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ABSTRACT This article introduces a novel cross-sectional dataset capturing electoral support for
regionalist and secessionist parties across all EU-27 regions and the UK, based on data collected
between 2010 and 2022. We map and categorize territorial demands as either internal (regionalist)
or external (secessionist) self-determination. This allows for a comprehensive approach to the
regional question, from salient territorial conflicts such as Catalonia, Corsica or Scotland but also
enabling comparative analysis between regions with and without territorial demands, thus
avoiding selection bias. It provides scholars with new tools to explore the patterns, causes, and
intensity of territorial politics in the EU through electoral data, regional socioeconomic indicators,
and public opinion variables.

1. Introduction

The 2017 unilateral referendum on independence in Catalonia (Castella, 2018; Della Porta
& Portos, 2021; Lopez & Sanjaume-Calvet, 2020; Requejo & Sanjaume-Calvet, 2019;
Rodriguez-Teruel & Barrio, 2021) reignited scholarly interest in regionalist and secessio-
nist movements across Europe. The Catalan case unfolded alongside the UK’s territorial
tensions, notably the 2014 Scottish independence referendum (Cetra & Harvey, 2018;
Keating, 2017) and the 2016 Brexit vote (Sanjaume-Calvet et al., 2023). Simultaneously,
various regionalist movements, particularly in the Basque Country and Corsica, transi-
tioned from non-institutional activism to more conventional electoral politics (Fazi,
2013; Sanjaume-Calvet, 2011), signalling a strategic shift in how these groups engage
with political systems.

These developments underscore the need for a broader analytical lens to study region-
alist and secessionist demands, especially within the context of the EU’s multilevel gov-
ernance. Such demands are not confined within national borders; they resonate with
broader European integration dynamics (Jordana et al., 2018; 2019). A comprehensive
analysis that incorporates electoral behaviour allows scholars to address the intricate
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geographical patterns and underlying causes of these movements. Situating them within a
shared EU regional framework facilitates the identification of commonalities and the dis-
covery of new explanatory variables.

The article introduces an electoral mapping of territorial demands across EU regions,
based on an original dataset compiled from multiple sources. This dataset captures elec-
toral outcomes of all non-state-wide parties (NSWPs) across European regions from
2010 to 2022 (See Section 3). Being based on the NUTS nomenclature with our own
review of all regions across Europe we conceive the dataset as an open design that can
be expanded in the future, both horizontally with new variables of interest and also incor-
porating electoral results. The wide range of variables provides a versatile tool for
researchers focusing on territorial politics. Section 4 discusses possible analytical uses
of the dataset, showcasing its potential to enrich empirical studies on regionalist mobiliz-
ation and political dynamics.

While the central contribution lies in presenting this dataset, the article also aims to
engage with empirical literature on regionalist and secessionist movements. Prior
studies (Alvarez Pereira et al., 2018; Brancati, 2014; Elias et al., 2021; Griffiths, 2016;
Griffiths & Martinez, 2021; Massetti & Schakel, 2013; Sambanis et al., 2018; Sorens,
2004; 2005; 2008; 2012) have laid important groundwork, and this new resource builds
upon and extends those efforts. By offering both data and interpretive pathways, the
study contributes to a more systematic and nuanced understanding of sub-state political
dynamics in Europe.

2. Background and Datasets
2.1. Territorial Politics and Data

The study of territorial politics has yielded several datasets that capture various
expressions of territorial demands, typically using subnational units as the unit of obser-
vation. A prominent example in the institutional realm is the Regional Authority Index
(RAI) (Hooghe et al., 2016; Shair-Rosenfield et al., 2021), which examines the dimensions
of institutional self-rule and shared rule across regions in nearly 95 countries from 1950 to
2018 (for other similar measurements of decentralization, see for instance Brancati, 2006;
Dardanelli et al., 2019; Requejo, 2005). Similarly, the TERRGO project (Trinn & Schulte,
2020) categorizes 96 countries, including Western and non-Western democracies, semi-
democracies, and selected autocratic regimes between 2000 and 2018, into one of eight
types of territorial self-governance based on constitutional status and self-rule strength.

Other significant contributions include the European Regional Democracy Map
(Schakel & Verdoes, 2023), which systematizes data on various aspects of subnational
governance within the EU-27, covering areas such as elections, electoral systems, and
other institutional variables. More recently, Griffiths and Martinez (2021) focused on
active secessionist movements across multiple countries, cataloging 72 such movements
worldwide and coding factors related to their grievances, such as historic statehood loss,
language or economic discrimination, lack of autonomy, and constitutional barriers.
Finally, Elias et al. (2021) coded how regionalist actors frame their territorial demands
based on qualitative content analysis of political documents from 61 regionalist parties
and civil society actors across twelve European regions.
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The dataset most similar to the one used in our study is the work by Sorens (2019),
which captured votes for independentist, regionalist, and irredentist parties in 14 countries
from 1947 to 2018, encompassing 1,616 country-region-election observations. This
dataset also uses vote shares as the primary indicator of political support, focusing on
10 EU countries (including the UK) and four other OECD countries where territorial
demands have been consistently present over time.

Unlike Sorens (2019), however, our study explicitly includes countries and regions
where territorial demands are weak or absent. To achieve this, our dataset spans the
entire EU-27 area plus the UK, providing a broader range of territorial demands, from
the strongest to the weakest or non-existent claims, while also incorporating cases that
have been understudied or where no territorial demands exist. This approach also allows
us to incorporate understudied cases.

We code regionalist and secessionist parties regardless of their electoral strength, thus
enriching the analysis of territorial politics and avoiding the selection bias often associated
with case selection based on the dependent variable. By including all regions, not just those
with active territorial claims, we can empirically distinguish between regions with and
without demands, classify the intensity and type of demands (regionalist vs. secessionist),
and examine their relationships with regional socioeconomic indicators, institutional
characteristics, and public opinion variables.

2.2.  Finding a Typology of Territorial Demands

The literature on territorial politics has often focused only on self-determination under-
stood as an external option and not an internal one. For instance, Sambanis et al. (2018,
p- 660) offer one of the strongest efforts in expanding the number of cases including
regionalism up to 464 movements, but the focus on self-determination movements
(mostly secessionist) do not allow to explore under what circumstances some territories
feature self-government demands while others do not.

Empirical studies focused on the electoral support to territorial demands usually dis-
tinguish between them using a scale of ‘radicalism’. Sorens (2005), working on territorial
demands as secessionism, distinguishes ‘moderate’ from ‘radical’ secessionists in his
research design. When arguing on regionalism introduces an interesting distinction:
‘Regionalist parties are organized to defend regional interests and traditions, but this
defense often takes the form of closer integration with the center. The goal of many region-
alist parties is to capture more resources from the center rather than to become more auton-
omous of the center. Thus, whereas ethnic identity presumably affects the formation of
regionalist parties just like the formation of secessionist parties, variables relating to via-
bility and fiscal balance do not necessarily have anything to do with support for mere
regionalism.” (2005, p. 315). In a later work, Sorens (2008) described regionalism, seces-
sionism and irredentism as three varieties of minority nationalism and only counted region-
alist parties as such if they had a territorial agenda and refused independence.

From a different perspective, Alvarez Pereira et al. conceive autonomism and secession-
ism as two forms of regionalism, defined as a ‘process of agitation’ that can take this two
broad expressions and include irredentism as a subcategory of secessionism ‘regionalism
embeds both autonomism and secessionism, with the latter being a more radical form of
regionalism and the former a milder form’ (2018, p. 2). Massetti and Schakel follow a
similar idea by coding regionalism in two levels of ideological radicalism as moderate
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(autonomist) and radical (secessionist) (2013, p. 798). They follow Dandoy’s typology
although in this case the author included two types of regionalism as ‘protectionist’ and
‘decentralist’ (2010, p. 206). Finally, Brancati in a study on the effects of economic inte-
gration focused exclusively on ‘separatist’ parties defined as ‘those that demand the com-
plete independence of a subnational territory of a state from that state’ including those that
formulate irredentist demands in the dataset (2014, p. 76).

The typologies discussed earlier are useful within their specific contexts. However, when
developing our dataset coding scheme, we propose that differences in political objectives
may stem from varying influences on the factors driving territorial demands. Specifically,
we depart from a pluralist approach that assumes territorial demands are not a mere continu-
ous variable but that groups seeking full independence for their political community may be
motivated by different factors than those advocating for changes in administrative status
within an existing state. Additionally, not all territorial demands are linked to minority
nationalism as many coding decisions in the above mentioned datasets seem to imply.
National identity is not always a driving force; economic or functional reasons alone can
justify territorial claims. For instance, the Partido Riojano (Spain) advocates for territorial
demands in La Rioja autonomous community without attaching a national identity to it.

Therefore, in our dataset we mainly focus on two dimensions. First, we introduce all
regions as a potential way to avoid selection bias. This allows us to measure occurrence
in the first place, that is the existence or not of territorial demands. Second, we proceed
to categorise demands according to their nature. We follow here the common distinction
between internal and external demands. Internal self-determination demands are coded
as regionalist; while external self-determination demands are coded as secessionist
(even when the ultimate goal is irrendentist).

3. Method

We develop a comprehensive dataset that covers 374 regions from the twenty-seven Euro-
pean Union member states, as well as the United Kingdom. The dataset is based on the
European Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics (NUTS) classification system,
which divides most countries into three hierarchical administrative levels, ranging from
local subdivisions to broader socio-economic regions. For each EU member state, we
have inductively chosen the most appropriate NUTS level to best capture territorial
demands. For instance, in Germany, we have selected the ldnder (NUTS-1) as the unit
of observation, as regional demands are primarily concentrated at this level. In Spain,
we opted for the Comunidades Auténomas (NUTS-2), while in Croatia, the lowest admin-
istrative level (NUTS-3) was chosen as the unit of observation (see Appendix Al for an
overview of the selected NUTS levels by country).

The primary focus of our study is the level of support for regionalist and secessionist
demands. To measure this variable across the selected NUTS regions, we calculated the
vote share for each party based on official election results in each region. For the sake of con-
sistency and simplicity, we treated each party as a single entity, as disaggregating by faction
would have introduced considerable ambiguity when calculating vote shares. Accordingly,
we imputed the total vote share obtained by each party in the most recent regional election.

Using vote shares as a proxy for territorial demands is a widely accepted and standar-
dized approach in the literature (Elias et al., 2021; Sorens, 2005; Sorens, 2012). This
method can be applied across any election and at various levels of government, providing
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a consistent and comparable measure of the political legitimacy or support for regionalist
and secessionist agendas within specific constituencies.

We refer to occurrence of territorial demands when regions (NUTS) score above 0 in
our vote share variables. When we refer to the intensity of territorial demands, we focus
on electoral success (that is, the level of support a party advocating these demands
receives) rather than the character of the demands themselves. This distinction is essential
because a party with a modest vote share could still advocate for a very radical territorial
agenda, or it might emphasize territorial issues more heavily than other policy areas, such
as the left-right ideological spectrum. Conversely, a larger mainstream party may push for
more moderate territorial demands, giving relatively more weight to other issues.'

The criteria for including cases of territorial demands are drawn from the literature
reviewed in the previous section, particularly from Sambanis et al. (2018). Specifically,
a candidacy qualifies as a territorial demand if it meets the following conditions:

(a) Itisregistered for regional elections in the relevant NUTS territory and receives votes.
(b) It explicitly makes claims in its party manifesto concerning the political power of the
territorial unit.

Both conditions are necessary and jointly sufficient to meet the criteria. The rationale
behind this inclusion/exclusion rule is that the mere presence of a regional party (or a
regional branch of a state-wide party) is not sufficient to establish the existence of a terri-
torial demand. There must be a clear claim related to the transfer of political power to the
region. Furthermore, the party must participate in an electoral process, demonstrating an
active pursuit of the effective electoral legitimacy for this claim.

Next, we established two mutually exclusive categories of territorial demands: regional-
ism (internal self-determination) and secessionism (external self-determination). To deter-
mine whether a political party falls into one category or the other, we build on the idea
that regionalism does not challenge the state’s constitutional structure but instead calls for
greater powers within the existing territorial model as an internal form of accommodation
within the parent state. In contrast, secessionism does challenge the territorial model by
appealing to external self-determination. We used the following operational definitions:

- Regionalism (internal self-determination): A candidacy that includes any form of territor-
ial demand related to self-government institutions and policies that does not alter the ter-
ritorial model as such.

- Secessionism (external self-determination): A candidacy that includes any form of terri-
torial demand related to self-government, which involves the possibility of forming a new
independent state (sovereign or associated, confederal).

The classification of parties followed a two-stage procedure. In the first stage, we drew on
established academic conventions in the field of territorial politics, where we have subject-
matter expertise. This was complemented by informal consultation with other scholars
specialized in the study of regionalism and supported by prior datasets (Elias et al.,
2021; Sambanis et al., 2018; Sorens, 2019). This process allowed us to classify approxi-
mately 85-90% of the parties included in the dataset. Given the strong scholarly consensus
around many prominent cases, we found this approach to be both efficient and reliable. For
example, it is unambiguous that Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya in Spain campaigns
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on a secessionist platform, while the Partido Regionalista de Cantabria promotes a region-
alist agenda.

In the second stage, we closely examined all remaining ambiguous cases. This involved
analyzing explicit statements in party manifestos, primarily through the MARPOR dataset
(Volkens et al., 2019). Where manifestos were missing or unclear, we consulted additional
secondary sources, including party websites, public statements by party leaders, media
reports, and relevant academic literature.

Once the parties were classified into mutually exclusive categories (regionalist or seces-
sionist) we aggregated separately their vote shares at the regional level. As a result, each
region in the dataset may include regionalist parties, secessionist parties, both, or neither.
For example, in the Basque Country, regionalist parties account for 39.1% of the vote,
while secessionist parties account for 27.9%. In contrast, the Czech region of Olomouc
has 0.75% support for regionalist parties and no active secessionist parties, whereas
Wales registers 20.3% support for secessionist parties and no regionalist representation
(Further details on the party classifications are provided in the Appendix A2).

The results of this categorization are presented in Figure 1. Among the 28 countries ana-
lysed, 15 exhibit territorial demands. And out of the 374 regions in the dataset, 128 show
territorial demands, with 121 corresponding to regionalist demands and 25 to secessionist
demands. This means that some regions are represented by both regionalist and secessio-
nist parties. However, the voting patterns between the two groups differ significantly. For
regionalism, the majority of parties receive relatively lower levels of support, with most
falling in the 0-5% and 5-10% ranges. In contrast, secessionist demands tend to concentrate

Regionalism Votes Secessionism

- >50% -

45-50% -

40-45% -

35-40% -

30-35% -

25-30% -

20-25% -

15-20% -

10-15% -

- 5-10% -

- 0-5% -

T T T T

60 40 20 0 00 25 50 75 100 125
Count

Figure 1. Number of regions by type of territorial demand and vote share
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around the 0-5% range, although there are some regions where secessionist parties garner
more substantial support, particularly in the 5-10% range.

In Figure 2, we display the vote shares obtained by regionalist and secessionist parties
across all regions in the dataset. Each point represents the vote shares in a given region,
distinguishing between regionalist (grey points) and secessionist (black points) parties.
The graph highlights the substantial variation in support levels across regions and party
types. While many regions show relatively low vote shares for these parties, certain terri-
tories (such as Catalonia, Scotland, and Wales) stand out for their high levels of support,
particularly for secessionist parties.
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Figure 2. Regionalist and secessionist vote share in the regions with territorial demands
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4. Notes on Potential Uses
4.1. Visualization

With the territorial variables in hand, we can now map and visualize the geographic
distribution of these demands across European regions. Both maps are presented in
Figure 3.% In the map on the left, the green shades represent regionalist demands, highlight-
ing regions with varying levels of support for regional autonomy and self-government. On
the right, the secessionist variable is displayed in orange, focusing on regions where
demands for full independence or the formation of new states are more prominent.

In the regionalism map (Figure 3 (a)), the regions with the highest support for regionalist
demands are predominantly concentrated in southern and western Europe, with notable
areas of high support in Spain, France, and parts of Italy. These regions exhibit strong
regional identities and calls for greater autonomy within their existing state frameworks.
On the other hand, the second map (Figure 3 (b)) reveals stronger support for secessionist
movements in certain regions, particularly in parts of the United Kingdom, Spain, and
Eastern Europe. The contrast between the two maps highlights the geographic diversity
in territorial demands across the European territory.

4.2.  Correlates of Territorial Demands

Literature in territorial politics has linked territorial demands with a wide range of factors,
including geographical, economic, and attitudinal aspects (Alvarez Pereira et al., 2018;
Dalle Mulle, 2017; Galais & Serrano, 2020). The dataset presented in this paper compiles
available EU regional-level data from various official sources. It includes geographic,
demographic, and economic variables from Eurostat, including regional population,
density, Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita, and distance to the state capital.

(a) Regional demand's (b) Secessionist demands

Figure 3. Regionalism and secessionism in the EU-28
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Additionally, the dataset incorporates the Regional Innovation Scoreboard, which assesses
the innovation performance of European regions.

One of the key debates in the literature has been the so-called ‘nationalism of the rich’,
the idea that secessionism is positively correlated with wealth and economic opportunities
(Dalle Mulle, 2017; Piketty, 2020). Using our measurement of regionalist and secessionist
demands across EU regions, we can examine this argument by analyzing the relative
wealth of each region. Relative wealth is calculated by dividing a region’s GDP per
capita by the state’s average GDP per capita. In this metric, a value of 100 represents
the national average: values above 100 indicate that a region is wealthier than the state
average, while values below 100 indicate lower relative wealth.

Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of this variable across the four types of regions, illus-
trated with different shades of grey. The graph reveals a similar pattern in the lower and
middle ranges of the distribution, with regions displaying comparable wealth levels.
However, regions with both regionalist and secessionist demands are generally wealthier
than other regions, particularly in the middle wealth brackets. Interestingly, the wealthiest
regions in Europe do not exhibit territorial demands, suggesting that high levels of econ-
omic prosperity do not necessarily correlate with the presence of regionalist or secessionist
movements.

Another factor associated with territorial demands is the strength of regional identity
(Alvarez Pereira et al., 2018; Sorens, 2005; 2008). To capture this, we constructed a vari-
able using data from the European Quality of Government (Charron et al., 2020). The vari-
able measures the sense of regional identity and distinctiveness based on two attitudinal
items: the level of attachment to the region and the level of attachment to the state. We
calculated the difference between regional and state attachment scores and then computed
the mean at the regional level. In Figure 5, we present the distribution of this variable in
regions with and without territorial demands. Lower values indicate greater attachment
to the state, while higher values suggest stronger attachment to the region.

20% N

Type
> None
Z’ 10° .t_; Regionalism
8 i__-l Secessionism
D Both

100 200
Relative GDP per capita

Figure 4. Distribution of relative GDP per capita in EU regions
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4 5
Regional identity (vs. state identity)

Figure 5. Distribution of attachment to the region vs. state in EU regions

As expected, regions without territorial demands exhibit lower attachment to the region.
Regions with regionalist demands show higher regional attachment, followed by regions
with both regionalist and secessionist demands. Finally, regions with secessionist move-
ments show the strongest attachment to the region, in contrast to their attachment to the state.

Another important attitudinal factor in the debates on territorial politics is the position-
ing of regionalist and secessionist movements in the left-right scale. Territorial demands
often correlate with ideological positioning, with left-wing regions showing more
support for self-determination demands (Galais & Serrano, 2020). Figure 6 illustrates

Type

None
! | Regionalism

| Secessionism
b Both

Left-right scale

Figure 6. Distribution of political ideologies (left-right scale) across EU regions
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the distribution of this variable across regions, where lower values represent regions with a
mean tilt to the left, and higher values show regions leaning to the right. As expected,
regions without territorial demands tend to lean rightward, while regions with regionalist
demands show a more central alignment. Regions with both regionalist and secessionist
demands exhibit a stronger leftward orientation. Notably, secessionist movements are
most prevalent in the regions with the strongest left-wing positioning.

The dataset also includes various attitudinal variables, such as the level of tolerance
towards same-sex marriage and the degree of attachment to national traditions. These vari-
ables derived from sources such as the European Social Survey (ESS8 v2.1), the EU
Regional Dataset (v2021) from the European Quality of Government Institute, and the
Eurobarometer (ZA7601_v1). Individual-level attitudes have been aggregated to the
regional NUTS level by calculating regional averages. Additionally, the dataset incorpor-
ates institutional variables, including the shared-rule indicators from the Regional Auth-
ority Index (RAI) dataset (Hooghe et al., 2016; Shair-Rosenfield et al., 2021) (see the
codebook in Appendix A3 for the full description of the variables).

4.3. Engaging with the Literature

The study of territorial movements has garnered growing interest among scholars, yet there
remains a gap between empirical methodologies and theories of nationalism (Smith, 1991).
Territorial demands often emerge from perceived political distinctiveness, that is when a
group and its territory diverge significantly from the broader state. The literature
debates what forms of distinctiveness provoke such claims, drawing on theories ranging
from ethnic identity (Berghe, 1987; Geertz, 1973) and instrumentalism (Hechter et al.
1982), to modernization (Anderson, 2006; Deutsch, 1953; Gellner, 2008; Hobsbawm,
2021), internal colonialism (Hechter 1992), and elite-driven ideologies (Breuilly, 1994;
Giddens, 1987; Hroch, 1985). While many studies continue to frame movements in
terms of identity versus interest, newer research calls for a more integrated understanding
and our dataset is built to expand the research agenda from this perspective.

Grievances remain central to explaining secessionist demands, encompassing cultural
repression, political exclusion, and unmet economic expectations (Griffiths & Martinez,
2021; Kartsonaki, 2020). Economic motives show mixed results, with some studies
suggesting wealthier regions are more likely to seek independence (Dalle Mulle, 2017;
Piketty, 2020), while others highlight risk aversion (Hierro & Queralt, 2020; Zuber &
Szocik, 2015). Geography, emotion, and symbolism (such as peripherality, natural
resources, and affective dynamics) also play important roles (Balcells et al., 2020; Dion,
1996; Sorens, 2012). Institutional and historical contexts further shape outcomes,
especially in post-colonial settings where legacy institutions, or their absence, can
explain variation in mobilization (Griffiths & Muro, 2020; Roeder, 2007; Siroky &
Cuffe, 2015). Moreover, contemporary movements often align with progressive ideologi-
cal frameworks, emphasizing future-oriented narratives over purely cultural claims (Dalle
Mulle & Serrano, 2019; Elias et al., 2021; Galais & Serrano, 2020).

The dataset presented in this article might be useful for several purposes. One potential
use is the analysis of the role of identity and relative wealth in explaining regionalist and
secessionist demands. Through regression models including interactions we test the role of
these factors when they interact with each other. For example, through simple multiple
regression analysis our findings are twofold (See Figure 7 and Appendix A4). First,
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Figure 7. Estimated coefficients of multiple regression model (more details of the model can be
found in Appendix A4)

while controlling by other variables, the interaction between identity and wealth does have
a positive association with secessionist vote, while it does not show any relationship with
the regionalist vote. Second, this effect has some nuances when dividing between regions
at the lowest and at the top part of the GDP per capita scale as we show in Figure 8.
Regional identity only has a positive interaction with the relative wealth of the region
among relatively richer regions while it does not have any effects among poorer

Support to regionalism Support to secessionism

Relative GDP
per capita

=P

=-¢ 26105

Predicted support
Predicted support

Regional identity (attachment region vs. state) Regional identity (attachment region vs. state)

Figure 8. Predicted values of the relative wealth and attachment interactions (more details of the
model can be found in Appendix AS)
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regions. These differences do not seem to be present in the case of regionalist supports
since regional attachment always has a positive effect on these electoral supports, yet
they are not statistically significant in the overall model. Finally, we performed a
similar analysis regarding the interaction between ideology and identity and ideology
and wealth. While the former does not seem to have any effect on the intensity of territorial
demands the latter does. Regional attachment has a strong positive effect on independence
supports in more leftist regions, while in more right-wing regions regional attachment is
strongly correlated with regionalist supports.

These observations coincide with previous literature on the importance of regional
attachment, and therefore distinctiveness, as a determinant of territorial demands
(Alvarez Pereira et al., 2018; Sambanis et al., 2018; Sorens, 2005; 2008). In fact, in
both cases of territorial demand, regionalism and secessionism, regional attachment is
by far the strongest predictor of both occurrence and intensity. Therefore, there is an
important commonality between types of territorial demands, subjective regional attach-
ment is a common feature that makes them part of a family of political phenomenon struc-
tured around a territorial cleavage as point out by the classic literature on this topic (Lipset
& Rokkan, 1967). However, the effects of the regional attachment variables are inverse in
explaining occurrence and intensity, while in the former is more strongly associated with
secessionist occurrence, in the latter explains the intensity of regionalism by far. These
findings seem to point to the complexity of distinctiveness and, beyond its mere operatio-
nalization in an intensity scale, the different meaning that regional attachment might have
ranging from a sub-national identity to a localist identification without national attributes.
This finding is supported by recent literature pointing to secessionism and/or regionalism
as not directly related to identity but mediated by other factors that make it flexible and
subjective (Basta, 2018; Guinjoan, 2022; Serrano, 2013).

A glimpse to the models suggests that, contrary to previous literature (Alvarez Pereira
et al., 2018; Sorens, 2012), we do not observe economy being a strong predictor of terri-
torial demands as such. Therefore, there is no general evidence of a ‘nationalism of the
rich’ (Dalle Mulle, 2017) affecting all territorial demands but, again, a more nuanced
and multifactorial effect. After all, our dataset might be used to affirm that Smith (1991)
and Connor (2018) were perhaps right, the economic dimension has been largely over-
stated in the literature. According to the regression model, relative wealth is not a statisti-
cally significant predictor of any type of territorial demand, whereas the degree of
innovation of the regional economy seems to have a slightly negative impact. This
could be an indirect measure of economic peripherally or dependence that reminds the
‘internal colonialism’ thesis (Hechter, 1992). However, when it comes to the intensity
of the demands there is a timid plot twist and relative wealth appears to be a low intensity
predictor of regionalism but not secessionism.

Beyond these findings, by using the dataset we can observe very relevant issues regard-
ing some additional factors included in it. For example, dissatisfaction with central govern-
ment has a direct relationship with secessionism, this supports previous literature on the
role of emotions and constructed political alternatives (Basta, 2018; Dion, 1996).
However, it does not seem to appear as a relevant variable to explain regionalism occur-
rence and intensity, this suggests that regionalists might show supports in a certain territory
and, at the same time, coexisting with average levels of central government satisfaction.

On the contrary, ideology does have an important explanatory potential. The absence of
territorial demands is statistically predicted by a more rightist orientation of the population
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in a given region and traditionalist values have a positive effect on the occurrence of
regionalism, whereas more traditionalist orientations are correlated with less intensity of
secessionist demands. These findings offer a more encompassing view than what some the-
ories of nationalism seem to assume and are consistent with the recent research on the over-
lapping between ideology and territorial demands. The idea of independence as ‘means for
a better future’ (Elias et al., 2021) compared to greed and ethnic theories of secessionism
(Horowitz, 1985) appears more plausibly related to the findings in our models.

This is also consistent with explaining the origins and support to secessionism as a product
of institutional and political factors rather than predetermined ethnic identities or identity
manipulations from the political elites. Recent literature has developed a more nuanced
view on the specific framing used by secessionist parties and their use of national identity
also depending on their strength and time in office (Ferreira, 2022). Regionalism seems to
be more diverse and perhaps would require a more nuanced analysis. A potential explanation
of this diversity of determinants is that regionalism is not a single phenomenon, our dataset
includes very different regional parties that formulate all kinds of demands. Moreover,
regionalism might be more dependent on the political offer and the degree of nationalization
of party systems among other factors. Beyond, economic and identity factors, the only thing
in common that all these movements seem to have is a strong effect of institutions.

Our dataset exploration suggests that relatively higher shared-rule degrees are a good
predictor of less regionalist vote intensity but of more regionalist occurrence and of
absence of territorial demands, whereas the effects on secessionist occurrence and/or inten-
sity are not statistically significant.

Therefore, we do not find any evidence of higher regional authority predicting more ter-
ritorial demands. These findings are consistent with Sorens’ (2004, 2005) works, levels of
regional autonomy per se does not seem to be a predictor of secessionism (although in this
case we use shared-rule). The negative correlation between regional authority and region-
alist vote intensity but not with secessionist intensity can be explained by regionalists
aiming to ‘catch-up’ other autonomy leverage levels, as for example in the Spanish terri-
torial dynamics of autonomy increases based on territorial competition (Hombrado, 2011).
On the other hand, the absence of association between regional authority and secessionism
reinforces the thesis of a relatively different political phenomenon from regionalist
demands involving more societal projects (Dalle Mulle & Serrano, 2019; Elias et al.,
2021; Galais & Serrano, 2020) rather than changes within the existing territorial model.

5. Concluding Remarks

The dataset presented in this article offers a comprehensive electoral mapping of territorial
demands in EU regions, facilitating the empirical analysis of regionalist and secessionist
movements from a variety of perspectives. By systematically compiling electoral results
of non-state-wide parties from 2010 to 2022, it enables researchers to visualize, explore
patterns and examine explanatory factors of territorial claims. The inclusion of multiple
variables (such as identity, wealth, institutional arrangements, and ideology) provides a
robust foundation for comparative studies in territorial politics. Furthermore, the
dataset allows for the assessment of both the occurrence and intensity of these demands,
ensuring a nuanced understanding of their determinants across different regions.
Ultimately, the dataset serves as a valuable tool for future research, enabling scholars to
refine theories on territorial politics and multilevel governance in the EU. By providing a
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detailed empirical basis for studying regionalism and secessionism, it opens avenues for
further investigation into the dynamic interactions between institutional frameworks, iden-
tity politics, and electoral behaviour. The findings underscore the need for interdisciplinary
approaches that integrate political science, economics, and sociology to fully grasp the
evolving landscape of territorial demands in the EU.
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Notes

1. That said, we recognize that using vote share data to measure intensity has its limitations. Vote shares may
not fully capture the scope of territorial demands, as they represent a party’s overall electoral support across
various policy domains, such as left-right ideologies, social issues, and more. Thus, territorial demands may
only partially influence the vote share, as these parties also focus on other policies.Despite these limitations,
vote share data offers distinct advantages over other approaches. In the European context, some survey-
based data (e.g., QoG, ESS, Eurobarometer) include questions disaggregated at the regional NUTS level
regarding a sense of regional belonging. However, these surveys primarily focus on feelings of attachment
to a region or national identity and do not directly measure policy support for territorial demands. An indi-
vidual’s attachment to a particular territory or national identity does not necessarily translate into support for
the political agenda of a regionalist or secessionist party.Another advantage of using vote share data over
survey data is its spatial and temporal availability. Regional-level surveys are often not consistently avail-
able across all regions, and even when they are, their coverage can be limited to specific periods or geo-
graphic areas. For instance, Europe-wide survey data has only become more widespread in recent years,
and even then, certain countries may be excluded. A notable example of this is the exclusion of the UK
from many surveys, such as Eurobarometer, following Brexit.

2. Overseas territories of EU member states are included in the dataset, but are not displayed on the map for
the sake of visual clarity.
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