
 

Information Classification: General 

Online Appendix 1 

 

Table A1.1 – Electoral results 

Election 2013 2018 2022 

Party Vote % Seats Vote % Seats Vote % Seats 

+EU 
  

2.6 3 2.8 2 

AVS 
    

3.6 12 

AZ/IV 
    

7.8 21 

FDI 1.9 9 4.4 32 26.0 119 

FI 
  

14.0 104 8.1 45 

LeU 
  

3.4 14 
  

LN-L 4.09 18 17.4 125 8.8 66 

M5S 25.5 109 32.7 227 15.4 52 

NcI 
  

1.3 4 
  

NM 
    

0.9 7 

PD 25.5 297 18.8 112 19.0 69 

PDL 21.3 98 
    

SC 8.6 39 
    

SEL  3.2 37 
    

UDC 1.7 8 
    

Source: Ministry of Interior (https://elezionistorico.interno.gov.it/).  

Note: +EU(Più Europa – More Europe); AVS (Alleanza Verdi Sinistra – Green and Left); AZ/IV (Azione/Italia Viva – Action/ 
Italy alive); FDI (Fratelli d’Italia – Brothers of Italy); FI (Forza Italia – Forward Italy); LeU (Liberi e Uguali – Free and Equal); 
LN-L (Lega Nord – Northern League; presently Lega – Leaugue); M5S (Movimento 5 Stelle – 5 Star Movement); NcI (Noi con 
l’Italia – Us with Italy); NM (Noi Moderati – Us Moderates); PD (Partito Democratico – Democratic Party); PDL (Il Popolo della 
Libertà – People of Freedom); SC (Scelta Civica – Civic Choice); SEL (Sinistra Ecologia Libertà – Left Ecology Freedom); UDC 
(Unione di Centro – Union of the Centre). 
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Italian expert survey policy dimensions (see Benoit and Lavel 2006; Giannetti, Pedrazzani and Pinto 

2022a, b) 

 

TAXES VS. SPENDING [1]  

Promotes raising taxes to increase public services. (1)  

Promotes cutting public services to cut taxes. (20) 

DEREGULATION [2]  

Favours high levels of state regulation and control of the market. (1)  

Favours deregulation of markets at every opportunity. (20) 

SOCIAL POLICY [3]  

Favours liberal policies on matters such as abortion, homosexuality, and euthanasia. (1)  

Opposes liberal policies on matters such as abortion, homosexuality, and euthanasia. (20) 

IMMIGRATION [4]  

Favours policies designed to help asylum-seekers and immigrants integrate into Italy’s society. (1)  

Favours policies designed to help asylum-seekers and immigrants return to their country of origin. (20) 

ENVIRONMENT [5]  

Supports protection of the environment, even at the cost of economic growth. (1)  

Supports economic growth, even at the cost of damage to the environment. (20) 

DECENTRALISATION [6]  

Promotes decentralisation of all administration and decision-making. (1)  

Opposes any decentralisation of administration and decision-making. (20) 

EU: AUTHORITY [7]  

Favours increasing the range of areas in which the EU can set policy. (1)  

Favours reducing the range of areas in which the EU can set policy. (20) 

EU: SECURITY [8]  

Favours Italy’s involvement in European security and peacekeeping missions.  

(1) Opposes any Italy’s involvement in European military affairs. (20) 

EU: ACCOUNTABILITY [9]  

Promotes the direct accountability of the EU to citizens via institutions such as the European Parliament. (1)  

Promotes the indirect accountability of the EU to citizens via their own national governments. (20) 

THE GENERAL LEFT–RIGHT DIMENSION [10]  

Please locate each party on a general left–right dimension, taking all aspects of party policy into account. Left. (1) 

Right. (20)  
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Figure A3.1 displays the distribution of agreement index scores by party for all parties included in our 

analysis comparing them with those deriving from analogous expert surveys fielded in the period 2013-

2018 (for data on previous surveys see Giannetti, Pedrazzani and Pinto 2022a, b). The agreement index 

can range from 0 (no agreement) to 1 (perfect agreement) and can be calculated both at the party and 

issue levels (Finn 1970). Data are presented for each wave of the expert survey to allow diachronic 

comparison. Comparison is made possible by the fact that the data were collected using the same 

technique and format of expert survey (Benoit and Laver 2006). 

 

Figure A3.1 – Agreement scores by party  

 

Note: Parties are presented in alphabetical order. 

 

Figure A3.1 shows the distribution of the agreement scores calculated for the nine issues included 

in the survey plus the general left-right for a given party. The bold vertical segment represents the median 

score of the distribution. According to the literature, a median score above 0.7 indicates a strong level of 

agreement among experts. A value between 0.5 and 0.7 denotes moderate agreement, while a median 

value below 0.5 signals a rather weak agreement (Lindstädt, Proksch and Slapin 2020, Article’s Appendix). 
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The threshold values are indicated by the dashed vertical lines shown in the figure. The top panel shows 

that the median values for all parties presented in the figure fall within the region of moderate agreement.  

Although this is good news for the overall reliability of our 2022 estimates, it should be noted 

that the overall values of the agreement score for FDI and LN-L are lower than those recorded in the 

previous two waves of the survey (2013 and 2018). As agreement scores can be also interpreted as a 

rough proxy of ideological ambiguity (Rovny 2012), our data show an increasing lack of clarity of FDI 

and LN-L positions on several issues, particularly between 2018 and 2022. Specifically, regarding FDI, 

Figure A3.2 shows that the most important fluctuations in agreement scores between 2018 and 2022 

were registered on Taxes vs. Spending (-0.11), EU: Authority (-0.22), and Social Policy (-0.30). Even though 

the agreement scores have decreased, the first two issues, which were among the top three most 

important in 2022, still maintain a moderate level of agreement. 

 

Figure A3.2 – Agreement scores for FDI 

 

Note: Issues are presented in alphabetical order. 

 

Figure A3.3 represents the distribution of the agreement scores for each party for which we have 

more than one estimates in the period 2013-2022 on a given issue. In 2022 the highest level of agreement 

among experts is on Immigration and the general left-right, as in the previous waves. In comparison to 
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previous surveys, in 2022 the agreement on Environment decreases. The same holds for the agreement on 

Social policy, which falls below the 0.5 threshold.  

 

Figure A3.3 – Agreement scores by issue 

 

Note: Issues are presented in alphabetical order. 

 

 

To sum up, our analysis reveals that experts faced challenges in categorizing certain parties on 

specific dimensions, leading to increased uncertainty about their policy positions. This is particularly 

evident for FDI, a key member of the centre-right coalition. Disagreement could stem from strategic 

ambiguity on the part of the party or from limited expert knowledge, especially regarding smaller parties. 

To mitigate uncertainty, we could limit our analysis to the responses of experts with a high degree of 

knowledge, i.e. senior faculty members, but identifying such individuals is challenging as responses are 

anonymous. The most we can do is to examine the distribution of all expert responses to determine if 

there are signs of disagreement. While some inconsistencies exist, our data generally indicate a reliable 

degree of agreement among experts.  
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Table A4.1 – Issue salience over time (absolute values) 
  Salience 

Issue 2013 2018 2022 

Decentralization 10.76 10.34 9.60 

Deregulation 12.37 12.68 12.44 

Environment 11.50 10.45 10.14 

EU: Accountability 11.30 12.53 11.74 

EU: Authority 13.78 15.38 13.48 

EU: Security 10.78 10.77 12.34 

Immigration 11.85 15.09 13.39 

Social Policy 10.96 11.47 12.34 

Taxes v. Spending 13.14 13.94 13.20 
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Table A5.1 – Parties’ left-right placements 

 Left (1) – Right (20) 

 2013 2018 2022 

E − 9.66 9.27 

FDI 17.03 18.38 17.89 

FI − 15.27 14.24 

LN-L 16.98 18.32 17.56 

M5S 8.58 11.52 6.52 

PD 6.17 7.99 7.40 

Note: Only parties that competed in at least two elections under the same label in the period 2013-2018 are considered in the 
table.  
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Figure A6.1 highlights the shifts in party positions between elections and complements Figure 2 in the 

paper. A shift to the left indicates a movement towards pro-European, pro-immigration, and increased 

public services, while a rightward shift implies the opposite. To assess if these shifts are statistically 

significant, we calculated 95% confidence intervals around the estimated differences. When the 

confidence interval bars in Figure 3 are entirely on one side (left or right) of the zero line, the shift is 

statistically significant.  

 

Figure A6.1 – Change in parties’ policy positions, 2013-2022 

 
  



 

Information Classification: General 

Online Appendix 7 

 

Table A7.1 – Factor analysis normalized scores 

Party Cultural Pro/Anti-EU Economic LR 

AVS -0.66 0.25 -0.77 

A-IV -0.23 -0.38 0.50 

FI 0.39 0.26 0.92 

FDI 1.07 0.81 0.04 

E -0.77 -0.98 0.20 

LN-L 0.81 0.79 0.39 

M5S -0.38 0.41 -0.57 

NM 0.39 -0.28 0.06 

PD -0.78 -0.74 -0.51 

   



 

Information Classification: General 

References (Online Appendix) 

 

Benoit, K., & Laver, M. (2006). Party policy in modern democracies. London-New York: Routledge. 

Finn R. H. (1970). A Note on Estimating the Reliability of Categorical Data. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement 30: 71–76. 

Giannetti, D., Pedrazzani, A., & Pinto, L. (2022a). Lo spazio della politica. Partiti e politiche da Berlusconi ai 

populisti. Bologna: Il Mulino. 

Lindstädt, R., Proksch, S. & Slapin, J.B. (2020). When experts disagree: response aggregation and its 

consequences in expert surveys. Political Science Research and Methods 8: 580–588. 

Rovny, J. (2012). Who emphasizes and who blurs? Party strategies in multidimensional competition. 

European Union Politics 13(2): 269–292. 

 


