtirol (UfS) Separationist
Die Freiheitlichen (DF) Ambiguous
Trentino-Alto Adige  Partito Popolare Trentino Protectionist (1940s-1960s); Federalist
(Trentino) Tirolese- (1970s-2000s)
Partito Autonomista Trentino
Tirolese (PPTT-PATT)
Unione Autonomista Trentino  Federalist
Tirolese (UATT)
Sardinia Partito Sardo D'Azione Protectionist (1940s-60s); Federalist
(PSd'Az) (1970s and 1994-1997); Ambiguous
(1979-1993 and since 1998)
Sardigna Natzione (SN) Separationist
Partito del Popolo Sardo - Ambiguous
Fortza Paris (PPS-FP)
Independentia Repubrica de  Separationist
Sardigna (IRS)
Lega Sarda (LSar) Separationist
Sicily Movimento per le Autonomie  Protectionist
(MpA)
Northern Italy - Lega Nord (LN) Protectionist (1980s); Federalist (1992-
Padania*** 1995; and 2000s); Separationist (1996-
99)
Netherlands  Friesland Fryske Nasjonale Partij (FNP)  Protectionist
Spain Basque Country Partido Nacionalista Vasco Ambiguous (1970s and 2000s);

(PNV)
Eusko Alkartasuna (EA)

Euskadiko Ezkerra (EE)

Herri Batasuna-Heusakal
Herritarrok-Batasuna (HB-HH-
Ba)

Aralar (AR)

Partido Comunista de las
Tierras Vascas (EHAK)
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Federalist (1980s-1990s)
Separationist (1980s-1990s);
Ambiguous (since 2001)
Separationist

Separationist

Separationist
Separationist



Catalonia

Galicia

Andalusia

Aragon

Cantabria

Valencia

Asturias

Rioja

Extremadura

Balearic Islands

Canary Islands

Convergéncia i Unié (CiU)

Esquerra Republicana de
Catalunya (ERC)

Bloque Nacionalista Gallego
(BNG)

Partido Andalucista (PA)

Partido Aragonés (PAR)
Chunta Aragonesista (CHA)

Partido Regionalista de
Cantabria (PRC)

Unié Valencia (UV)
Partiu Asturianista (PAS)

Unién Renovadora Asturiana
(URAS)

Partido Riojano (PR)
Partido Regionalista
Extremefio (PREX)

Coalicion Extremena (CEX)
Extremadura Unida (EU)

Unié Mallorquina (UM)
Partit Socialista de Mallorca-
EN (PSM-EN)

Partit Socialista de Menorca
(PS-Me)

Coalicion Canaria (CC)

Federalist (1970s-1998; and 2002-
2007); Ambiguous (1998-2002; and
after 2007)

Ambiguous (1970s-1988; and since
1997); Separationist (1989-1996)

Separationist (1970s-1986); Ambiguous
(since 1987)

Protectionist (1970s-1980s); Federalist
(1990s-2000s)

Protectionist
Protectionist (1980s-1994); Federalist
(1995-2000s)

Protectionist

Protectionist

Protectionist
Protectionist

Protectionist

Protectionist

Protectionist
Protectionist

Protectionist (1980s-1992); Federalist
(since 1993)
Federalist

Protectionist

Protectionist (1990s-2004); Federalist

(since 2005)

Coalicién Agrupaciones Protectionist
Independientes de Canarias
(AIC)
Centro Canario (CCN) Protectionist

Sweden Scania Skanepartiet (SP) Protectionist

Switzerland  Ticino Lega dei Ticinesi (LT) Federalist

UK Scotland Scottish National Party (SNP)  Separationist
Scottish Greens (SG) Separationist
Scottish Socialist Party (SSP)  Separationist

Wales Plaid Cymru-The Party of Ambiguous(1940s-1991s and since

Wales (PC) 1997); Federalist (1992-1996);

Separationist (since 2003)
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Notes:

* Western Canada includes the provinces: Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.
** The current Lander of the former DDR are: Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Brandenburg, Berlin
(which includes former Western Berlin), Saxony-Anhalt, Saxony, and Thuringia. The PDS is
considered as a regionalist party only up to 2007 (when Die Linke was created).

*** According to the latest version of the Lega Nord’s statute, Padania is formed by the following
(institutional) regions: Lombardy, Veneto, Piedmont, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Trentino Alto-Adige,
Aosta Valley, Liguria, Emilia-Romagna, Toscana, Marche, and Umbria. However, in the first
formulation of Padania by party ideologist Gianfranco Miglio (1990) it included neither the Northern
special status regions (Trentino-Alto Adige, Aosta Valley and Friuli-Venezia Giulio) nor the Central
regions (Tuscany, Marche and Umbria). We prefer to adopt the first territorial definition of Padania as
the LN’s ‘core region’ as we believe that it is here that the votes given to the LN are more strictly
related to Northern Italian (or Padanian) identity and to claims for self-government. We, therefore,
consider the party’s electoral scores only in Lombardy, Veneto, Piedmont, Liguria and Emilia-
Romagna.
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APPENDIX B

Table B1. Descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent variables.

National elections Regional elections

Mean St.dev. Min Max Mean St.dev. Min Max

Dummy ideology 038 049 0.00 1.00 037 047 0.00 1.00
Ideology 245 105 1.00 4.00 237 113 1.00 4.00
Regional authority 1324 623  0.00 21.00 1558  4.08 5.00 21.00
Regional reform 720 671 -1.00 20.00 126 226 -350 11.00
Reform laggard 029 045 0.00 1.00 035 048 0.00 1.00
Regional language index 1.62 1.19 0.00 3.00 1.63 1.23 0.00 3.00
Regional history index 068 083 0.00 200 073 084 000 200
Island dummy 022 042 0.00 1.00 026 044 0.00 1.00
Electoral system 079 036 0.00 1.00 082 033 000 1.00

Number of effective parties 4.07 1.48 2.09 16.91 4.40 1.77 2.00 12.30
Regional government 024 043 0.00 1.00 024 043 000 1.00
Statewide party competition 2.04 129 037 736 1.92 142 -3.79 6.03
Regionalist party competition ~ 9.01  14.30 0.00 59.28 1543 18.09 0.00 62.08

Party size 1338 11.84  0.06 56.43 1371 1182 0.01 51.80

Notes: Number of observations (listwise deletion) is 447 for national elections and 472 for national
elections.
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APPENDIX C

Robustness analysis

From table Al (appendix A) one can observe that most regionalist parties participate in Italian
and Spanish elections. In order to test for the robustness of the results we reran the logit and
multinomial models but excluding Italy (tables C1 and C2) and Spain (tables C3 and C4). To
ease interpretation of the results we have indicated loss of statistical significance in yellow, a
change in the results which confirms our hypotheses in green and a change in the results which
are counter to our expectations in [Bll.

When lItaly or Spain is excluded from the analysis we lose about a 100 to 140 cases which
is about a quarter of the total number of observations. The robust analyses do not include more
than 350 observations which is a low number for multinomial logit models which contains four
categories in the dependent variable and whereby parties do not move much across categories.
Not surprisingly, most of the differences in the results reported in tables C1, C2, C3 and C4
concern loss of statistical significance. Out of total of 79 differences in results 56 concern loss
of statistical significance (yellow), 11 concern results which run counter to our expectations
(red) and 12 results are now in line with our expectations (green).

Focusing on the main variables of interest, the regional authority, regional reform and reform
laggard variables, we can observe that only two findings run counter to our expectations.
Regional reform leads regionalist parties to moderate their autonomy claims in national
elections when the analysis excludes Italy (table C2). However, given that the probability
approaches complete certainty (i.e. a probability of 1.00) we suspect this result to arise from
estimations problems due to a low total number of observations. In addition, the logit model
results for national elections remain robust when Italy is excluded (table C1).

When Spain is excluded from the logit model regional reform changes sign for national
elections which indicates that regionalist parties moderate their claims when more authority is
decentralized to the region (table C3). However, the multinomial logit model results for regional
reform reported in table C4 for national elections are clearly robust. None of the results reported
in the tables below concerning regional elections run counter to our expectations. Nevertheless,
when Italy or Spain is excluded from the analysis it may lead to a loss of statistical significance
for some of the variables.

The other independent variables are also affected when Italy or Spain are excluded. It would
take too much space to discuss all different results in depth. We just note that 42 differences
concern loss of significance whereas confirming and disconfirming results balance each other
(9 instances for both). When we focus on the confirming and disconfirming results in the models
which exclude Italy (table C1 and C2) we may observe that the results for the statewide party
and regionalist party competition variables confirm our expectations but that the results for the
island dummy and party size run counter to what one would expect. The results for the electoral
system and number of effective parties confirm our expectations when Spain is excluded (tables
C3 and C4) but the results for the variables that tap into regional distinctiveness (regional
language, regional history and the island dummy) disconfirm our expectations (table C4).

Overall we conclude that the analyses show that the results are robust in particular when it
concerns the main variables of interest, namely the regional authority, regional reform and
reform laggard variables.
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Table C1. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties: probabilities for being
radical.

Exclusion of Italy.

national elections regional elections

low high change low high change
Regional authority 0.35 0.26 -0.09 0.06 036 0.30*
Regional reform 0.10 0.64 0.54* 021 021 0.00
Reform laggard 0.30 0.32 0.02 021 043 0.22*
Regional language index 0.05 0.55 0.50* 0.06 032 0.27*
Regional history index 0.30 0.22 -0.08 0.21 058 0.20*
Island dummy 030 012 BOME® o021 012 -0.08
Electoral system 0.30 0.98 0.68* 021 045 024
Number of effective parties  0.35 0.23 -0.12 0.23 0.17 -0.06
Regional government 0.30 0.12 -0.18 021 0.13 -0.08

Statewide party competition  0.40 0.21 £=0.19% 0.16 0.27 0.11
Regionalist party competition 0.11 0.63 0.52* 0.17 025 0.08

Party size 018 047 PB8E 027 016 -0.10
Number of observations 349 320
Number of parties 52 57

Wald chi? 51* 27*

Log pseudolikelihood -136 -157
McFadden R? 0.38 0.25

Count R? 0.80 0.78

Notes: * p < 0.05.

The table displays the results of a logit model whereby the dependent variable reflects
whether the regionalist party is moderate (=0) or radical (=1). Shown are the probabilities for
being a radical party when the independent variables go from low to high. The categorical
variables go from their minimum to their maximum and the continuous variables go from one
standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean while all other
variables are held at their median (categorical variables) or their mean (continuous variables).
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Table C2. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties.

Exclusion of Italy.

national elections

regional elections

moderates radicals moderates radicals
P F A S P F A S

Regional authority -0.97* 0.75* 0.12 0.10* -0.48* -0.02 036 0.14
Regional reform B8 090+ 008 -0.02 -0.11* 022 -0.08 -0.03
Reform laggard 0.00 0.02 -0.09 0.08 -0.07r* -0.12 -0.04 0.23
Regional language index 0.00 -0.43* 0.20 0.24* -0.15 -040 053 0.02
Regional history index 000 0.3 BOEEE o006 -018 -028 -0.00 0.1
Island dummy 000 [B8® -0.19* 004 -003 026 -022 —0.01
Electoral system 0.00 -0.67* 0.01 0.66* -0.07* 0.03 -0.19 0.24
Number of effective parties 0.00 025 -0.29* 004 007 031 -048 011
Regional government 0.00 -0.02 0.10 -0.07 0.06 -0.02 0.08 -0.10
Statewide party competition  0.00 0.16 -0.08 =0.08% 0.03 -0.18 0.10 0.04
Regionalist party competition 0.00 -0.58* 0.50* 0.09* =0.31* -0.05 0.32 0.04
Party size 0.00 BOBBY 0.6 008* 012 019 -0.02 —0.06
Number of observations 349 320

Number of parties 52 57

Wald chi? 8995* 933*

Log pseudolikelihood —258 —263

McFadden R? 0.33 0.29

Count R? 0.70 0.67

Notes: * p < 0.05; P = protectionist; F = federalist; A = ambiguous; S = separatist (see table 1
for a description of the types of parties).

The table displays the results of a multinominal logit model whereby the dependent variable
reflects whether the regionalist party is protectionist, federalist, ambiguous secessionist, or
openly separatist. Shown are the changes in probabilities for being a type of party when the
independent variables go from low to high. The categorical variables go from their minimum
to their maximum and the change for continuous variables reflect going from one standard
deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean while all other variables
are held at their median (categorical variables) or their mean (continuous variables).
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Table C3. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties: probabilities for being
radical.

Exclusion of Spain.

national elections regional elections

low high change low high change
Regional authority 0.09 0.07 -0.02 001 014 0.13*
Regional reform 003 057 BB 006 005 -001
Reform laggard 0.08 0.11 0.03 0.05 0.10 0.04
Regional language index 0.01 0.19 0.18* 0.04 0.07 0.04
Regional history index 0.08 0.38 0.30* 0.05 0.30 0.25*
Island dummy 0.08 019 0.11 0.05 0.18 0.12
Electoral system 0.08 0.86 0.78* 0.05 058 0.53*
Number of effective parties  0.16 0.05 =0.10* 0.04 0.07 0.03
Regional government 0.08 0.03 -0.05 0.05 0.03 -0.02

Statewide party competition  0.07 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.04*
Regionalist party competition 0.04 0.24 0.20* 0.05 0.05 0.00

Party size 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.03 -0.05*
Number of observations 321 317

Number of parties 43 53

Wald chi? 66* 54*

Log pseudolikelihood 124 -137
McFadden R? 0.59 0.28

Count R? 0.81 0.79

Notes: * p < 0.05.

The table displays the results of a logit model whereby the dependent variable reflects
whether the regionalist party is moderate (=0) or radical (=1). Shown are the probabilities for
being a radical party when the independent variables go from low to high. The categorical
variables go from their minimum to their maximum and the continuous variables go from one
standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean while all other
variables are held at their median (categorical variables) or their mean (continuous variables).
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Table C4. Determinants of the ideology of regionalist parties.

Exclusion of Spain.

national elections regional elections
moderates radicals moderates radicals
P F A S P F A S
Regional authority -0.08* 0.12~ B9 0.00 -0.37* 021 0.00 0.16*
Regional reform 0.04 -0.53* 0.08* 0.40* -0.11* 0.22 -0.08 -0.03

Reform laggard -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0:04* —0.12* 0.07 0.00 0.04
Regional language index —0.01 -0.10* 0.03 0.08~ [HB¥ £025* 0.00 0.10*
Regional history index BB 059* 003 049* 018 -0.33* 0.00 0.16
Island dummy BEB¥ 0.20* 0.08 005 -0.04 -009 0.00 0.13
Electoral system -0.01 -0.79* 0.16% 0.65* -0.11 =042% 0.01 0.52*
Number of effective parties  -0.01 0.10* -0.06* =0.03* -0.14 0.10 0.00 0.04
Regional government -0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 -0.04
Statewide party competition  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.07 0.01 0.00 0.06*

—0.02

—0.01

Regionalist party competition -0.10 0.07* 0.05* -0.12 0.13 0.00 -0.01

Party size 0.01 -0.02 0.03* —0.37* [MB¥ 0.00 —0.05
Number of observations 321 317

Number of parties 43 53

Wald chi? 15013* 1172*

Log pseudolikelihood —228 —242

McFadden R? 0.27 0.25

Count R? 0.73 0.62

Notes: * p < 0.05; P = protectionist; F = federalist; A = ambiguous; S = separatist (see table 1
for a description of the types of parties).

The table displays the results of a multinominal logit model whereby the dependent variable
reflects whether the regionalist party is protectionist, federalist, ambiguous secessionist, or
openly separatist. Shown are the changes in probabilities for being a type of party when the
independent variables go from low to high. The categorical variables go from their minimum
to their maximum and the change for continuous variables reflect going from one standard
deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean while all other variables
are held at their median (categorical variables) or their mean (continuous variables).
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