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Abstract 

The UK’s departure from the European Union raises the major issue of what implications it 

will have for domestic relationships between central government and the devolved 

jurisdictions. A key focus for analysis is the political parties and their preferences for how 

those relationships should develop as the Brexit process unfolds.  Previous research has 

shown how nationalist and state wide parties have used EU membership and individual 

developments in integration to develop their domestic territorial party strategies.  This paper 

provides the first comparative analysis of how political parties have similarly sought to use 

Brexit as an opportunity structure for continuing to pursue these goals.  The paper focuses 

on all parties which have which elected representatives in the UK Parliament and/or 

devolved jurisdictions and therefore a significant interest in central-devolved relationships.  

The paper then draws on Basile’s conception of party strategy to focus specifically on party 

positions, and Hooghe et al’s conception of regional authority to suggest both the self-rule 

and shared rule dimensions of how regions may gain power within a state.  Specifically then, 

the paper seeks to measure and explain the positions adopted by political parties 

represented in the UK Parliament and/or Northern Ireland Assembly, Scottish Parliament 

and National Assembly for Wales on what should be the implications of Brexit for regional 

authority.  

Drawing further on Hooghe et al’s conception of the self-rule and shared-rule dimensions of 

regional authority, we specify a series of self-rule and shared-rule sub-dimensions implied by 

Brexit. We examine the distribution of parties on each sub-dimension as well as developing 

a cumulative scale ranging from positions that seek on the one hand to maximise the extent 

of regional authority for devolved jurisdictions to those that on the other seek to maximize 

UK state discretion. We then seek to explain differences in party positions first by drawing on 

De Winter’s categorisation of types of SNRPs, differentiating between those with clear or 

ambiguous independence goals. Secondly, we draw on Toubeau and Wagner’s theorisation 

of key variables that explain state-wide party positions on decentralisation.  Here, we 

consider the party-level variables of positions on left-right and cultural liberal-conservative 

scales. We also analyse a series of contextual variables namely: how much self-rule has 

already been constitutionally introduced; the level of regional economic disparity; whether 

there is a regionally based ethnic group in the territory; and the ideological position of the 

SNRP.  Finally, we consider how such theorisation can also explain the positions of other 

non-nationalist but territory-only parties in Northern Ireland.     

To measure party positions we use all publicly available authoritative statements of party 

policy emanating from SNRP or other territory-only parties in Northern Ireland.  In the case 

of statewide parties we use all authoritative statements emanating from their devolved party 

branches as it is here that positions have been defined in most detail and may show up any 

intra-party differences.  In doing so we remain mindful of whether positions have been 

explicitly contradicted by statewide party branch statements. We utilise data from the period 
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broadly identified as representing the first phase of Brexit negotiations, concluded in Autumn 

2017.  This includes manifestos for elections held in 2017 published by all the parties 

analysed, as well as related party position papers, policy papers and leaders’ statements 

between Autumn 2016 and Autumn 2017. Overall, the paper identifies how and why parties 

across the UK developed positions during the first phase of the Brexit negotiations on what 

they wished the implications of Brexit to be for regional authority.    

Introduction 

Debates about the UK’s departure from the EU have quickly had to turn from concerns about 

trade and immigration towards the profound constitutional consequences of removing the 

‘external support’ for the UK’s devolution arrangements. Brexit has given rise to fundamental 

constitutional questions about the future division of powers between the central UK state and 

the devolved legislatures and about the limits of Westminster sovereignty (Mitchell and 

McHarg, 2017). In this context, the vote in the 2016 referendum for the UK to leave the 

European Union, and UK Government’s subsequent statements to honour that vote, 

including the promise to leave the Single European Market (May, 2017), posed big 

challenges for political parties across the UK.  It raises significant issues for how nationalist 

parties will address aspirations for independence, and other parties will address the future of 

devolution settlements, as well as economic and social interests, meaning that all parties 

have faced the challenge of devising strategies on how the implementation of Brexit affects 

UK-devolved government relationships.  Just as they had to address their attitudes to this 

issue in relation to supporting membership of the EU they have had to address it in relation 

to withdrawing from the EU.  Nevertheless, the implementation of Brexit also potentially 

presented new opportunities for parties advocating for example the transfer of EU 

competences to devolved jurisdictions or the creation of special relationships with the EU, or 

on the other hand new constraints on devolution. In the same way that both statewide and 

nationalist parties have ‘used Europe’ in an instrumental sense (Hepburn, 2010: 223-224), 

are they now also ‘using Brexit’ to advance territorial demands for autonomy or a more 

centralised constitution? 

 

This article examines how UK parties have approached the implications of Brexit for UK-

devolved government relationships. Drawing on previous work on party positioning (Basile 

2016), we present both a new framework for analysing party positions on Brexit and an 

original data set that maps parties’ positions in all parts of the UK. In particular, we separate 

out parties’ positions on both the self-rule and shared rule dimensions of Brexit 

implementation. Previous research (e.g., Toubeau and Wagner, 2015) suggests that parties’ 

positions on decentralisation are informed by their ideological outlook. Therefore, having 

systematically mapped parties’ positions on this question for the first time, we then use our 

data set to probe questions about parties’ motivations and constraints. We ask whether the 

policy positions adopted by these parties follow the same ‘logic of action’ (Toubeau and 

Massetti, 2013 and character as their ideology and previous attitudes towards EU integration 

would suggest or whether Brexit has presented an ‘external shock’ (Harmel and Janda 1993) 

that has forced them to reconsider their attitude towards decentralisation in the UK. 

 

Although we find that most parties revert to type when it comes to their Brexit positions, our 

research also reveals notable shifts in emphasis. Party use of Brexit on self-rule dimensions 

of regional authority generally displays patterns consistent with how parties have been 

perceived to use European integration in the past. However, analysis of party approaches on 

shared rule dimensions suggests that Brexit is potentially a new opportunity for parties to 

advocate changes to the internal structure of the UK or as a spur for parties to adopt this 
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position as a new goal. The ‘business as usual’ of factors accounting for parties’ positions on 

the future of the UK has therefore to some extent been interrupted by the challenge of Brexit.   

 

The article begins by reviewing what we know about parties’ attitudes towards EU 

integration. Section two introduces the specific research questions to be asked and the 

conceptual framework for analysis.  Section three explores how we might theorise what we 

expect party strategies to be.  Section four then addresses methods for analysing party 

strategies.  In section five we present the results and analysis. In the final section, we 

conclude on the article and suggest an agenda for future research in this area.  

 

1. European Integration, Devolution and UK Party Strategies 

Previous research has shown how nationalist and state wide parties have sought to use EU 

membership and individual developments in integration to develop their domestic territorial 

party strategies. From the late 1980s many parties in the UK’s now devolved jurisdictions 

emphasised their support for EU membership as part of their domestic territorial 

constitutional strategies (De Winter and Gomez-Reino, 2002; De Winter et al, 2006; McGarry 

and Keating, 2001).  The EU’s promotion of subsidiarity and a Europe of the regions, its 

support for minority languages and policies of economic and social cohesion all suggested 

that EU membership was a new opportunity structure for political decentralisation (Keating, 

2004). For Hepburn (2010: 21) there is a two-way process of Europeanisation: ‘political 

parties have used European integration in order to advance their territorial projects at the 

European level whilst, correspondingly, changes and developments in Europe, such as the 

regionalisation debates and creation of regional institutions, have had an impact on the 

territorial strategies of substate parties.’ Such developments influenced both the SNP and 

Plaid Cymru to reframe their goal as that of independence in Europe (Elias, 2009; Hepburn, 

2010; Lynch, 1996).  Similarly, the SDLP and Sinn Féin made the nationalist argument that 

shared EU participation enhanced the potential for normalising the Island of Ireland as one 

political space, thus legitimising their goal of a reunified Ireland (Maillot, 2009; Murray and 

Tonge, 2005). The regional turn in European integration also was a key aspect to arguments 

for devolution in the 1990s and was embraced within Labour and Liberal Democrat policies 

thereafter (Bradbury and Mawson, 1997; Bradbury, 2008). The Alliance Party in Northern 

Ireland also saw EU membership as important to devolution in Northern Ireland in that it 

stressed common citizenship and pluralism against the pull of old national identities.    

This is not to say that parties in the devolved jurisdictions who embraced EU membership 

and developments in integration from the late 1980s as a supportive framework for pursuing 

either nationalist or devolutionist goals were commonly strongly supportive of the EU.  For 

example, there were differences between the more instrumental use of EU membership in 

Sinn Féin and SNP party strategies, which were still centrally concerned to assert Irish or 

Scottish sovereignty, and the more principled support for it in the SDLP’s incorporation of EU 

membership into an apparently more post-nationalist vision of territorial change (Hepburn 

and McLoughlin 2011).  Nevertheless, prior to 2016 they all still supported EU membership 

because it ensured access to the single European market and allied strategies for attracting 

inward investment and developing export markets.  For parties in favour of independence 

and further devolution it made more autonomous regions potentially viable economic units 

(Jolly, 2007).  EU adherence to a social market model and expenditures for example through 

structural funds policy also supported government programmes.  

Support for EU membership also proved to be very helpful in continuing to develop 

devolution once it had been established. It was used by parties to reassure citizens about 

the benefits of devolution and further changes.  In Scotland the Labour-Liberal Democrat 
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coalitions, 1999-2007, and SNP governments from 2007 have all been pro-EU.  Devolution 

was advanced through acts of 2012 and 2016, and advocates of independence, though 

defeated in the 2014 referendum, press for a second referendum or further reform (Mitchell, 

2014; Hepburn, 2015).  In Wales, the pro-EU Welsh Labour Party has been in government 

since 1999, albeit on a minority or coalition basis with the Liberal Democrats, 2000-03 and 

Plaid Cymru 2007-11, both of which are also pro-EU.  In this era devolution also has been 

advanced by acts of 2006, 2014 and 2017 (Wyn Jones and Scully, 2012).  In Northern 

Ireland the consociational arrangements provide for diarchic leadership and a power sharing 

government.  After 2007 the moderate SDLP and UUP were overtaken by the harder 

unionist and nationalist parties, the DUP and Sinn Féin. Sinn Fein was one of the more 

Eurosceptic of the nationalist pro-EU parties and the DUP was more clearly Eurosceptic. 

Even so, both parties assumed EU membership as part of the framework provided by the 

Belfast agreement to achieve the more basic aim of simply maintaining devolution (Wilford, 

2001; O’Leary et al, 2013). 

Against this, it has also been apparent that Euroscepticism emerged more generally as a 

major political force in the 1990s and 2000s, and the UK was at the forefront of this trend 

(Lubbers and Scheepers, 2005; Hooghe and Marks, 2007; Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2008).  

In particular, for centre-right parties EU membership caused ideological tensions, potentially 

leaving them ‘rifted between nationalism and market liberalism’ (Marks et al, 2006: 170).  In 

the devolved jurisdictions the DUP, TUV and UKIP all campaigned for leave in 2016, and the 

UUP and Conservative Party both contained Leave supporters.  The PBP party in Northern 

Ireland also opposed EU membership because it contradicted socialist objectives. 

Attachments to the nation state and scepticism about European integration have then had 

strong links to sceptical attitudes to political decentralisation within the British state.  Among 

the parties containing the strongest reservoirs of Euroscepticism, the Conservative Party 

initially opposed devolution in both Scotland and Wales in the referenda of 1997, though 

formally reconciling immediately afterwards, and in the 2014 and 2017 Wales Acts the party 

in Wales has actually proactively supported fiscal devolution.  The UUP reconciled itself to 

devolution in the Belfast agreement in 1998 but it took the DUP until 2007 to reach a similar 

position.  TUV represents the residual unionist politics deeply sceptical of any 

accommodation with nationalists in any power sharing devolution arrangements.  UKIP has 

only fully reconciled itself to devolution in the context of the devolved elections in 2016. In all 

cases there is a stronger loyalty to the UK as an integrated state, and at best a caution about 

supporting the devolution of political power within the state.    

2. Conceptual Framework    

In linking research on parties and Brexit, effectively European disintegration, to previous 

research on parties and European integration, it is important to sustain a focus on the 

SNRPs (stateless nationalist and regionalist parties – see Hepburn, 2010) and statewide 

parties that previously have been studied extensively. In a period though when voting 

behaviour and electoral politics has become highly fluid, with coalitions, mutli-party and 

minority government prevalent across all jurisdictions in the UK, it is important to take a 

broad focus.  Consequently, we assess the party strategies of all parties who have 

representation in the UK Parliament, Northern Ireland Assembly, Scottish Parliament and 

National Assembly for Wales, as this implies they will have some significant interest in UK-

devolved government relationships.  This means assessing the strategies of eighteen parties 

in all (see table 1). 

 

TABLE ONE ABOUT HERE 
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At the same time, in linking to previous research we acknowledge a common adherence to 

an actor centred institutionalist political science in studying parties (see Weissart and Fahey, 

2018 forth).  Previous research on the uses of European integration have tended to 

conceptualise parties as having to engage with this key institutional context to their operation 

and in part having to hold positions that are structured by how integration develops.  Within 

that, analyses have assessed how parties have viewed EU membership as an opportunity 

structure.  For example, analyses of the nationalist parties have emphasised their rational 

manoeuvring, internally debating how to address any given development in European 

integration, agreeing on strategic positions to hold and then behaving in a broadly unitary 

manner to maximise domestic political advantage from that position. The actor-centred 

institutionalist approach has been widely applied in the study of modern party strategies, and 

it has had high relevance in the study of territorial party politics and European integration.  

We start from a position that party manoeuvring to address Brexit can be seen in similar 

broad terms. 

In addressing party strategies specifically it is important then to be clear what we are 

studying.  Basile (2016) has been helpful in defining three elements to a party strategy. 

These are first, the positions that a party might hold on various dimensions of policy; 

secondly, the differential salience attributed by a party to various dimensions of policy; and 

thirdly, how a party seeks to frame and justify their stances towards dimensions of policy.  

This paper is concerned with the first of these elements, that of positions on dimensions of 

policy.  Consequently, we address the specific research question: How can we best measure 

and characterise the positions adopted by political parties represented in the UK Parliament, 

Northern Ireland Assembly, Scottish Parliament and National Assembly for Wales on the 

implications of Brexit for UK government – devolved relationships? We also address the 

research question: To what extent can we explain the positions adopted by political parties 

on this issue?    

To address the question of measurement and characterisation we need to consider the 

dimensions of UK central government – devolved government relationships that are raised 

by Brexit.  A useful approach here is to consider the focus placed by Elazar (1987) on the 

distinction between self-rule and shared rule in federal or devolved systems.  Self-rule refers 

to the powers that a sub-state unit carries which give it the capability to autonomously self-

govern; shared rule refers to the powers that a sub-state unit might carry which gives it the 

capability to share in the governing of the state as a whole.  Stateless communities may 

seek both self-rule and shared rule as ways of enhancing regional authority. Hooghe, Marks 

and Schakel (2010) have subsequently sought to measure self-rule in terms of the four 

criteria of institutional depth; policy scope; fiscal autonomy; and representation. Similarly, 

they have measured the extent of shared rule according to the four criteria of influence over 

law making at the centre; shared executive control; shared fiscal control; and influence over 

constitutional reform.  Application of this framework has then provided measures across 

many states in Europe of how much regional authority sub-states units enjoy, and the ways 

in which this is composed of dimensions of self or shared rule, including in the UK.  

Following this approach, we can see a way of specifying the dimensions of UK central-

government-devolved government relationships that are raised by Brexit; namely which 

aspects of self and shared rule does Brexit have a bearing on which might alter analysis of 

the extent of regional authority in the UK?   

An analysis of the issues raised by Brexit uncovered seven sub-dimensions of regional 

authority on which we should seek to clarify party positions.  On the self-rule dimension, 
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there are two issues that are relevant to institutional depth: first, the ability for devolved 

jurisdictions to negotiate a special status or differentiated deals with the EU after Brexit; and 

secondly, the right to hold a referendum on independence to then remain in the EU.  

Similarly, there are two issues that are significant for determining the policy scope of 

devolved jurisdictions; political control of repatriated powers; and the defence of EU subsidy 

finance through some means of compensation.  No issues of fiscal autonomy or 

representation are raised.  On the shared rule side Brexit raised an issue that directly 

affected the extent of shared executive control, namely whether the devolved administrations 

should be included in the Brexit negotiations.  Brexit also raised an issue of devolved 

influence over constitutional reform, namely what influence devolved administrations should 

have on the process of the incorporation of EU law into UK law.  In addition, Brexit also 

raised a debate about shared law making capacity, in that the issue was raised as to 

whether Brexit should lead to a broader reconfiguration of the devolution settlements to bind 

devolved interests more into statewide law making. Brexit did not raise any issues of shared 

fiscal control.  

    Our analysis then will seek to characterise parties’ positions on each of these sub-

dimensions on a territorial scale ranging from the maximisation of regional authority to the 

maximisation of UK state discretion.  Party strategies seeking more regional authority are 

those which for example seek to gain more powers or special deals for the devolved 

jurisdictions. Strategies which most favour UK state discretion will be those which support 

the authority of the UK Government to ultimately determine outcomes, and may often simply 

support the status quo in terms of regional authority.  Positions can also be analysed 

according to the type of regional authority being sought, whether it is defined by more self-

rule, more shared rule, or a mix of the two.   

3. Theorising Party Territorial Strategies and Positions 

How can we theorise what positions we might expect parties to take on these issues of 

regional authority, which can then suggest ways of explaining the positions subsequently 

held?   To do this necessitates making some distinction between SNRPs on the one hand 

and statewide parties on the other.  In respect of the former, De Winter and Tursan’s (1998) 

analysis is still helpful in distinguishing between SNRPs seeking ambiguous goals that might 

be accommodated by strong autonomy within the nation state, and those that seek clear 

national sovereignty and independence for stateless nations.  This does have implications 

for what we might expect of SNRPs across the UK in addressing Brexit.  We might expect all 

of them to have positions that sit towards the decentralist end of the scale.  Nevertheless, we 

might expect that while more clearly pro-nationalist parties would seek maximum regional 

authority across all self-rule and shared rule categories, more ambiguous SNRPs parties 

may seek more limited ambitions across both self-rule and shared rule categories.   

To help in analysing state-wide parties, or what in the UK case are generally accurately 

called British-wide parties (with the exception of the Greens who also do have 

representatives in Northern Ireland), we may turn for help to Toubeau and Wagner (2015), 

who have put forward a comparative framework to explain party positions on political 

decentralisation.  Given the multiplicity of parties the positions they may take and what 

explains them is potentially considerably more complex than for SNRPs.  Nevertheless, 

Toubeau and Wagner suggest that broadly parties that could be defined as culturally liberal 

or on the economic right are the most inclined to support decentralisation, while parties that 

are culturally conservative or on the economic left are the least likely to support political 

decentralisation.  
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They raise four further contextual variables that interact with the party variable: namely, how 

much self-rule has already been constitutionally introduced; the level of regional economic 

disparity; whether there is a regionally based ethnic group in the territory; and the closeness 

of the ideological position of the SNRP. The stronger the presence of the first three variables 

the more Toubeau and Wagner would contend their broad characterisations of party 

approach to political decentralisation on the basis of economic and cultural positions holds. 

However, the closer the left-right ideological approach of the SNRP the stronger is the 

possibility that whatever the economic or cultural preferences a party has, it may be inclined 

to support regional authority to stave off the SNRP challenger.  On these bases Toubeau 

and Wagner consider the relative significance of party economic and cultural preferences; 

constitutional, and economic and social variables; and party competition to determining party 

positions on political decentralisation.   

In applying De Winter and Tursan’s theoretical assumptions to the UK case, it is important to 

note that following devolution SNRPs have uniformly sustained their territorial objectives 

whilst also coming to terms with the needs of office-seeking (Mitchell, Johns and Bennie, 

2011; McAngus, 2014; Murray and Tonge, 2005; Tonge et al, 2014).  Hence, we can still 

broadly expect that SNRPs with clearer independence aims (Sinn Fein and the SNP) to 

generally favour decentralist aims arising from the implementation of Brexit.  There is no 

reason to suggest that this should not apply to all the shared rule and self-rule dimensions 

that are raised by Brexit. We might expect Plaid Cymru and the SDLP to also generally 

favour decentralist aims, but as parties with positions that have been more ambiguous on 

the independence issue in the past, they may be less pro-regional authority on some 

dimensions than Sinn Fein and the SNP.   

In addressing state/British-wide parties Toubeau and Wagner’s assumptions that they would 

expect culturally liberal and economic right parties to support political decentralisation, and 

culturally conservative and economic left parties to oppose political decentralisation should 

be our main initial focus in hypothesising expectations (though we must also bear in mind 

that parties might use the idea of economic liberalism to justify different approaches to 

territorial autonomy at different times – see Convery and Lundberg 2016). In considering 

them further the constitutional, economic and social variables in the UK case would appear 

to make no difference as comparatively, the UK’s devolution settlements all constitute a 

relatively high level of self-rule; in each case there are significant regional disparities; and 

each of Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales contains a distinct ethnic group.  

Nevertheless, the economic and cultural preferences of each party is complex in all cases.  

Equally, we still have to consider the closeness of the left-right position of the SNRP party 

challenger as significant in the case of some parties as in both Scotland and Wales such 

parties have been major challengers.     

In the cases of the Liberal Democrats which has representation in Scotland and Wales, and 

the Green Party with representation in both Scotland and Northern Ireland we find parties 

that could easily be defined as culturally liberal but could not be defined as also 

economically right.  The Greens have had a clearly left approach to the role of the state and 

the Liberal Democrats in Scotland and Wales have both presented economic and social 

programmes to the left at least of the UK coalition government agenda agreed by the party 

at the UK level 2010-2015.  Recently, the Greens have supported independence for 

Scotland and North-South co-operation in Ireland, and the Liberal Democrats have sought to 

sustain their historic mantle as the party of home rule.  Despite the ambiguities then of 

cultural and economic preferences we would expect the cultural preferences to be dominant 

and for the Greens to use Brexit to further regional authority in a manner comparable to at 

least the more ambiguous SNRPs, and the Liberal Democrats in Scotland and Wales to use 
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Brexit to further devolution.  On self-rule sub-dimensions we could expect that this would 

include support for the assertion of the right to retain economic subsidies and the direct 

repatriation of EU powers, but would not include assertion of the right to special deals with 

the EU as if Scotland and Wales were sovereign nations.  Equally, in looking at shared rule 

dimensions, one might expect both the Greens and Liberal Democrats to support the right to 

influence over incorporating EU law into British law and the broader reconfiguration of 

territorial relations to embrace for example federalism.  However, one would not expect 

either the Greens or Liberal Democrats as non-government and non-nationalist parties to 

presume that they should be directly included in Brexit negotiations.     

We also then need to consider the Labour Party, which has strong representation in 

Scotland and Wales.  Again we might observe a combination of being culturally liberal while 

also economically left, and note in particular the journey Labour has travelled certainly since 

the late 2000s to an agenda set by the economic left which might naturally set the face of the 

party against political decentralisation.  However, it would appear that Toubeau and 

Wagner’s contention that the left-right ideological approach of the SNRP is significant to the 

positions that state-wide parties will hold, does have a strong bearing on analysing Labour.  

In both Scotland and Wales the SNP and Plaid Cymru have moved over the last few 

decades to position themselves ideologically as on the centre-left.  This has meant that the 

Labour Party in Scotland and Wales in competing to maintain control of that political ground 

have also moved to pro-decentralisation positions.  Consequently, we may expect that in the 

context of the implementation of Brexit as nationalist parties argue for decentralisation to 

accompany Brexit then so too will the Scottish and Welsh branches of the Labour Party, 

something which the statewide branch of the party also will have to acknowledge.  

As branches of a non-nationalist party there is evidently a question about how far Labour 

would move in competing with nationalist parties to favour pro-decentralist positions.  Given 

their need to compete directly with the SNRP one might expect that their strength of support 

where they support decentralisation will be close to their SNRP challenger, meaning possibly 

greater strength of support in Scotland where they compete against the SNP, than in Wales 

where they compete against the more ambiguous nationalist party, Plaid Cymru.  However, 

given that they are a pro-devolution rather than independence party we would also expect 

Labour to support regional authority on a more limited range of dimensions than nationalist 

parties, simply because they are still a non-nationalist party.  On self-rule dimensions there 

is no reason to consider that there would be any substantive difference with the other 

culturally liberal non-nationalist parties, such as the Liberal Democrats.  On shared rule 

dimensions, one might again theorise the same expectations as for the Liberal Democrats 

and Greens with the one addition that we might expect Labour to be more pro-decentralist 

on asserting the right to be directly included in Brexit negotiations.  This arises from their 

history as a party of government in Scotland and Wales.  

Hence overall, we may expect the Labour Party in Scotland and Wales to act like a SNRP in 

supporting regional authority with the same strength of support for political decentralisation 

positions where they support them, but rather more like culturally liberal non-nationalist 

parties in supporting decentralisation only across the same more limited range of self-rule 

and shared rule dimensions, differing only on the added commitment to seeking direct 

involvement to co-determine Brexit negotiations for the state as a whole. A final caveat to be 

entered here is to recognise the possible influence the more determinedly economically left 

UK leadership of the party since Jeremy Corbyn became leader in 2015 might have in 

shaping or limiting positions led by Scottish and Welsh party interests. This suggests the 

need to be cautious in hypothesising Scottish and Welsh Labour positions.        
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On the other side, we may immediately pick out UKIP as a British nationalist party to be the 

most likely to take positions most in favour of state discretion and across all dimensions of 

self and shared rule.  This leaves consideration to mainly focus on the Conservative Party, 

which has representation also in Scotland and Wales. The party initially opposed devolution, 

but has gradually reconciled itself to a more explicitly decentralised constitution (Convery, 

2016).  However, the issue of the EU is a major fault line in the party and has played a part 

in the undoing of the premierships of the last three Conservative Prime Ministers. The leader 

of the Scottish Conservatives, Ruth Davidson, played a major role in the UK-wide campaign 

to remain the EU and very few Scottish Conservative politicians campaigned in favour of 

Brexit. Toubeau and Wagner (2015: 115) note that ‘culturally conservative parties on the 

economic right [can be] divided between economic efficiency and nationalism.’ This is 

precisely the difficult position in which the Conservative Party finds itself. 

The Conservative Party operates with a relatively high degree of unity and so the 

expectation is to largely consider the Scottish and Welsh branches in this context as a 

cultural conservative party and therefore inclined to support positions of state discretion 

rather than regional authority. The Conservative Party in Scotland has marked out 

constitutionally the most autonomy from the British party; and the identification of the leader, 

Ruth Davidson, with a range of cultural liberal issues would appear to undermine this 

assumption.  However, on the cultural issue of the Union the Conservative strategy in 

Scotland has perhaps been the most vociferous in positioning it as in favour of the Union 

and against any further Independence referendum.  There is no reason to theorise any 

distinction in the approaches of the party branches in Scotland and Wales across any of the 

seven sub-dimensions of regional authority.  

   Of course, a feature of the UK that is distinctive is the presence in Northern Ireland of non-

nationalist territory-only parties.  In most ways though it is possible to extend elements of the 

theoretical analysis so far to each of these parties.  Consequently, the Liberal Democrats do 

not organise in Northern Ireland but the Alliance Party reflects many of its approaches to the 

issue of regional authority and one might expect Alliance to have similar pro-devolution 

regional authority preferences.  Equally, the Labour Party does not contest elections in 

Northern Ireland, but a similar dynamic shapes our expectations of the far left party, People 

Before Profit. Faced with the similar move to the left of Sinn Fein as well as the long-

standing position on the centre left of the SDLP, PBP in pushing for a far-left politics also has 

competed against the nationalist parties by maintaining a clear support for a United Ireland.  

An interesting additional set of parties are the DUP, UUP and TUV which of course are all 

Northern Ireland-only unionist parties.  They are economically liberal but also pro-UK state 

and in territorial terms the most culturally conservative parties in our analysis.  In this sense, 

we would expect our discussion of the complexities of the Conservative position to also 

embrace them, and for them in fact to be the parties most in favour of sustained state 

discretion.  However, past evidence would suggest that while we may expect them to 

generally take pro-Union positions, both the UUP and the DUP have supported or 

accommodated to devolution as ways of defending the Union within their territory and to 

assert Northern Irish interests within the state.  We would expect this to relate to two self-rule 

dimensions, namely protection of economic subsidies and direct repatriation of powers, for 

example over agriculture so as to protect the interests of farmers, many of who are 

protestant unionists. Otherwise, though, we would expect them to support the status quo and 

UK state discretion over all the other dimensions.  

 

TABLES TWO  AND THREE ABOUT HERE 
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Overall, therefore, we have theorised expectations that across the devolved jurisdictions 

Sinn Fein, SNP, the SDLP, Plaid Cymru, the Liberal Democrats, Alliance, Greens, Labour 

and PBP will all hold positions broadly favouring regional authority to accompany Brexit 

rather than supporting state discretion.  Meanwhile, UKIP, TUV, UUP, DUP and the 

Conservatives will all hold positions broadly favouring state discretion and not enhanced 

regional authority (see tables 2 and 3).  We have made some presumptions regarding the 

strength with which parties will hold their positions on the scale. The distinction between self-

rule and shared rule dimensions of regional authority also has been helpful in distinguishing 

our expectations of the range of dimensions across which parties on either side of the divide 

will hold pro-regional authority or pro-state discretion positions. A discussion of Labour also 

indicates possible differences in how strongly its Scottish and Welsh branches respectively 

will support regional authority, highlighting the need to incorporate such comparisons of all 

branches of statewide parties for a complete picture. In this respect it is important to note 

that for state-wide parties, adaptation to devolution involved granting at least some 

autonomy for branch parties which we should examine for significance (Bradbury, 2006; 

Hopkin and Bradbury, 2006; Swenden and Maddens, 2009; Jeffery and Hough, 2006; Moon 

and Bratberg, 2010; Convery, 2014).   

Generally, though we still need to guard against expectations of the parties over the whole 

period of the implementation of Brexit holding consistent and clear positions.  We must 

continue to bear in mind the potentially conflicted character of parties.  This is the case, for 

example, with the Northern Ireland unionist parties which, while generally pro-state 

discretion, may support acts of political decentralisation for unionist reasons. We also need 

to note that parties on the right may still be confronted by the dilemmas of supporting both 

cultural conservation pro-nation state positions and economically liberal pro open borders 

positions.  Equally, parties on the left are confronted by differing convictions over support for 

regional diversity on the one hand and support for the power of the state as a whole to 

support economic redistribution.  One of the interesting challenges of analysing how parties 

address the implementation of Brexit is to see how these tensions in ideological purpose are 

played out.   

4. Data and Methodology 

In order to measure and characterise party positions, a rigorous analysis requires the clear 

explication of a series of methodological decisions, as well as a consideration of the 

limitations that may follow from these decisions. We seek to provide these elements in this 

section of the paper. Firstly, we must select the evidential basis upon which our analysis 

rests. Benoit and Laver (2006: 89-93) describe two broad approaches to this challenge in the 

party positioning literature – separating ‘behavioural’ and ‘evaluative’ sources of evidence. 

Behavioural evidence includes phenomena that are directly observable, such as 

publications, speeches, and voting records. Evaluative sources, on the other hand, capture 

the opinions of various types of actor as to what the party’s policy position is. This paper in 

focusing simply on party positions utilises behavioural evidence only. 

In doing so it is important to be aware of its advantages and limitations. Behavioural 

evidence has the advantage of being publicly available and open to replication and re-

analysis. It is also less resource-intensive to collect and code. However, typically the 

interpretation of behavioural evidence to produce an estimate of a party policy position 

involves a greater degree of methodological judgement – as typically parties do not place 

themselves onto comparable policy scales. Furthermore, one has to consider the strategic 

communicative aspects of behavioural sources – do manifestos and public statements 
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reveal parties’ ‘true’ positions (for a discussion of this problem with manifesto data, see: 

Pelizzo, 2011). Finally, with behavioural data, the researcher lacks control over the extent to 

which information on party positions are revealed. Behavioural data relies on what the 

parties choose to reveal, and there is an emerging body of research showing that parties 

may have systematic incentives to ‘blur’ or not reveal their policy positions on some 

dimensions of political competition (Ronvy 2011; 2013). Nevertheless, with these caveats in 

mind, systematic collection of behavioural evidence does still provide a rigorous method for 

comparative analysis of a diverse set of parties.  

Consequently, the evidential basis of the research involved the collection of party policy 

documents, policy statements and the speeches of spokespersons and leaders for each 

party. For the SNRP and Northern Ireland territory-only parties the focus for document 

collection was straightforward as there is simply one party branch in each case.  In the case 

of state-wide parties, however, there are both statewide and territory branch parties. In 

considering a research approach here two factors bore heavily.  First, in preliminary 

research it became evident that only at the branch party level is detailed evidence of 

positions provided.  Secondly, from our theoretical discussion notably of Labour it was 

important to consider whether there was any distinction in the party branch position across 

different devolved jurisdictions.  As a result, while statewide party branch documents were 

checked for any broad statements that explicitly contradicted branch positions, the research 

of statewide parties linked to past approaches to research by continuing to place a primary 

focus on the sub-state branch level in seeking to understand party strategies.   

In applying this approach we focused on collecting publicly available authoritative statements 

of party policy – leveraging the availability of manifestos for elections held in 2017 published 

by all 18 of the party branches analysed, as well as drawing on position papers, policy 

papers and leaders’ statements. These were: in Northern Ireland, the Democratic Unionist 

Party (DUP), Sinn Féin, the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP), the Social Democratic Labour Party 

(SDLP), the Alliance Party, Traditional Unionist Voice (TUV), the Northern Ireland Green 

Party and People Before Profit (PBP); in Scotland, the Scottish National Party (SNP), the 

Scottish Conservatives, Scottish Labour, the Scottish Liberal Democrats and the Scottish 

Green Party; and in Wales, Welsh Labour, Plaid Cymru, the Welsh Conservatives, the UK 

Independence Party (UKIP), and the Welsh Liberal Democrats. The behavioural sources 

considered for this iteration of our analysis are listed in an appendix. 

On the basis of these documents, a text database was developed, containing the relevant 

text snippets from each document grouped by the substantive policy sub-dimension to which 

it relates. These snippets are the evidential basis upon which our coding of the parties’ policy 

positions rests. In order then to provide a comparable estimate of each party position on 

each dimension that cumulates into an overall evaluation of the extent to which the party’s 

response to Brexit that ranges from maximising the extent of decentralisation to maximizing 

UK state discretion, the following approach was adopted. Firstly, for each of the dimensions 

analysed, a ‘stem’ statement and 5-point Likert scale was developed. Each stem statement 

is phrased in such a way that strong agreement represents a position that will maximize 

regional authority, and strong disagreement will reflect a desire to maximize UK state 

discretion with regards to regional authority. Table 4 lists each of our substantive sub-

dimensions and the stem statement that we seek to code.  

 

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

 



DRAFT VERSION – PLEASE DO NOT CITE WITHOUT AUTHORS’ EXPRESS PERMISSION 
 

12 
 

In order to aggregate up from positions on individual sub-dimensions to an overall estimate 

of the self-rule, shared rule and overall decentralisation position, we adopt the following 

approach. Each party position on each sub-dimension is coded as follows: 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree 

4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree       

Because strong agreement with each statement represents a position that maximises 

regional authority we are able to cumulate positions into an overall estimate of the extent to 

which parties’ policy positions lean towards either greater regional authority or greater UK 

state discretion. However, because party policies on each dimension were not always 

available in the documents that we have analysed for each party, we needed an approach 

that adjusts for dimensions on which no position is expressed. We have addressed this by 

combining two aggregation rules. We firstly take the average score for dimensions upon 

which a position is expressed as one indicator of the extent to which parties’ overall stance 

favours greater regional authority. We supplement this measure with secondly, a cumulative 

score that simply sums all statements upon which we have found codeable evidence. The 

cumulative score gives an indication of the extent to which a high average score represents 

a full set of policies across all available dimensions.  

In the next section, we present the results that our methodology has generated and analyse 

them against our theoretical expectations.   

5. Analysis of the Results   

Table 5 presents our results across all 18 parties Table 6 Provides the same list of parties, 

but separates the scores into those that pertain to ‘self’ rule and shared rule. Clearly, Tables 

5 and 6 contain a significant amount of information and could be analysed in a number of 

ways.  We propose to analyse the results on a party-by-party basis, revisiting how well they 

relate to our theoretical expectations developed earlier in the paper.  

 

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE  

 

Let us begin by discussing SNRPs with independence aims (SNP, Plaid, SF and SDLP). 

Unsurprisingly, these are the parties with the highest average scores - with all parties 

effectively strongly committed to further regional authority on those areas where there was 

evidence upon which a coding could be developed. There is no difference across self and 

shared-rule dimensions for any of these parties. However, the cumulative scores add 

nuance to the story. The SNP scores the maximum possible score with 35 points.  They 

articulate a clear position on every sub-dimension and on every single one they have chosen 

the option that would maximize regional authority. Plaid Cymru and the SDLP express 

preferences on most sub-dimensions but not all.  Plaid Cymru don’t express any preferences 

around two of the areas that could contribute to enhanced Welsh self-rule – namely a special 

status for Wales or an independence referendum in the light of Brexit.  
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Sinn Féin, on the other hand, make a strong claim for a special status for Northern Ireland, 

as do the SDLP, and Sinn Fein go further in calling for a referendum on Irish unification. 

However, neither Sinn Fein nor the SDLP have much to say about the effects of Brexit on 

existing finance arrangements or retention of devolution powers although these could be 

interpreted as being rendered null in the case of a differentiated settlement for Northern 

Ireland. Indeed, Sinn Fein actually only express positions on three of the sub-dimensions, 

what might be viewed as the headline issues of self-rule and shared rule, and neglect to 

express positions on other sub-dimensions, and actually fall behind the Scottish Greens in 

their cumulative score.     

We can conclude from this that theoretical expectations of a difference between SNRPs with 

clear independence and ambiguous independence aims are partly borne out in the sense 

that the SNP emerges as the clearest comprehensive advocate of regional authority on all 

sub-dimensions, and Plaid Cymru and the SDLP as less comprehensive advocates by 

neglecting some sub-dimensions.  Nevertheless, where they do express positions there is no 

ambiguity; and counter to our expectations Sinn Fein are even less comprehensive in 

expressing positions.   

  

In looking at the state-wide parties, we first looked at the Greens and the Liberal Democrats.  

The Green party conformed to expectations in holding positions identical to SNRPs, but the 

evidence of doing so with less strength is again confirmed by holding positions on only some 

of the sub-dimensions, four in the case of the Scottish Greens and two with the Northern 

Ireland Greens, in both cases also less comprehensive in their coverage than Plaid Cymru 

and the SDLP.  The Liberal Democrats also conformed to expectations in being pro-regional 

authority but with less strength than SNRPs, reflecting their pro-devolution rather than 

independence positions.  This is evidence in overall regional authority, self-rule and shared 

rule averages.  What was slightly less expected was some difference of emphasis between 

the Scottish and Welsh party branches, with the latter more pro self-rule.  Perhaps we 

should not be so surprised that there is some difference as the party is the longest 

established in its federal organisation.      

 

Also as we expected Labour emerge with a lower average score than the SNRPs but within 

the Brexit debate they have still expressed very clearly pro-regional authority positions.  

What is distinctive about the figures though is that of the big statewide parties labour emerge 

as the most pro-regional authority, and is so more through its fulsome support for the ‘shared 

rule’ dimensions of regional authority that arise from Brexit rather than the ‘self-rule’ ones.  

On the latter, the party is opposed to differentiated solutions for Wales and Scotland and 

strongly opposed to a second Scottish referendum.  Indeed this latter point is also mentioned 

in the Welsh Labour manifesto. Contrary to our expectations there is no difference across 

Scottish and Welsh Labour positions, in both cases expressed across all of the seven sub-

dimensions.   

 

Among the statewide parties as we expected the Conservatives, with an average for every 

score of less than 2.5, emerge as the party more inclined towards supporting central state 

discretion as opposed to more regional authority.  Even on those sub-dimensions where they 

can be categorised as supporting regional authority, the evidence is less than fulsome. For 

instance, on the repatriation of EU powers, they state that ‘we will respect the devolution 

settlements: no decision-making that has been devolved will be taken back to Westminster. 

Indeed, we envisage that the powers of the devolved administrations will increase as we 

leave the EU.’ Conservatives thus tend to prioritise giving the UK Government the discretion 

necessary to maintain the coherence of the UK market over sub-state autonomy. 
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With respect to the other Northern Ireland only parties, our expectations were only partially 

met.  The Alliance Party and People Before Profit were indeed supportive of regional 

authority options, while the DUP, UUP and TUV were more at the pro-state discretion end of 

the scale.  However, Alliance and People Before Profit were actually indistinguishable from 

SNRPs in the strength of their commitment to regional authority where they expressed an 

opinion; while at the same time only stating clear positions on two and one sub-dimensions 

respectively.  DUP, UUP and TUV were all distinguished by engaging with positions on far 

more sub-dimensions, six, six and five respectively.  The UUP and DUP both ended up with 

averages of over 2.5, helped there by pro-regional authority positions not on self-rule sub-

dimensions but on shared rule sub-dimensions.  The UUP achieved an average score of 4 of 

shared rule sub-dimensions.  Even TUV managed an average of 2.5 on shared rule sub-

dimensions.  Overall, the non-nationalist Northern Ireland only parties that we expected to be 

overall more pro-regional authority were much more so than expected, and the parties we 

expected to be overall more pro-UK state discretion were with the exception of TUV mildly 

pro-regional authority overall, got there by their desire for more shared rule authority for 

Northern Ireland within the UK as a whole.   

In considering the party scores as a whole, there are three results that we would like to 

highlight. First, we might have expected the seven sub-dimensions identified in this paper as 

so clearly issues raised by Brexit that all parties would have positions on most of them.  It is 

evident though that engagement varies very significantly, and that the parties that have 

developed positions on 7 or 6 sub-dimensions are in fact only those that are organisationally 

mature parties and are or have been in government, namely, the SNP, Labour, the 

Conservatives, the DUP and the UUP.  Equally, the parties that have developed positions on 

the lowest number of sub-dimensions are generally small, recently developed and/or parties 

not preparing for government, namely People Before Profit, the Alliance Party, the Green 

Party and UKIP.  Secondly, we expected a spectrum across the parties with both the pro-

regional authority and pro state discretion poles being well populated.  This was not the 

case.  Among all the parties, on average every party except for the Conservatives and 

Traditional Unionist Voice was to a greater or lesser extent in favour of more regional 

authority than central state discretion.  This covered even UKIP, the UUP and DUP.  It 

suggests evidence that Brexit as a change in the structure of multi-level government 

stimulated an unusually high interest in asserting regional authority (see Figure 1). 

 

FIGURE ONE ABOUT HERE 

 

Third, in this respect, differentiating party positions between those held on self-rule and 

shared rule sub-dimensions has been a particularly helpful way of clarifying the party 

spectrum on Brexit and regional authority.  When one looks at party positions simply on self-

rule sub-dimensions the party spectrum corresponds much more closely to our expectations, 

with the DUP and UUP joining the pro-state discretion pole.  It is specifically on shared rule 

sub-dimensions that we see nearly the entire range of parties wanting to assert regional 

authority.  This may well be for a range of reasons, whether it is associated with nationalist 

sentiments in the case of SNRPs and the Greens; pro-federal or confederal sentiments in 

the Liberal Democrats or Labour; or territorial defence in the case of the Northern Ireland 

unionist parties.  Even the Conservatives scored more highly on shared rule sub-dimensions 

than self-rule ones, and as we have already seen even Traditional Unionist Voice managed 

to score an average of 2.5 on its position on shared rule sub-dimensions (see Figure 2). 

 

FIGURE TWO ABOUT HERE 
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6. Conclusion 

 

Research has established that parties in the UK from the late 1980s used EU membership 

and developments in integration to support territorial strategies. SNRPs found it supportive 

to their arguments for independence, and pro-devolution parties found that the EU was a 

supportive supranational regional context to sub-national regional institutional development.  

At the same time, parties that were defensive of state stability blended scepticism about 

devolution within the state with scepticism about further developments in integration.  

Arguments about European integration became a common currency for arguments about the 

territorial distribution of power within the state.  This paper has shown how parties similarly 

have adapted quickly to using Brexit in similar strategic ways.  In establishing this as a 

research field the paper has sought to offer a conceptual framework for analysis, and a 

methodology for quantifying party positions on the issues raised by Brexit for the debate on 

regional authority in the UK.  It is an approach that can be replicated and tested by other 

researchers.  Equally, in seeking to explain those positions we have explored theroised 

expectations of party positions based on comparative approaches which have largely been 

borne out, though with some caveats.  The extension of comparative approaches to the 

study of statewide parties to the study of non-nationalist but still Northern Ireland only parties 

was only partly useful.  .     

 

In outlining the results on party positions and how they may be explained, the paper then 

specifically offers some baseline theory for how we may expect political parties to adapt their 

territorial strategies to Brexit.   It concludes first that party use of Brexit on self-rule 

dimensions of regional authority generally represents continuity with how parties have been 

perceived to use European integration in the past.  The arguments may have had to be 

adapted but in this sense its largely business as usual as parties act in the new institutional 

context of Brexit to relate positions on the domestic implications of Brexit to defence or 

furtherance of self-rule in line with their approaches pre-Brexit.   Secondly, however, we can 

conclude that analysis distinctly of party approaches on shared rule dimensions highlights 

Brexit as potentially either a key new context for parties to pursue aims of reconfiguring 

regional power in the state as a whole, or as a new stimulant for parties to pursue that as a 

goal. Thus, Brexit has (at least in the short term) acted as an external shock that has forced 

some parties to reconsider their approach to decentralisation. It may be that these parties 

will revert to type as negotiations progress, but our initial analysis has shown that there is 

more to these parties’ thinking in this area than simply reapplying past positions and 

ideology. 

 

The next stages of research lie in sustaining the conceptual framework of analysis and 

developing theoretical reflection on expectations of positions on self-rule and shared rule.  

As an approach it will be valuable to integrate it into an over-time analysis of party positions 

as Brexit develops, and to include evaluative sources of evidence that will help us to 

understand the saliency of party positions, and how they are framed, as well as probe more 

the reasons for party positions.  We may also explore further the significance of Brexit as to 

whether it is primarily a new venue for sustaining long standing strategic approaches, or 

whether it has an independent significance as a critical juncture in reshaping party territorial 

strategies, which this paper suggests may well be towards a consensus on the need for a 

greater focus in the next stage of devolution on shared rule and overall state reconfiguration 

rather than extending self-rule.    
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TABLES AND FIGURES 

 

Table 1 Parties Analysed in this paper 

 

Country Party 

Northern Ireland Sinn Féin 

Northern Ireland SDLP 

Northern Ireland DUP 

Northern Ireland UUP 

Northern Ireland TUV 

Northern Ireland NI Greens 

Northern Ireland PBP  

Northern Ireland Alliance 

Scotland Scottish Labour 

Scotland Scottish Conservatives 

Scotland Scottish Liberal Democrats 

Scotland SNP 

Scotland Scottish Greens 

Wales Welsh Labour 

Wales Welsh Conservatives 

Wales Welsh Liberal Democrats 

Wales Plaid Cymru 

Wales  UKIP Wales  
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Table 2 Party classifications and expectations 

 

Scottish, Welsh and Irish 

nationalist parties (expected 

direction – pro regional 

authority) 

Branches of state-wide 

parties (see table 4 for 

expected directions) 

NI Unionist parties 

(expected direction – pro 

state discretion) 

 

Other NI only parties 

(expected direction, 

pro regional authority) 

 

SNP, Plaid Cymru, Sinn Fein, 

SDLP 

 

Welsh Labour, Welsh 

Conservatives, Welsh Lib 

Dems, Welsh UKIP, Scottish 

Labour, Scottish 

Conservatives, Scottish Lib 

Dems, Scottish Greens, NI 

Greens 

 

DUP, UUP, TUV 

 

PBP, Alliance 
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Table 3 Explanatory factors and expected policy direction for branches of state-wide parties. 

 

 

Party  

 
 

 

Economically 

Right? 

Culturally 

Liberal? 

Strong 

self-rule? 

High 

Regional 

Economic 

Disparity? 

Regional 

Ethnic 

Group 

Present?  

Nationalist 

competitor 

challenge on 

left-right 

dimension? 

Expected policy 

direction 

Welsh Labour  No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Pro-regional 

authority 

Scottish Labour No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Pro-regional 

authority 

Welsh 

Conservatives  

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Pro-state 

discretion 

Scottish 

Conservatives  

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Pro-state 

discretion 

Welsh Lib Dems Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Pro-regional 

authority 

Scottish Lib 

Dems 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Pro-regional 

authority 

Scottish Greens No  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Pro-regional 

authority 

NI Greens  No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Pro-regional 

authority 

Welsh UKIP Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Pro-state 

discretion 
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Table 4 Substantive Policy Dimensions and Stem Statements  

 

Substantive Policy Dimension Stem Statement Statement 
number 

Inclusion of devolved administrations 
in Brexit negotiations 

The preferences of the devolved jurisdictions are not being 
adequately incorporated by the UK government in Brexit 

negotiations 
 

1 

Compensation for the loss of EU 
subsidies 

The UK government should commit to replacing EU funding at 
current levels by a revision to the Block grant 

 

2 

Political control of repatriated powers The 'repatriation' of powers to the UK from the EU should not 
result in a greater concentration of power at Westminster 

 

3 

Influence on Incorporation of EU law 
into UK law 

The devolved administrations should play a role in how EU law 
is incorporated into UK law 

 

4 

Broader reconfiguration of devolution 
settlements 

Brexit requires a fundamental revision of the UK's devolution 
settlement - leading to greater decentralisation of power 

 

5 

Special status/ differentiated deals for 
devolved jurisdictions with the EU 

Devolved jurisdictions should be able to have differentiated 
deals with the EU 

 

6 

Independence Referendum In the light of the UK's decision to leave the EU, a referendum 
on the independence of the devolved jurisdiction should take 

place 

7 
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Table 5. Policy Positions of 18 Parties on Stem Statements 1-7 

Party  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Average Cumulative 

Welsh Labour  5 5 5 5 5 1 1 3.9 27 

Welsh Conservatives  1 1 4 4 2 1 1 2 14 

Welsh Liberal Democrats  3 3 5  4   3.75 15 

Plaid Cymru  5 5 5 5 5   5 25 

UKIP Wales     3     3 3 

Scottish Labour  5 5 5 5 5 1 1 3.9 27 

Scottish Conservatives  1 1 4 4 2 1 1 2 14 

Scottish Liberal Democrats  3 3 5  4  1 3.2 16 

SNP  5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 35 

Scottish Greens    5 5  5 5 5 20 

Sinn Féin  5     5 5 5 15 

SDLP  5 4 5 5  5  4.8 24 

DUP  5 2  4 1 4 1 2.8 17 

UUP  5 3 3 3  1 1 2.7 16 

TUV  4 2   1 1 1 1.8 9 

NI Greens  5     5  5 10 

PBP   5       5 5 

Alliance     5  5  5 10 
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Table 6. Self-rule and Shared-Rule Averages by Party  

Party  Self-Rule Average Shared Rule Average 

Welsh Labour  3 5 

Welsh Conservatives  1.8 2.3 

Welsh Liberal Democrats  4 3.5 

Plaid Cymru  5 5 

UKIP Wales   3  

Scottish Labour  3 5 

Scottish Conservatives  1.8 2.3 

Scottish Liberal Democrats  3 3.5 

SNP  5 5 

Scottish Greens  5 5 

Sinn Féin  5 5 

SDLP  4.7 5 

DUP  2.3 3.3 

UUP  2 4 

TUV  1.3 2.5 

NI Greens  5 5 

PBP    5 

Alliance  5 5 
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APPENDIX SOURCES USED TO CODE PARTY POSITIONS 

Party Document Name Document Type 

Welsh Labour Welsh Labour Manifesto 2017 - Standing Up for Wales Manifesto 

Welsh Labour Press Release: “The European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 
is a crude power-grab from London, which strikes at the 
heart of devolution.” - Carwyn Jones 

Leader's statement 

Welsh 
Labour/Plaid 
Cymru 

Securing Wales’ Future Transition from the European 
Union to a new relationship with Europe 

White Paper 

Plaid Cymru Defending Wales Action Plan 2017  Manifesto 

Welsh Lib Dems  Change Wales' Future  Manifesto 

Welsh 
Conservatives 

Forward Together - Our Plan for a Stronger Wales, a 
Stronger Britain and a Prosperous Future 

Manifesto 

Welsh/Scottish 
Conservatives  

The United Kingdom’s exit from, and new partnership 
with, the European Union 

White Paper 

UKIP Wales  Wales Into The World Manifesto 

SNP  Scotland's Place in Europe White Paper 

SNP  Stronger for Scotland Manifesto 

SNP/Welsh 
Labour 

Joint statement from First Ministers of Wales and 
Scotland in reaction to the EU (Withdrawal) Bill 

Leaders' Statement  

Scottish 
Conservatives 

Forward, Together - Our Plan for a Stronger Scotland, 
a Stronger Britain and a Prosperous Future 

Manifesto 

Scottish Labour Together, We're Stronger Manifesto 

Scottish/Welsh 
Labour 

A Brexit that puts jobs and living standards first (UK) Leader's 
statement in Sunday 
Herald 

Scottish Lib 
Dems 

Change Britain's Future Manifesto 

Scottish Green 
Party  

Our Future is Green  Manifesto 

Democratic 
Unionist Party 

Standing strong for Northern Ireland  UK Manifesto 

Ulster Unionist 
Party 

For a Stronger, Better Union UK Manifesto 

Ulster Unionist 
Party 

A Vision for Northern Ireland Outside the EU Policy Paper 

SDLP Taking our seats taking a stand Manifesto 

Sinn Fein SF Westminster Election Manifesto 2017 Manifesto 

TUV Drain the Swamp  Manifesto 

PBP Assembly Manifesto 2017 Assembly Manifesto  

Alliance Change Direction Manifesto 

NI Greens  Putting You First Manifesto 
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