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Abstract

This research note presents EPAC 2017, a dataset resulting from the second round of an
expert survey on ethnonationalism in party competition. EPAC provides cross-sectional data
on the positions of (ethno-) national and mainstream parties on an ethnonational (also often
referred to as “territorial” or ‘“‘centre-periphery”) dimension, as well as other important
dimensions of political competition. The 2017 edition covers 222 political parties in 22
multinational European countries. The research note presents the main survey items and
performs a series of validity and reliability tests on the data. Results show that EPAC provides
valid and reliable measures of party positions on an ethnonational dimension. A short analysis
of party system changes in Spain and Bosnia and Herzegovina illustrates the opportunities of
combining the 2011 and 201@éditions The combined dataset allowstudying the
mobilisation of the centre-periphery cleavage in party competition across Eastern and Western
Europe and over time.
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Introduction

Thisresearch notevaluats the reliability and validity othe EPAC datasetthesecond round
of an expert surveyn ethnonationalism irparty competition The first round wasriginally
conducted in 2011 to provide so far missiBgropearwide data onthe positionghatethne
nationalisiparties (ofteralsoreferred to agethneregionalis©or Gninority nationalisbpartied
and mainstreanpartie$ adopton an ethnonationatlimension (often also referred to as
QerritorialN e.g. Basile 2015\ or Ocentr@eriphery dimension® e.g. Alonso, 2012;
Massettj 2009, as well as other important dimemss of political competitionEPAC now
addsa second time poirats well asiewquestions on European integration and immigraion
the original datset BetweenSeptember 201&ndJanuary2017, a totalof 210 countryexperts
evaluated thepolicy positions of 222 political parties in 2 multinational European
democracigsas well asn the Ukraine andurkey?

We hope toencourageesearcher continue bridginghe divide between théelds of ethnic
and territorial politicsand the divide between scholars studying territorial partitigeoin
Eastern and Western Euroj@eholarsstudycentreperiphery competition ipostcommunist,
Eastern Euromen democraciesn terms of €hnic politics) whereas they tend to use the label
of Oterritorial politicsO fakestern European democracies. Our goal is to quolitical parties
that are similar in typand constitte a party familyeven thoughesearchers usebroad array
of different labes to refer to then{seeHepburn 2009 480485 for an overviey. We select
all parties that aim to represeéaetritorially concentrate(ethne) nationalmajority and minority
groups in politics, no matter whether these parties are referred to as ethnienatbnal,
ethnoregionalist,nationalist, rightwing populst, minority nationalist, or stateless nationalist

and regionalist partigs the literature

1 We useOnainstreanpartyCas a residual category to refer to parties that do not seek to represesniagitinal
groupsin politics.

2 The dataset will be made available for download upon publication of this research note.



Reference to a homeland territory atultural group is theessential attribute characteng
parties that mobilie the centrgeriphery cleavage(roday theterm OgripheryO is used to
designatetéritorial units with a differentiated history within the state, territories that are home
to cultural minorities and that at the time of the stated natiorbuilding processes were
subject to the homogenizationliptes of the stateOs central effiz§Alonscet al 2013: 190,
citing Alonso2012: 24) However,we acknowledje that in addition toa sharedhomeland
territory, bothmajority and minoritynationalism can be constructedvery different ways. It

can be td to the idea afhared ethnicitjn the narrow sensthat is, thévelief inacommunityOs
commondescenfrom shared ancestof€handra2006) as inthe case of Germaspeakers in
South Tyrolor Hungarians infransyvania But it can also be constructexh the basis of a
common languageculturg and historyas inthe case ofCatalonia(Guibernay 1997, or a
sociatdemocratiovision of a just societyike in ScotlandHepburn 200%D).

In line with this reasoningye selectall European countries where the cemgegiphery
cleavage is politically mobilizedndependent of whether they are located in the Western, or
the postcommunist, Eastern part of the continéy# a criterion for the existence of mobilised
peripheral grops, we draw on the ERBRTH data on ethnic power relatiof@ederman et al.,
2010) Even though th&PRETH project focuses on politically relevaethnicgroups in its

title, its definition of an ethnic groupvwgde enough to covegroups in Europe that are generally
not labelledas ethnicby country expertssuch as Catalans or Scot@\Ve define ethnicity as

any subjectively experienced sense of commonality based on the belief in common ancestry
and shared culture. Different markenay be used to indicate such shared ancestry and culture:
common language, similar phenotypical features, adberém the same faith, and soCn
(Cederman et &010: 9899). Since many researchers working on Western European cases do
not understancethnicity in this wider sensge.g. covering alsogroups based on shared

languageand culturg, we bracket the term ethnion referring to(ethng- national groups both



in the survey as well as in this article.

We hope thathe availability ofcomparaive, standardizedand systematic data will inspire
scholars traditionally studyingartiesin contextslike Catalonia or Scotlantb embark on
searcing for differences and commonalities in thehaviourof partiesin contexts like
Transyvania (Romania)or Vojvodina (Serbia) thereby allowingfor a truly comparative
Europearapproach t@entreperiphery competition

Last but not least, like its predecesbackin 2011 the 2017 versiondoes noonly mapthe
positions of parties appealing to identity growgth a territorial basisOur dataetadditionally
includes the positionshat mainstreamparties adopt towards territorial issues, enabling
researchers tstudy the complete pattern of cenperiphey competitionin a given party
system.

The research note is structured as follows. Section two introduces the survey items. The next
section outlines the criteria for selecting countries, parties and experts. Section four presents a
series of state of thart tests to examine the validity and reliability of tteavdata in light of

the methodological challenges of measuring party positions through an expert3stlineey.
results show thaEPAC provides valid and reliable measures of party positions on an
ethnonational dimension. We then provide a short analysis of party system change in Spain and
Bosnia and Herzegovina in section fiteeillustrate the opportunities of combining the 2011

and 2017 editions and conclude the research note in section Six.

3 For an extended presentation of the motivation behind this data collection effort amd detailed
conceptualization ahe ethnonational dimension of party competition, we refer the read&adwsik and Zuber
(2015)



Survey items

The survey consists of thréges of questiong1) questions related to the mobilisation of the
centreperiphery cleavage in party competition, (2) questions related to partiesO positions on
other important dimensions of party competitiand (3) questions asking experts about their
own position and distance to the political partiEise latter informatiocan be used ttestfor
expert biasFor each dimension, the survey uses elepeimt scales with positions ranging
from zero to ten andn unequivocal centre position at fil&pertscanalsostate that a party
has no position oa given issueor that they danot know the position of a party ongiven
issue Further, we asked experts how important every issue is for each partysiggialeven
point scales that range from Onot important at@Jlt® Oextremely importantO (10)

The first three survey items are relatedMuat we refer to athe ethnonationaldimensionof
party competition(and what others have referred to as teeritorial or centreperiphery
dimensiorof party competitione.g.Alonso, 2012 Basile 2015Massetti 200 The first item
asks experts for the generathnonationalpositions taken by parties, with assimilationist
majority nationalismdemarkingone extremepole, and secessionist minoritpationalism the
other(for the exact wording of all survey items, see appeBHiXhe next two items askcperts

to identify partiesO stances on the principlesuttfiral andterritorial autonomyfor national
minority groups? On all three scales,opition zero (0) refers to the situation where a party
opposes granting any special rights to a minority group on the basis of its distjatitive)
nationalidentity. Position ten (10) corresponds to a maximatishority nationalist position.
To these three scalewve add a questiombout the territorial model of state orgsation

preferred by each partgllowing for a choice betwedhe following answer categories: (a)

“4In Belgium, some parties representing the Flemisfority demand secession. We adapted the wording
accordingly.Pleasenote that survey items owlecation inand of tke minority and languagend use bthe
minority languages are no longer included in 2@ifice we still ask for partiesO stances on the overarching
principle of cultural autonomy of which the two policies are specific instaneesiadaoom fornew survey
itemswithout losing gprevious issue



unitary state, (b) decentralisation, (ckcéntralisation on tenic base, (d)symmetrical
federalism (e) asymmetricalederalism,(f) independence for a national minority region and

(e) annexation of the minority region by another sthtevas not possible to tick multiple
answers Closing thissection of the survey, we asked experts whether the party seeks to
represent (ethrd nationalgroups and regions politics Unlike in 2011, ve now bracketed

the wordOethnoQ in thigiestiorto indicate that theationalgroupsa party seeks toepresent

need not be socially constructed on the basis of ethnilitis information can be used to
classify parties intoanajority and minority nationalistndor regionalist parties.

In the second part of the survey, we proceeded to ask experts atimstCpatances on other
important dimensions of political competition. We first asked for parties' stances on the
economic and theultural dimension of party competition, adopting two questions from the
Chapel Hill Expert SurveyBakker et al2015 Hoogle, et al., 2010). The next two items asked

for partiesO stances on European integration and immigration, a new addition in this round of
the survey.

In addition, we asked experts for their own position on the general ethnonational dimension, as
well as tle economic andultural dimensions, and how close they feel to each of the parties

listed in the survey. These items are used in the analysis probing for expert bias in section three.



Selection criteria

For EPAC 2011 we had originallyselectedall European democraciaeshere ethnoational
identity categories are cddsred to be politically mobild drawing on country assessments
provided by the EPfETH datase{Cedermaret al, 2010) EPAC 2017 sticks to this original
selection of countries. This implies th#thaughaccording to the Polity IV projeaiemocracy
haserodedin Turkeyand the Ukraineince 201lwhen we first administered the surveye
kept Turkeyand the Ukrainen our country slection to be able to tradke development of
partiesO positions over timEor the resulting sample 82 European multinationaountries
222 political partieswereselected acading to the criteriapplied inSzScsik and Zuber (2015)
We selected allethne) nationalparties, defined as parties that appeal centrallyaaigorially
based ethnior nationalidentity category to the exclusion of othersere the group had to be
listed in the EPRETH project as a politically relevanthetic grou® Note that this definition
covers also parties appealing exclusively to the majority group, i.e. majority natiofdlests.
classification of pareswas based on secondary sources and party wel{giteao) national
parties were listed in the survey if they managed to gain at least one seat in the national
parliament in the most recent parliamentary elections &eember 201®r at least one seat
and at least 3% of the subnational votes in at least one reglom last regional elections as of
September 2016Second, we selected nethnic partiesf they hadgained at least 5% of the

national vote share in the most recent electamefSeptembeR016 In orderto enable time

5 The Polity IV dataset characterizes Turkey and the UkraigerascracieSin 2014 (Marshall et al., 2016). Our
original selection criteria for democratic states were that these states have to be dedOrixgobagpartly freeD
by the Freedom House index and as a OdemocracyO by the Polity IV dataset.

® This definitiondraws on CandraOs (2005) definition of ethnic parties based on their appeal, rather than their
support baseAs explained in the introduction, the EfBRH project understands ethnicity in a wide sense,
including cultural identity and shared history and languag®ssille markers, not just shared desdeata

parties were excluded from the selection due to the absence of a territorial basis for groupidekeipt.

parties appealing to the Swedes in Finland in the selection since the Swedes are in faalliectitstered in
Southern and South Western Finland.

" Information on whether directly elected regional assemblies exist was originally taken from Marks et al.
(2008). Several regional election results were again kindly provided by Arjan Schakel
(httpsi/www.arjanschakel.nl).



series analysis wherever possiblve additionally includegarties formerly included in the
2011 edition evenif they no longer passed the criteria for inclusion in 2016, if we found
evidence that the party was still actively compeiimgt least regional elections within the
minority region.

In Eastern Europe, minorityationalistparties oftencontestelections as members of a pre
electoral alliancelf parties ran as part of an electoral alliance, we tried to get information about
the seatsawarded to each individual party thatrfieed part of the alliancbased on the
parliament's websit&Ve includedethne) nationalparties that ran as part of an alliance if they
gained at least one seat in the national parliament or if they gained at least 3% of seats in the
regional paibment.This means that we ap@tl our regional vote criterion to the seat shares
instead of the vote shares, since for parties that ran as part of an electoral atitance,
information onindividual vote shareis available In cases where we could not find dlieth
information allowing us to break the seailocated to the alliana®wn to individual parties,

we included the first listed party (mostterfi the leader of the alliance) or the name of the
allianceinto the survey, if the alliance as a whole passed our criterion of relevance.

For our pool of expertsve againchose only social scientists with at leastMiA. degree and
published research on party competition and/or ethnonationalism/majorityninority
relations in the respective countwe included only academics that were either leyga ata
higher academic institution or an independent research institution/think_teekast time we
aimed toinclude experts wit a majority and a minority background into our database in the
hope that potential biases when rating the same parties would cancel each other goal
wasagainto collect at least four surveys per country, a benchmark applied by the Chapel Hill
ExpertSurveyin the pas{Hooghe et aJ 2010: 692)This goal was surpassed in all countries
except for Latvia (four surveysyhehighestnumber of surveywasreturned in Spail9) and

Macedonia (17)Overall,566 surveys were sent out a@1compleedsurveys were returned,



yielding a response rate 0651%, a slight improvement over 201df. Appendix A. 8

8 For a comparison, the response rate of the expert survey oppsittgns of Benoit and Laver (2006: 157)
was28%.



Evaluating the validity and reliability of EPAC

In the following, weexamine whether theewdata provide valid and reliable measures of an
ethnonational dimension of party competiti@adressing potential problems of validity and
reliability associated with expert surveys in the literature (see table 1, adapteifcosik and
Zuber 2015) The analysesiraw on two types of data, tlsemmary datawith mean expert

ratingsand theraw datawith individual expert ratings

Table 1. Validity and reliability problems of expert surveys

Level Problem Method for Diagnosis

Measurement  Survey itemslo not measure the Confirmatory factor analysis shows that the three
ethnonational dimension of party survey items are not associated with the same
competition underlying construct

— No construct validity

Intra-expert Biased expert judgments 1) Experts have neoentrist positions on the
ethnonational dimension

2) OLS regressions show that party placements ar
systematically associated with expertsO own polic
preferences (only possible for Spain)

— Low internal validity

Interexpert Variance of exprt judgments 1) High standard errors of mean party positions
— Low reliability 2) Variance components analysis shows high varia
of expertsO judgments when placing the same par
the same scale

Dataset [PROJECT NAME]biased Placement of parties diverges from party placemet
in other datasets, notably the Regional Manifestos

— Low external validity Project(G—mez et al 2009).

Note: Table adapted and-dpted from SzScsik and Zuber (2015: 155).

Construct validity

Table 2 presents that resudfsconfirmatory factor analysis (BrowB006) to evaluate nether
partiesO stances on timeee scales of ethnonationalism, cultuaatonomy,and territorial
autonomycorrelateenough towarrant the assumption that they reflecsiregle, underlying

dimension of party competitiofihe model was tested through maximum likelihood estimation

10



usingSTATA 14.

Table 2. Measurement model for the ethnonational dimension of party competition

Construct: Ethnonational dimension of party competition

ltems (masured on lpointscales ranged-00) Norrstandardised Standardised

loading loading
Position on ethnonationalisrethno_m 1 0.954
Position on cultural autonomgul_n) 1.047" (0.039 0.952
Paosition on territorial autonomyef ) 1.247™ (0.047) 0.918

N =222

Notes: Standardrers are given in parenthes#s; p<0.001
With three indicators for the latent construct the model is just identified, with zero degre
freedom. Common fit indices can therefore not be computed.

The two freely estimated factor loadings are significant at the 0.001 level. Standardized
loadings range from 92 to 0.%, which indicates that all items are saliefiis demonstrates

high constructvalidity. Additionally, since the scales of all indioatwariables are identical, the
similar values of the unstandardized loadings further corroborate the conclusion thaté¢he

indicatorsvalidly measure the same underlying construct.

Expert bias

The insight that experts' own political preferences méyence their placement of political
parties originates from social judgment the@wy the one hand, oderate gperts are expected

to evaluate parties more correctly than experts with extreme positimareexpected tgull
preferredparties towardgheir own position and push parties they dislike away from their
positions(Granberg and Browrll992: 728 Curini, 2010. On the other hand, experts might

generally dislike extreme parties and distort their placement, independehétbfer they are

11



themséves moderates or n@ee Curini{2010 for extreme right parties)

Figure 1. ExpesGelf placement on ethnonational issues
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To assess to what extent we are dealing with moderate expedsked experts to state their
own policy positions onethnonationalismas well ason the economic and the cultural
dimensiors of party competitionA majority of 66.29 % of all experts located themselves at the
moderate middle point (5) dfie ethnonationalism scabnd with two exceptiongb) was also
the dominant answer category within each individual couhtigomaniaand the UKwe find
equal numbers of experiigcatingthemselves otthe middle pointandon a position towards
the minority nationalist end dhe scak. In general,however,even if they didnot tick the

centrig position(5) on the ethnonational dimensj@xperts tenedto tick positions within the

9 We thank an anonymous referee for pointing us towards this possibility.
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moderate middle range-@). An exception is Spain where we find the full spectrum ranging
from extreme majority(1) to extreme minority nationalist positio(0), as shown in Figure 1.
Luckily, we can subject the Spanish data to more detailed tests for expert bias, since the number
of responses is large enough to estimate the effect of expettifmagh regression analysis
suggested by Curini (2018eeanalysisbelow).

Experts arealsomoderate centrists on economic issues (mean of 4.8 across all countries, (5)
being the most frequently ticked answer category), but are clearly leaning tothiards
libertarian end of theulturaldimension (mean of 2, and an extremely libertarian position (1)
as the most frequently ticked answer categofj)s implies that our dateould potentially

suffer from expert bias in case of tlealtural dimension, whex experts might have tended to
push parties with traditional and autitarian positions away from their own, libertarian
positionand pull parties with libertarian positions further towards the libertarian end of the
spectrum than they would actually dese

Regression analysis can be employed to estimate whether there is a significant effect of experts'
own policy preferences on their placements of political parimetependent of whether the
experts in question are themselves moderate ofGwini, 2010). For the original analysis,
Curini (2010)drew on Benoit and LaverOs expert survey (200&)ur case, the number of
expert answers per party is much lowet we cartestfor expert bias for partiegas Spain, the

case where we received the highasinber oftcomplete surveys. At the same timeSpain is a

hard test case for our data, sirmeshown above, among Spanish experts we find moderate
ones, but also those that takenmare extremestance in the centqgeriphery conflict This
conflict was highly salient due to Catalan separatist mobilisation at the time of conducting the
survey.At the conventionaD.05level, we found evidence of expert bias for two out of twelve

Spanishparties for the ethnonationdimensiont® Given that Spain is most likely case for

10 These are (1) a statgde leftwing party, Podemos and (2) a Galician paliernativa Galega de Esquerda
(Galician Alternative of the LeftGiven thathe former adopts a moderate staoehe ethnonational dimension

13



bias on the ethnonational dimension, we have reason to expect equal or less, but not more
instances of biasezthnonationgblacement opartiesin our other casg$or detailed egression

results, see Appendix)B

Reliability

Low variance irthe ratingsof severalexpertsof one party on a given scale indicates that the
partyOs position is measured reliablgthereforeassessdthe variance of expert judgments in

two ways. Firstfollowing Benoit and Lave(2006: I76), standard erroraere computeds the
standard deviation of the expert placements divided by the square root of the number of
placements minus on®lean sandard errors of party ratings across the entire datarset
smaller than one point on theeaswementscale ranging from0.58 for ethnanationalismand
territorial autonomyto 0.98 for the salience ofmmigration However, there are significant
outliers(see appendix @here we plottedtandard errors on different issue dimensions)

Second, wanalysd why experts diverge when placing the same party on the same scale and
estimate amultilevel regression model with thetandard deviation of partiesO positiamishe
dependent variableSimilarly to Steenbergen and Masanalysi§2007: 353) we include
partiesO electoral strength ahd salienceof a given issue for the parigito our analysis
assuning thatthese variableseduce uncertainty of expe@sidgmentslt might be easier to
assess the positions of (etAnoationalthan those of mainstream part@s ethnonationalism,
cultural and territorial autonomy, whereas the reverse might be the case for the economic
dimension, as well as immigration and European integration. We theneétude a dummy
variable for whether he party belongs to the family ¢¢thne) nationalparties We further

expectthat it is easier to place parties that competdections at all levels than thoset only

(position 5.4)andthe latteran extrememinority nationalisposition (8.3) it does not seem to be the case that expert
bias affects onlgxtreme parties

14



compete in one region aimtlude a dummyor whether the party only competes at the regional
level (regional party)or also at the national lev&Ve alsoincludetwo countrylevel variables
into our analysisFirst, the variablgarty differentiationwithin a party systens measured as
the standat deviation of party positions in that coun{8teenbergen and Mark&07)and we
assume thaf parties have mordiversepositions on an issue, expecenmorereliably judge
their positions.Secondwe includea dummy variabléor Eastern Europeasountriesor Turkey
(Easkrn Europg. We assuméhat expertsanmore easily identify partiesO posisanWestern
Europewhere party systems are more stable and more institutiondhsedly, we include the
effective number of experts that providedhting for agivenpartyinto our analysis as a control
variable againfollowing Steenbergen and Marks (2007)

The resultdn Table 3showlittle systematic influence of these independent variables on the
standard deviatiorof party positions In two out of severissues and dimensionparty
differentiation leads to smaller standard deviatidh parties differ more stronglyn their
positions on cultural autonomy and on tbeltural dimension, standard deviations are
significantly smallerln one case, the variable ethnonational party has a significant negative
impact. In the case of thaultural dimension standard deviations in expert judgements are
significantly smaller for ethnonational parties tlfi@nnon-ethnonational partie3he variables
salience regional partyand number of expestsometimeshavea significant positivepther
timesa significant negative or no significacdefficient Finally, the variablé&astern Europe
doesnot haveasignificant influence on the standageviation in expert judgemenisany case
All'in all, the uncertainty of experteross issues and dimensiaa®s not seem toe robustly
associated with any of the causes identified in the literatode as a consequencegslard

errors appear teeflect random, rather than systematic measurement error

15



Table 3. Analysis of standard deviation in expert judgments

Ethnonationalism Cultural Territorial Cultural values  Economy Immigration European
autonomy autonomy integration
Fixed effects
Electoral strength 0.004 0.0 0.001 -0.004 0.01* 0.001 0.01
(0) (0) (0.01) 0) (0) (0.01) (0.01)
Salience 0.071** -0.037 -0.022 -0.148%*** -0.078* -0.038 -0.078
(0.03 (0.03 (0.03 (0.03 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Regionalparty -0.298 -0.51 -0.525* -0.152 0.33 -0.123 0.423
(0.2 (0.22) (0.24 (0.17) (0.19) (0.24) (0.24)
Ethnonationaparty 0.113 -0.097 -0.145 -0.216* -0.119 0.005 0.145
(0.13 (0.14 (0.15 (0.2) (0.11) (0.14) (0.13)
Party differentiation -0.222 -0.59** -0.178 -0.237** -0.133 -0.061 -0.064
(0.19 (0.19 (0.12 (0.09 (0.2) (0.19) (0.13)
East Europe 0.07 0.083 0.044 -0.06 0.253 0.154 -0.01
(0.23 (0.22 (0.21) (0.14 (0.28) (0.29) (0.22)
Number of expest -0.014 -0.067** -0.021 0.02 0.071* 0.017 -0.007
(0.02 (0.02 (0.03 (0.02 (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Constant 1.478** 3.856*** 2.275%** 2.948*** 1.574** 1.732** 2.109***
(0.5 (0.49 (0.39 (0.3 (0.53) (0.57) (0.48)
Variance components
National 0.14 0.152 0.105 0.031 0.28 0.174 0.134
(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.02) (0.105) (0.07) (0.06)
Party 0.367 0.468 0.6 0.309 0.347 0.528 0.59
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
N 209 209 209 195 207 188 210
-2l 416.05 464.356 507.2@2 338.244 414.4 442.107 509.792

N: number of countrparty expert opinions,

-2ll: -2*log likelihood. Standard errors are given in parentheBssmates of MLE using Stata 14.

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (twesided)
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Finally, we evaluate the variance across experts by calculating a variance components analysis
following Steenbergen and Marks (200¥able4 presents theesults ofvariance components
analysisof the variablegthnonationalismncultural autonomyndterritorial aaonomy andfor

the variables that measutiee saliency of theositionson these issuesAdditionally, we
calculatel the interexpert correlatiolt and the reliability via the Spearm&nown formula
(Steenbergemnd Marks 2007: 363} The interexpert correlation for the varialsleanges

from 0.637(salience of territorial autamy) to 0.943(territorial autonomy. Reliability ranges

from 0.8B3 (salience of territorial aut@my) to 0.9 (territorial autonomy. These results
indicate high expert convergence and provide evidence of a very high reliabilitg 2017

data orparty positionsn the ethnonational dimension of competifidn

#
1 '$/o$ ' $

The inkerexpert correlation is computed 'a@ﬂ 98 Y

)< refers to the
“%efers to the variance between countrles refers to the variance between parties aﬁ

variance between experts.
12 01

The Spearma®Brown formulais computed ag%204 3515 where n is the average number of experts and r is
theinterexpert correlation.

13 For the corresponding analysis of party positions on the economic and the cultural dimension of competition
and partiesO position toward immigration and European integration and immigftatiopendix D. Intetexpert
correlaton and reliability measures are weaker for these other dimensions. This is likely to result from-the over
representation qethnae)national parties in our sample. These parties are primarily concerned with their primary,
territorial dimension and might lileerately blur their positions, or simply have less pronounced positions, on the
other dimensions (cf. Elias et al., 2015).
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Table 4. Crosglassified variance components analysis

(Ethno-) Cultural Territorial Salience of Salience of cult. Salience of territ.
nationalism autonomy autonomy (ethno-)nat.ism autonomy autonomy
Fixed effects
Grand meam 5.106** 6.28** 4.73** 6.89** 6.207** 5.602**
(0.22) (0.27) (0.49 (0.23) (0.22 (0.34)
Variance components
National! # 0.277 0.744 3.202* 0.5%6 0.169 1.627
(0.32) (0.5) (1.285 (0.35 (0.3 (0.76)
Party! g% 6.107** 6.317** 7.997** 4.354** 5.205** 4.074**
(0.64) (0.67) (0.83) (0.47) (0.57) (0.45)
Experts! g& 0.565*** 1.039 0.667* 1.231 2.37** 3.253**
(0.85 (0.19 (0.1) (0.16) (0.3) (0.4)
Inter-expert
correlation 0.919 0.872 0.944 0.799 0.694 0.637
Reliability 0.989 0.982 0.993 0.971 0.948 0.933
-2l 7299.532 7454.8@ 7294.875 7989.836 8071.76 7930.338
N 1793 1761 1775 1899 1774 1787

N: number of countrparty expert opinions,

-2lI: -2*log likelihood. Standard errors are given in parenthegegimates of MLE using Stata 14.
* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (twesided)

18



Convergent validity

Opportunities fomssessing whether oumdicators for partiesO stances on an ethnonational dimension
are empirically associated with alternative indicatdrhe same concepf@cock and Collier 2001
54) are limited Largecomparative projects collecting data on party positions suttte@&hapel Hill
Expert Survey serieBékker et al.2015;Hooghe et al., 201Gndthe Manifesto Project Database
(Lehmann et al., 201'go not include valid measures of an etmational(or territorial) dimension

of competition An exception istie Regional ManifesgProject G—mez et.aR009, hereafteRMP).

The projects interested in party positions time centreperipherydimensionand in competition at
theregionallevel. It has bep previously validated against our data collected in 2011 (Alonsaq et al.
2013: 206207). The currenteleaseof the Regional ManifessoProject coverpartiesO positions in
regional elections i®pain and the UK until 2015 addition, we obtainedarly access tBMP data

for parties in the Italian province of South Tyesidfor more recent electioria Spain and the UK
(Scantamburlo et al2017) It has to be noted thatatewide mainstreanparties are only included
into RMP for the case of Spai

To testfor convergentvalidity, we combinedthe 2011 and 2017/measures an@stimate the
correlation betweermparties(position on the ethnonational dimensi(BPAC) and thé centre
periphery pogion in regional politics (RMP)RMP measures the cerferiphery position of parties
by calculating the difference between the share ofpprgohery and the share of prentre quasi
sentences for each manifesto (see Alonso et al. 20138)2TReoreticallyparties@entreperiphery
positiors canthereforevary fromBLOO0(fully pro-centre)to 100(fully pro-periphery).The assumption

is that msition 0 denotga neutralposition.It can come about either through the absence of any pro
centre or preperiphery statements or through @jua share of praentre and prperiphery quasi
sentencedn order to compare partiesO posttiom the centrgeripherydimension as measured by
RMP to their positions on thethnonational dimensioas measured by our projesie rescaled the
RMP dataso that-100 on the RN®? scale corresponds to O the ethnonationadcale 0 on the RMP

scaleto 5 on the ethnonational scalEnd1000n the RMP scale td0 on the ethnonational scale
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Figure 2. A comparison of partiesO posiioreasured byhe EPACand the
RMP datasets

UK RMP 2016 SNP® ®pPC
UK EPAC 2017 - ®pC  OSNP
UK RMP 2011 | SNP® @pPC
UK EPAC 2011 PC® @SNP
EH Bildu
Spain RMP 2009-12 o
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P PSOE CiU
PSOE PNV NA-BAEA
Spain EPAC 2011 | ® epp(CA) ® ® OUPN ciue ®@e ® Bildu
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ltaly RMP 2011 ®SVP @ UfS/STF
ltaly EPAC 2011 SVP @ UfS/STF

T T T T T T T T T T T
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Position on center-periphery vs. ethnonational dimension

The correlation between the positions of the 20 parties included inBR&E and RMP is 0.57
(significant at the 0.01 level} This correlatioris very satisfying given that the two datasets rely on
different methods of data dettion, partly measure partiesO positions in different years and at
different levels of party competition: the regional manifesto project analyses electoral manifestos
prepared foregional elections. By contrast, experts who participated in our surveg agked to

evaluate the stance of the party leadership, without specifying the level of compgtition.

4 We further correlated the ethnonational dimension withidetitarian componerf the centreperiphery dimension,

since the dfinition of the identitariacomponentlosely resembles the wording of our question asking experts for partiesO
stances on the ethnonational dimens{dAs with the competential continuum, the identitarian one also has two extremes:
on the one side, p@fieral nationalism or the belief that the peripheral territory constitutes a nation and, as such, has the
right to selfdetermination (i.e. secession); on the other sides sttionalisr®(Alonso et al 2013191). The correlation

is 0.55 (significant at the 0.0&vel).

15 Previous comparisons between expert survey data anthakd on the conteanhalysis of manifestogeldedvery
similar resultsBakker et al. (2015149150 correlate their data from the Chapel Hill Expertv@y with data from the
Manifesto Projec{Lehmann et al., 2017)For parties@ft-right positions, the correlation 18.575 for positions on
European integration, the correlatierD.59
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Comparing partiesO positions in the two datasets as displayed in figure 2, we carirstieettaxe

of Spain(whereRMP also covershe mainstreamPeopleOs PartP® andthe Social Democrats
(PSOE), statewide parties have a less minorifgiendly position than minority nationalist parties
following both datasets. Howevdhe positions ofstatewide and minority nationalist partiesre
more polaizedin our datasethanin theRMP. This could be because parties face strategic incentives
to present more moderate pgmss with regard tothe centreperiphery conflict in their official
documents than in their public discourse. Unlike the RV exclusively based opartiesO explicit
statements in the@lectoral manifestos, expertsO assessment of a partyOsipsitied on a variety

of different types of evidende.g. speeches of party leaders, media repmtsmentaries, questions
raised n parliamentor their policieg. In addition, party positions of the RMP are calculated on the
basis of saliency scores, that is, they are based arl#tze emphass parties place on togcand
where more emphasis on topic A means less emphagigpmnB in a given party manifestdn
contrast,our datadoes not infeparty positionon the basis of relative emphabist asks experts

directly for positional information
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Party competition in Spainand Bosnia and Herzegovindface validity and opportunities of

the combined dataset

In the following, weanalysehe development afentreperipherycompetitionover timein an Eastern
and a Western European contexshow the potential of using the combined 2011 and 201 addta
assess whether cabased evidence corresponds to insights drawn from our largernatimsally
comparative data collectio®painand Bosnia and Herzegovitath havea mobilizedand highly
salientcentreperiphery conflictin Spain EPAC coversthe positions oSpaniststatewide, Basqe,
Galician and Catalan parties athating our period of observation, in particular genflict between
Catalonia and the central stdtad beenganing momentumsince the Constitutional Courtiled
against parts of th2006 Catalan autonomy statuie 201Q In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bosniak
parties seek to hold the common state togetilgiie some of theSerbian partieposea separatist
challengeadvocatingindependencéor the Serb entityRepublika Srpsk# Croat parties lobby for
Croats to have a separate autonomous taaitentity,to geton par with thestatus ofSerbs.

Figure 3showsSpanishpartie®© position othe ethnonational dimension 2011 and 2017Among
the mainstreamparties the Peopl® Party Partido Popular PP became a bit morenajority
nationalistin the last six yearsvhereas the Socialis{Partido Socialista Obrero Espa~dPSOE)
maintained a stabland significantly more moderate position than. PRe two new partiedeftist
Podemos(Spanish for:@Ve carf) and the CitizensO PartyC{udadanoy have opted for different
stance®n theethnonationatlimension Ciudadanoswhich originated as a party defending the rights
of Spanish speakers in Catalonia and then broadened its appeeaticipateas a liberal party in
statewide competition,outflanksthe PP on the majority nationalist end of the spectrunhile

Podemosdoptsa rather neutral stance.

16 BosniaOs territorial regime cotsisf four levels ofjovernment1.) the central level2.) the entity leve(composed of
Republika Srpska, mainly inhabited by people of Serb ethnicity, and the Federation of Bosnia and Herregiolyna,
inhabited by Bosniaks and CrgaB.) the cantonal levelhg Federatin is itself composed of cantons) and 4.) ltheal
level. The Republika Srpska does not have a cantonal level of government.
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Figure 3: Party positions on the ethnonational dimension in Spain, 2011 and 2017
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Among the Basquparties thedominant andegionally governin@@asqueNationalist Rrty Euzko
Alderdi JeltzaleaPartido Nacionalista VasGdEAJPNV) as well as the smalland more radical
alliancebetween separatist parti€siskal Herria Bildu(Basque for@asque Country Uni@ EH

Bildu) kept their positiors between 2011 and 201Catalan competition has beaiotless stabléhan
Basque competitignreflecting the radicalizing process of secessionist outbidding among Catalan
nationalist partiegBarrioandRodr’'guezTerue| 2017) The Republican Left of Cataloni&gquerra
Republicana de Cataluny&RC) has longbeenadvocatingCatalan independenc®emocratic
Convergence of Catalon{&onvergencia Democr'tica de Cataluny&DC) thatwas includedas
Convergence and Unio&onvergencia i Uni€iU, an alliance between CDC and thmallerparty
Uni—-in 2011used to benore moderate arglitonomist and only turned secessionist for the regional

elections in 201ZCiU, 2012: 816). Thisradicalisationis reflected in a distinctively more radical
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position of CDC in our 2017 data'’ In addition, the newand leftist PopularUnity Candidacy
(Candidatura dOUnitat PopulaCUP) entered the Catalan parliament in 2012 and adds to the
secessionist minority nationalist spectrum in Cataldmdine with casebased assessments in the
literature,our data thus show growing centreiiphery polarisation of Spanish party competition

over time.

Figure 4displaysBosnian partiesO positions on the ethnonational dimension in 2011 and 2017.
Bosnian party politics is segmented alotig lines of ethnonational groups with competition
happening predominantly within, bbardly across théBosniak, the Serb and the Crasigments

(Keil and Perry, 20184). Thisis reflected in the fact thatost parties are either classifiedBasniak
majority rationalist or asCroator Serbian minority nationalist partiésy a majority ofconsulted
experts Only two parties that surpass our criteria for inclusion were not classifigppeealing to a
specific groupthe Social Democratic Partyspcijaldemokratska Partija Bosne i Hercegoyi8®P

andthe smallPeople's Party Work for Bettermehtgrodna stranka radom za boljitakSRZB). In

line with their nonnationalistappeal, hese partiesnaintainedsimilaly moderatepositiors on the

ethnonationatiimension betweer?011 and 2017

In the camp oparties classified @osniakmajority nationalistthepartiesthat wereelectorallymost
successfulin the parliamentarian elections in 20lthe Party for Democratic Actior(Stranka
demokratske akcijeSDA, 27.87% of votesn the Federatioff), as well as thé&Jnion for a Better
Future(Savez za bolju budinost,SBB, 14.44% of votes the Federatiof becane morenationalist
between 2011 and 2@1This is in line with scholarly assessmenttiodé 2014 general elections as

(rne of the most divisive campaigns in years, further polarizing an environment characterized not
only by the lack of reform, but by stagnation and even regression since 20060 (Keil and Perry, 2015:

82). The 2014elections fell between our surveyBivisive nationalist campaigning in the Bosniak

17CDC has in the mean time beenfeeinded a®artit Dem~crata Europeu Catal{PDeCAT).

18 Representatives are elected separately in the two erBiesembers of BosniaOs House of Representatives are elected
in the Federation, 14 in the Serb Republic. The central electoral commission therefore provides the results by entity.
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camp succeed at the expense of themeationalist SDRyvhose party leader was accused of showing
too much readiness at accommodating Serégmands foweakening central state institutior&e{l

and Perry, 20135). Observedadicalisatiorin the Bosni& camp also pickapthe consequences of
a shift in the SDAOsleadership. Bakir lzetbegdvbecame president of SDA in 2015 and
controversially called foconstitutional reform to createBosnian regblic divided into five regions,

abolishng the current entitiefRadio Slobodna Evropa, 26 May 2015

Figure 4 Party positions on the ethnonational dimension in Bosnia, 2011 and 2017
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In contrast talynamicsof outbiddingwithin the Bosniak majority camp, our data shibvatall three
Croat minority nationalist partiésthe Croatian Democratic Union of BiHrvatska demokratska
zajednica BiHHDZ BIH), the Croatian Democratic Union 1996ii(vatska demokratska zajednica
199Q HDZ 1990 andthe Croatian Party of Rights of Bosnia and Herzegoyidevatska stranka

prava Bosne i HercegovinelSP BIHN became more moderateer time'®

Serbian minority nationalist partiehiow heterogeneous developmeritse two most successful

9\We could not find a casévased assessment of developments of the positions of Croat parties in the literature that would
allow us to adjudicate whether our data has face validity with regard to moderation among the Croats.
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parties h Republika Srpsk&Bosnhia and HerzegovinaOs Serb entihg Alliance of Independent
Social Democrat¢Savez nezavisnih socijaldemokraBNSD, 38.48% of votes irthe Republika
Srpskda and the Serb Democratic Partgrigska demokratska strank8DS 32.67% of votes in
Republika SrpsKa as well aghe Party of Democratic Progre¢Rartija demokratskog progresa,
PDP) becamenore moderatewhile two other smaller partiesthe Democratic People's Alliance
(Demokratski narodni saveRNS, 5.72% andtheSerb Radical Party§fpska radikalna stranka RS
SRS R$ 5.72% became more extrem@nother small party representing the Serb minority, the
Democratic Party emokratska Partija DP) merged with the National Democratic Party and
renamed itself as NationBlemocratic MovementNarodni demokratski pokreNDP) in 2013. At

the same time, its leader, Dragaavi!, remained the same. NDP had a more minority nationalist
position in 2017 than DP in 201IModeration of SNSD was one of the scenarios Keil and Perry
(2015: 85) considered possible in the aftermath of the 2014 election that saw DodikOs SNSD
challenged by intr@thnic competitorsAll in all, we can thus observe @gncies of moderation
among the Croat periphery, heterogeneous moverasmiag Serhsandtendencies of advocating a

more decidedly majority nationalist stance among parties representing the Bosniak
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Conclusion

In thisresearch notaye evaluated the validity and reliability thfe second round of our dataset on
ethnonationasm inparty conpetitionin Europe repeating a set of tests previously performed on the
first round. Theresults showd that our 2017 datgrovides valid and reliable measures of party
positions on an ethnonatiorahd otheidimensios of competition With regard to internal validity,

our descriptive analysis of expertsO own policy prefershoegsthata majority of expertsiasvery
moderate positions on ethnonationaliandcan therefore bexpected to judge partiedbjectively

In the case of Spaj where we could apply inferential methods to test more stringently for an effect
of expertsO own policy preferenaes party placement, we fourmhly a minor share of parties
affected by bias. We consider Spain to be a most likely case for expert bias, due to the salient centre
periphery conflict and due to expertsO own stances in this cdahfiice more pronounced than in

all other case<Crossvalidatingour data with the Regional Manifestos Pobjgeldeda correlation

of 0.57 a very satisfying resulh terms of convergent validitgiven the different methodologies
employed by the two projects

In terms of reliability, global results of gtexpert correlation are very satisfying, in particular for
party placement on the ethnonational dimension, the dimension of competition this project is
primarily interested in. However,eshave also shown that the standard deviati@xpert judgments
isheterogeneous across parties and dimengiqperts can converge for one pakytdivergewhen
judginganothermartyin the same country, or converge when placing a party orssue dimensign

but diverge when placing the same party on anatiner We therefore encouragesearcherso
include standard deviatioly party and dimensiaimto their analyses as a measure of uncertainty.
Making use of our fresh data, we illustratexv the dynamics afompetition betweemajority and
minority partiesin Spain and Bosnihave been unfoldingver the last six yeardn line with case
based assessmentsy alata accurately shows how the independence conflict in Catdlasibeen
intensifyingthroughmore dominant independence claintsced by minority nationalist parties

Catalonia, the shift of thPeopleOBarty to a morenajority nationalist position anthe entry of
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Ciudadanosnto statewide competitionwith an even more decidedly Spanisaitionalist positionln
the case of Benia, our result&ll in line with a shift towards majority nationalism reflected in the
fact that thenew leadership of thengor Bosniak party SDA advocateal state organization less
fragmented along the lines of ethnic entities, turning Bosnaanepublic with five regions. This
suggestions vigorously opposed by major Serb parteesl someof these partiealso radicalized
their positions between 2011 and 20imerestingly, the Croat and some of the smé&lerbian
ethnonationapartiesmoderated their stances over time, a finding that deserves further scrutiny.
Going beyond descriptivespmbiningthe 2011 and 201&ditioninto alongitudinal datasedllows
testingthe ethnic outbidding modedf party competition (Rabushka and Shep$72 Horowitz,
1985) against alternative theories such as the model of nested compétitizan, (2012 in the
European contextThis allows scholarsto explore what factors lead toradicalisation and
secessionismaccounting for partiesO strategisponses to each other over tifRarthermorethe
datasetalsoallows a systematic analysis (@thro-) nationalparties' location i multidimensional
political space A growing literature argues th&tthne) regionalistpartiesactively competeon
multiple political dimensions, rather than focusiexgtlusivelyon centreperiphery issuessuch as
territorial reform(Elias et al. 2015;Massettj 2009; Massetti and Schak@015. Finally, users of
the data carstudy thestructureof the political spee in multinational European staté¥ith the
growingimportance of the integratiesiemarcation conflicte.g. Kriesi et al. 2008European party
systemsare undergoing important chang&se financialcrisis andthe arrival of high numbers of
asylumseekers ave sharpenedonflicts about national identity and belongimgEurope In many
places parties that primarily emphasizeoneconomi¢ cultural issuesand questions ohational
identity are challenging mainstream parti€sir longitudinal datahat adds issues such as European
integration and immigration to a firgrained assessment of partiesO nationalismallows for an
analysisof how parties adjust their positions on identity issues over timehawgarties relatstate
internal conflict to their stances om supranational integration projeanhd the question of

immigration
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Appendix A. Data ollection September 201@®January 2017

Sent out Returned Response Rate
Belgium 23 8 34.78%
BiH 26 12 46.15%
Bulgaria 23 6 26.09%
Croatia 23 11 47.83%
Estonia 18 5 27.78%
Finland 18 5 27.78%
France 31 7 22.58%
Italy 19 10 52.63%
Kosovo 28 9 32.14%
Latvia 20 4 20.00%
Lithuania 28 10 35.71%
Macedonia 42 17 40.48%
Moldova 21 9 42.86%
Montenegro 20 7 35.00%
Poland 22 9 40.91%
Romania 22 10 45.45%
Serbia 28 11 39.29%
Slovakia 16 7 43.75%
Spain 40 19 47.50%
Turkey 32 9 28.13%
UK 33 8 24.24%
Ukraine 33 8 24.24%
Total 566 201 35.51%
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Appendix B. Testing theSpain data for expert bias

Following Curini (2010), we estimated a linear regression model téoteghether expertsO

placement of parties on the ethnonational dimens@asaffected by assimilation or contrast

effects. In the case of @assimilation effect, an expert places a favoured party closer to her own
position on a given ideological scale than the actual posifitime party warrants, in the case of a
contrast effect, she places a disliked party further away from her own position. In order to enable

this analysis, we included a question on expertsO own position on the ethnonational dimension and a
guestion askingxperts how close they feel to each of the parties listed in the survey (1=very close,
2= quite close, 3=not close, 4=not close at all).

We follow Curini (2010: 312) and estimate the following model:
Scorg = " + # [s(Policy, D&ER)] + $

We evaluatd whether expes€preferences distort their judgmenégressinghe position of party i

as rated by expert(fcorg) on the distance between the mean positioparty i #8%%) and the

policy positionof expert j Policy). The sympathy for a party and consequently the expectation of
assimilation versus contrast is given by the parameter OsO which is coded as 010 if the expert tickec
Overy closeO or Oquite closeO for a partyladdf Ghe ticked Onot closeO or Onot dlad®a he

test is intuitive: If the coefficiert; is significantly different from zerdcorg is distorted by the

expertOs own policy preference (Curini 2010: 312).

The model has to be estited for each party individually which implies that the number of expert
answers per party must be high enough for conventional regression analysis. This is the case only in
Spain, where we received 19 answers to the survey. Nonetheless, as arguediaheth®pain is a

most likely case for expert bias in case of party placement on the ethnonational dimension because
the centreperiphery conflict was extremely salient when we conducted the expert survey due to the
conflict about the CatalansO desiredid la referendum on independence.

Given that some experts ticked Ono answerO for some parties when asked how close they felt to
each of the parties, the number of observations further shrinks for some of the parties.

The following table lists results tfie OLS regression®r each Spanish party included in the

analysis. The results show two out of twelve parties to be affected by expeRduas)osa leftist
statewide party and th&loque Nacionalista Galeg@®NG), a Galician minority nationalist @

In other words, 17 percent of the Spanish parties are affected by expert bias. For comparison, in his
analogous assessment of the Benoit and Laver expert survey data, Curini finds 33.5 percent of all
parties affected by expert bias (Curini 2010: 312).
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Table B.1 Regression analyses testing Spanish parties for expert bias

PP PSOE Cs Pod CDC ERC CUP Sl EH Bildu BNG AGE
Relatr'tve -0.005 0.036 -0.001 0.045* 0.011 -0.002 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.223 0.271*
expe
position 0.018 0.019 0.017 0.018 0.009 0.005 0.007 0.004 0.005 0.121 0.112
Constant 1.001** 3.523** 0.844* 5.583** 9,192+ Q775%™  Q.632**  Q.867** 9.800**  7.835**  7.656***
N 19 19 19 18 18 18 18 16 17 15 12

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; **p<0.001 (twasided)
Dependent variable is the placement of the respective party on the ethnonational dimen

Table B.2 Names ofgstiesincluded in the regression analyses

Acronym Party Name Party Name inEnglish

PP Partido Popular The PeopleQs Party

PSOE Partido Socialista Obrero Espa—ol The Socialist Party

Cs Ciudadanos Citizens Party

Pod Podemos Podemos/We can

CDC Convergencia Democr’tica de Catalunya Democratic Convergence of Catalonia
ERC Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya Republican Left of Catalonia

CuP Candidatura d'Unitat Popular Popular Unity Candidacy

Sl Solidaritat Catalana per la Independencia Catalan Solidarity for Independence
EAJPNV Euzko Alderdi Jeltzalea / Partiddacionalista Vasco Basque Nationalist Party

EH Bildu Euskal Herria Bildu / Reunir Euskal Herria Basque Country Unite

BNG Bloque Nacionalista Galego Galician Nationalist Block

AGE Alternativa Galega de Esquerda Galician Alternative of the Left
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Appendix C

Standard errors of party positions
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Standard errors of parties' position on territorial autonomy
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Appendix D

Variance components analysis

We evaluate the variance across experts by calculating a variance components analysis
following Steenbergen and Marks (2007). We dengjeas expert iOs judgment of party j in
country k. The parentheses of the subscripts of parties and experts indicate that they-are cross
classified. While experts and parties are ciassified at th lowest level, experts and

parties are nested in countries. This crdassified variance components model (Goldstein,

1995) with two levels is given by:

Yk = 1L+ Ok + €ik + ik

The mean position of the parties across parties, experts and countries is dempotthiby

the mean is the fixed part of the modg, sk anddx are the effect of parties, experts and
countries and are the random components of the model. The vasfangecan be

decomposed as long as those components are uncorrelated with each other in the following
way:

V(y(@x) =05 + 0 + 0%
The crossational variance of party placementsjso?; is the crosgarty variance and the

variance across expertsos. We estimate this crosdassified va@ance component model by
Stata 14using the raw version of the data.
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Cross-classified variance components analyses of the variables “cultural values” (party position on the libertarian/authoritarian dimension,
variable name used in dataset is “dem”), “eco” (party position on economic issues), “im” (party position on immigration), “EU” (party position
on European integration), “demsal” (salience of libertarian/authoritarian values), “ecosal” (salience of economic issues), “imsal” (salience of
immigration), “eusal” (salience of European integration): Inter-expert correlation, reliability and deviance (-211).

DEM ECO M EU DEMSAL ECOSAL IMSAL EUSAL
Fixed effects
Grand mean p 6.19%** 4.8425%** 6.012%** 6.218%** 5.965%** 6.269%** 4.713%** 6.254%**
(0.25) (0.15) (0.23) (0.3) (0.24) (0.23) (0.385) (0.27)
Variance components
National 0—(2S 0.72 0.04 0.644 1.316 0.835 0.616 2.62% 1.118
(0.38) (0.14) (0.34) (0.57) (0.39) (0.32) (1.01) (0.48)
Party o-gj 4.382%** 2.608*** 2.625%** 4.194*** 1.005 2.085 1.109 1.036
(0.48) (0.3) (0.33) (0.45) (0.15) (0.24) (0.15) (0.15)
Experts O_gi 0.845 1.224 0.802 1.147 2.473%%* 2.158 3.505%** 2.742%%*
(0.12) (0.17) (0.14) (0.16) (0.31) (0.26) (0.43) (0.33)
Inter-expert correlation 0.858 0.684 0.803 0.828 0.426 0.556 0.515 0.44
Reliability 0.978 0.937 0.957 0.973 0.844 0.905 0.874 0.851
2211 6625.243 6324.845 5302.454 6985.32 6978.989 6907.666 5857.403 6905.684
N 1636 1528 1215 1611 1617 1689 1452 1619
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