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IT"S MOSTLY ABOUT MONEY!

PARTY SYSTEM INSTITUTIONALIZATION AND ITS SOURCES:
REDUCING CAUSAL COMPLEXITY
IN POST-COMMUNIST EUROPE

Abstract

Although much has been written about the process pafty system
institutionalization, the reasons why some partgteays institutionalize remains a
mystery. Seeking to solve such puzzle, and makmgfuhree different methodological
techniques (MDSO/MSDO, csQCA and process-tracitiyy paper constitutes an
attempt to explain what, how, and why some postoamst party systems
institutionalized (while others have not). The dasmn is that while economic
development is a sufficient condition party systastitutionalization, the latter can
also take place in countries with parliamentary centration, cleavage cumulation and
funding provisions for political parties. This lattfinding is particularly interesting as

previous studies tend to show mixed results.

Introduction

Although much has been written about the process pafty system
institutionalization in different regions: e.g. irmtAmerica (Mainwaring and Scully,
1995), Africa (Kuenzi and Lambright, 2001), SouthdMorlino, 1998) or Eastern
Europe (Rose and Munro, 2003), or East Asia (Stogk2001); the reasons why some
party systems institutionalize while others do mwhains still a mystery.

Studies trying to discover the sources of suchesy® institutionalization tend
to adopt either a quantitative (Roberts and WibhkiE99; Horowitz and Browne, 2005;
Tavits, 2005; Epperly, 2011) or a qualitative clestea (Meleshevich, 2007; Ufen, 2008)
and, consequently, face the following dilemma: egittiney identify a certain number of
variables affecting party system institutionalieatiin general, without specifying if
they all apply to the different countries includadhe analysis in the same manner, or
they exclude from scratch certain variables andioen the causal chain connecting
certain “pre-conceived” factors with the dependeatiable in a limited number of

cases.
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Seeking to solve the above-cited quandary, antyusimixed methods approach
(MDSO/MSDO, csQCA and “process tracing”), this papenstitutes a first attempt to
answer the following three questions: (1) what Hmetactors help party systems to
institutionalize (or not)?; (2) which and how doeyhaffect every particular party
system?; and (3) what are the causal mechanisnirschginch relationships?

With these goals in mind and in order to undertsikeh an ambitious enterprise
the current work, adopting a “comprehensive” apphoaeviews the literature on the
causes of systemic institutionalization (sectionBYfore that, the paper starts with an
analytical perspective on the concept and measurem& party system
institutionalization, establishing to what degreartp systems in post-communist
Eastern Europe have institutionalized (sectiomfying to reduce “causal complexity”,
the number of possible “key” variables is condertsetthe minimum in section 3. Once
the model has been specified section 4, dealindy whie problem of “complex
causation” (Ragin, 1987), identifies 5 differentmdmnations of “conditioning” factors
leading to the outcome. Finally, section 5 lookthat“causal mechanisms” linking each
of the relevant “explanatory” sources with partyteyn (under-)institutionalization in

two “representative” case-studies.

Party System Institutionalization: Conceptualization and Operationalization

As it follows from the substantial body of litere¢udevoted to the concept
(Meleshevich, 2007; Randall and Svasand, 2002; livg|f1973), the notion of party
system institutionalization has no established nikéfin. Putting it very briefly, and
summarizing a discussion sketched out elsewhersa{@értoa, 2011), most authors
dealing with the concept simple propose a seriesdohensions” (Morlino, 1998;
Bielasiak, 2002; Grzymata-Busse, 2002), without ipgymuch attention to the
conceptualization itself.

Notwithstanding the latter, and despite the faat tio two scholars have arrived
at the same final combination of dimensions ofifagbnalization, the truth is that all
meanings of the conception of party system insbinalization contain the idea of
stability and persistence in the rules and natdranter-party competition (Lindberg,
2007; Mainwaring and Scully, 1995; Mair, 2001; Rveeski, 1975). As a consequence,
and bearing in mind that the core of a party sysieno be found in the patterns of

interaction among its subunits (i.e. political pest see Sartori, 1976; Mair, 2006), |
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consider party system institutionalization to the process by which the patterns of
interaction among political parties become routipeedictable and stable over time

(Bakke and Sitter, 2005; Mair, 2001). In other wsrd system of parties can be said to
be institutionalized when political parties cooperacollaborate and colligate in a

standardized and structured way - a way that iepaddent of the relevant issues in
each moment and which random shocks cannot altain(ivring, 1998).

In order to assess the level of institutionalizatio new “Third Wave” party
systems, | will rely on Mair’s (1996, 2007) framewdor party system analysis which,
focusing on the patterns of inter-party competifiongovernment, enables to determine
whether a party system is or not institutionalizBdtting it briefly, party systems are
considered to be institutionalized if (1) alteroas of governments are either total or
none, (2) governing alternatives are stable oveng period of time, and (3) some
parties (“outsiders”) are permanently excluded frgparticipation in national
government and weakly institutionalized when thare (1) partial alternations of
governments, (2) no stable compositions of goverrahliernatives and (3) access to
government has been granted to all relevant parties

In order to minimize subjective judgements and mpis in the measurement of
the elements of party system institutionalizatibguantitatively operationalize each of
the factors suggested by Mair. First of all, anéxgsained elsewhere (Casal Bértoa and
Enyedi, 2010; Casal Bértoa and Mair, forthcomintj)e degree of governmental
alternation is measured by a so-called index okgawent alternation (IGA — see Mair
2007:140), which simply adapts Pedersen’s (1979)-kmewn index of electoral
volatility to the measurement of ministerial voligyi* The second criterion, based on
assessing whether or not the party or combinatigradies has governed before in that
particular format, is captured by an index of faamiklternation (IFA), which measures
the percentage of ministries belonging to famikambinations of parties. Thirdly,
access to government is measured by the index afu@ (IC), which basically
calculates the percentage of ministers belongirfglt governing parties.

Because time is particularly important when trytogneasure the level of party
system institutionalization in a country (Mair, 7991l also take into consideration all

the years a particular cabinet has lasted, undetista that if there have been two or

! Ministerial volatility is computed by adding thetrchange in percentage of “ministers” (includihg t
prime minister), rather than ministries or portfsli gained and lost by each party in the cabimsh fone
government to the next, and then dividing by two.
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more cabinets in one year, then the averages afdbwes for the different above-cited
government features are considered to charactetimegear better than any of such
individual factors (Casal Bértoa and Enyedi, 200Q:Finally, and in order to avoid
measuring incompatible scores, | use the standatdiz-) score of the three variables.
The addition of all those three z-scores gives firal degree of system
institutionalization in what | have named “compesiindex of party system
institutionalization” (iPSI) which, giving weighttall the elements of stability, has the
advantage of paying due attention to it as the diohension of institutionalization.

An overview of the level of institutionalization imew European party systems
is shown in Figure 1, which ranks the 13 Eastemofean democracigm terms of the
stability in the structure of inter-party compaetiti for government during the period
1990-2010. The most evident conclusion derived ftbese summary data is that party
systems in post-communist Europe have institutieedl at different rates and in
different ways (Casal Bértoa and Mair, forthcomirlg)s to explain why this has been
so that | will devote the rest of the paper.

Figure 1. Party system institutionalization in postnmunist Eastern Europe
4 -

W Party system Inslitutienalization

Note: The year of the “founding” elections is in brackets

2 All of the countries included in the current stuale considered to be democratic (i.e. score of 2 o
lower), according to the Freedom House politicad aivil liberties index in the period here examined
Despite being a democracy since 2009, Montenegsd&an excluded from the sample due to the lack of
at least one government alternation.
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Sources of Party System Institutionalization: a “Conprehensive” Approach

When looking at the current literature on the tpfics possible to identify up to
17 different factors which, to a different degreel @lone or in combination, have been
considered vital when trying to explain variation the degree of party system
institutionalization. They are all presented andrafionalized below.
Party institutionalization(PIl). Few institutional developments have beersim®red to
be more critical for systemic institutionalizatitran the formation and development of
institutionalized political parties (Huntington, 98B Roberts and Wibbels, 1999; Rose
and Munro, 2003; Toole, 2000; Madrid, 2005; WelilinL973). The logic is that as
individual political parties institutionalize, theyre likely to remain consistent in terms
of ideology and interact only with other like-mirti@arties in a stable way. In other
words, since individual political parties constitumtegral parts of the party system “the
institutionalization of the [latter] directly depgs on that of individual parties”
(Meleshevich, 2007:16).
Electoral disproportionality(EDISP) and party system concentratig CON). Ever
since the publication of DuvergePslitical Parties(1954) electoral systems have been
considered to be main causal force behind the nuwibparties in a system (Lijphart,
1994; Riker, 1982). However, it was not until thebjication of Sartori’'s work on
Political Parties and Party Systenis976) more than twenty years later that the forme
(“format”) started to be linked with a party systsnfmechanics”. Since then, other
authors have also confirmed the importance botly parstem fragmentation (Birch,
2003; Birnir, 2007; Mainwaring and Zocco, 2007; Reen, 1991; Roberts and Wibbels,
1999; Tavits, 2005) and the electoral systems [Bir2003; Kostelecky, 2002;
Mainwaring, 1999) have for the process of systenmstitutionalization in new
democracies.
Ideological polarization(POLAR). The majority of scholars, departing frapatial
models of voting behavior (Downs, 1957) considetieak the greater the degree of
ideological distance between political parties.(ipolarization), the less likely it is that
voters will shift their support from one party teetother and, therefore, the higher the
degree of systemic institutionalization will be €sBartolini and Mair, 1990; Madrid,
2005; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999; Tavits, 2005).
Nature of the StatgNoS). In his in-depth study of the Brazilian padystem,

Mainwaring maintains that federalism has a negaiivpact on the process of
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institutionalization as it fosters “party decenization and heterogeneity” (1999:263-
266). The idea is that because in federal systearsyraspects of national politics are
played at federal/regional or local level, the stiwe of partisan competition will be
necessarily affected making it less predictabl@h&nomenon that never takes place in
centralized states.

Type of RegimgPARL). In contrast to parliamentary presidentdiioh tend to be
elected either as the fruit of a compromise betwientotality/majority of political
parties or by a qualified majority which forcefulhequires the support of the major
parliamentary partiespresidential candidates cannot afford to ignorg more or less
significant segment of the population. As a reshipad coalitions which may cut
across ideological lines are likely to be formdte tmain implication being that, as a
reward for their support in elections, “one or mafethem can plausibly claim to
represent the decisive electoral bloc in a closatest and may make demands
accordingly” (Linz, 1990:58), namely: participation government, future electoral
cooperation, etc (Casal Bértoa, 2011).

Party Funding(PFUND). The first scholar to (indirectly) suggekat party funding
may foster the process of party system institutizagon was Huntington (1968) for
whom “certain forms of corruption (e.g. illegal ddions) can strengthen a
parliamentary party and in turn this institutiozall party can develop rules [... party
campaign finance laws ...] to protect the integrifythee political process from weaker
parties” (Roper, 2002:179). More recently, Birn2005) and Spirova (2007) have
arrived to a similar conclusion for Eastern Eurapeauntries.

Ethno-religious ConcentratiofERCON). According to these Lipset and Rokkan's
(1967) classical “hypothesis”, party systerfreeze because “individuals develop
attachments to parties on the basis of their sdo@dtions — their religion, class,
residence (urban or rural) and culture (core versumrity culture)” (Mainwaring and
Zocco, 2007:163; see also Bartolini and Mair, 18iénir, 2007; Madrid, 2005).
Cleavage cumulatiofCCUM). More recently, Casal Bértoa (forthcomirglggested
that institutionalization will occur in those pamystems with a cumulative-coinciding
cleavage structure, as political parties and voigitsbe structured by those coinciding
line(s) of division into two clearly defined altetive blocs, making the structure of

partisan competition stable and predictable oveetiOn the contrary, in systems where

% parliamentary parties tend to see this “almostpmdsory” collaboration as strictly occasional.
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cleavages have a cross-cutting character, institatization will suffer as parties will
have to cooperate across dividing ideological lingsich will convert any possible
alliance inad hog ephemeral and unpredictable.
Political Culture (PCUL). Even if the notion first appeared in Alnabs seminal
Comparative Political Systen{$956), it was not until Mainwaring path-breakistgdy
of the process of party system institutionalization Brazil that a nation’s “anti-
organizational political culture” was consideredhave a negative influence on the
former (1999:233-234). More recently, Johnson folmatbnesia’s political culture to be
a “non-permanent barrier”, but an obstacle in aage¢ for the process of systemic
institutionalization recently inaugurated (2002:77Z8).
Historical legacies (LEGAC)According to Kitschelt, either alone (1995, 200t with
his colleagues (1999),

[c]ritical junctures surrounding state building atting of the entry of the

masses into politics in the nineteenth and earlentieth centuries

determined the pattern of interwar politics, whigmaped the structure of

Communist authority, which in turn [coupled with distinct mode of

transition] determined the pattern of party streation in the postcommunist

period (Kopstein, 2003:239)
The argument holds that earlier the economic in@liation, state formation and
democratization before communism, as well as tHdanthe type of communist rule,
the more institutionalized the structure of intartg competition will be.
Economic developmeMVEALTH). The level of economic development hasgdoeen
seen to shape the process of party system inetialization in new democracies, either
in Latin America (Remmer, 1991; Madrid, 2005; Maarnmg, 1999; Roberts and
Wibbels, 1999), Eastern Europe (Tavits, 2005) ostEasia (Johnson, 2002). In
particular, economic hardship is hypothesized &dI¢o party system instability as
parties move away from incumbents, held respondidiléhe course of the economy,
and try to find new political alternative, either ihe traditional opposition or at the
fringes of the political spectrum (Duch, 2002; kidic, 2000; Pacek, 1994; Tucker,
2002, 2006). In this sense, negative economic peence is expected to undermine
“existing party loyalties, or, more relevant in thmse of young democracies,
prevent[...] these loyalties from emerging” (Tavi&)05:286-287; Mainwaring and
Zocco, 2007).
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Previous democracgPDEM). According to Remmer (1985), the older plagty system

is previous to the imposition of authoritarianismai country, the more the stability will
be observed at the time of re-democratization &se Rivera, 1996:180). The logic is
that if during the pre-authoritarian period pobtigarties had the opportunity to take
roots in society and enough time to establish amahlevel of interaction/cooperation,
definitively affecting the perception voters haveoat their ideological stances and
political preferences, the chances that both palitparties and voters behave in a
predictable and stable way in the post-authoritapariod will be higher (Kitschelt,
1995: 452; Pasquino, 1990:46-7).

Length of authoritarian rule(YoA). Building on Remmer’s findings, Hamman and
Sgouraski-Kinsey, maintained that “the longer theeiruption of competitive party
politics, the less the expected party system caityity understood as “stability in
structural features of the party system”. In paittc, it is considered that “the shorter
the interruption, the more fixed the reputationspofitical parties for specific policy
positions” (1999: 56, 70) and, therefore, the higite continuity/predictability of the
patterns of partisan interaction will be (see dsmnett, 1998:190-191; or Pasquino,
1990:44-45).

Time of transition(ToT). Because democracies that were founded iaaaler period
“had stronger party organizations, and voters [trgrgyer attachment to parties,” party
system institutionalization will be higher in alldse countries which experienced an
earlier the transition to democracy (MainwaringD2163; see also Casal Bértoa and
Mair, forthcoming).

Democratic experiencé¥oD). Because party system institutionalizatiorcasidered
to be a lengthy process (Bartolini and Mair, 1980nverse, 1969; Lipset and Rokkan,
1967; Mair, 1997; Spirova, 2007: 161-162; Tavit8p2:296), stable patterns of party
competition are considered to start emerging ofigr @emocratic government has been
in place for some time. However, the stance reggrthis point within the literature is
everything but unanimous (see Bielasiak, 2002; Mranmg and Zocco, 2007; Rose and
Munro, 2003).

EU conditionality (EUCON). According to Vachudovd, either alone @Q00r with
Hooghes (2009), EU integration has led to highstesyic institutionalization due to a
shift from cultural to economic dimensions of psati competition. In fact, in post-
communist Europe party system instability increassdsoon as EU conditionality
diminished. More recently, Ladrech has maintairteat tthe continuing low degree of
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psi [i.e. party system institutionalization] in nbggost-communist party systems is
partly explained by constraints on the development dblstéinkages between party
(policies) and voter (preferences)”, due to th@asitioning of political parties before

and after accession (2010).

“Relevant” Factors (What?): MDSO/MSDO

As we have already seen, comparative political thedfers different possible
(co-)explanations for the distinct levels of pasgstem institutionalization observed in
new and old democracies. In this paper, where timber of possible combinations of
conditiong (2“=16384) clearly dwarfs the number of cases availédn analysis (13), |
will make use of De Meur and Berg-Schlosser’'s (J94DSO/MSDO procedure, a
technique particularly well suited as a prior sbefiore using QCA and, on the whole,
extremely useful for systemic analyses which, ltkes one, present the so-called
“limited diversity” problent (Berg-Schlosser and De Meur, 2009). Thereby, dee is
that by carefully matching all the cases under ystadross the different (potential)
explanatory factors found in the institutionalipati literature, using a step-wise
elaboration of distance matrices and (dis)simyagtaphs, | can identify the most
similar pairs of cases with a different outcomewasd| as the most different pairs of
cases displaying a similar outcome (Rihoux, 2008)6&his will allow me to reduce
the number of possible explanatory variables tonim@mum and, therefore, be able to
achieve a less complex comparison which, withoyt greconceived idea, focuses on
those relevant factors that might account for the differencesrdeg of systemic
institutionalization observed (De Meur and Gottdeej 2009:215).

Bearing in mind that we have 14 possible explayatactors, and following the
logic of the MDSO-MSDO procedure (Berg-Schlossed && Meur, 1994; De Meur
and Gottcheiner, 2009; De Meat al, 2006), | have clustered the different variables
into three rather homogeneous categories: nameagio-®conomic (A), historic-

structural (B), and systemic-institutional (C). 8edly, all variables needed to be

* Due to the lack of variation, both NoS and ToTéheen excluded from the analysis. In a similanvei
YOA is left out of the study as it overlaps with RiDien dichotomized.

® Limited diversity occurs when no real cases maighill logically possible combinations of the sédec
conditions can be found (Grofman and Schneider9)0lt is in the name of parsimony and in order t
avoid a simple description of cases - with one\iitllial explanation per case - that a solution e th
problem needs to be found before proceeding with@@A-type analysis (Berg-Schlosser and De Meur,
2009:27).
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dichotomized (Table A, Appendix I). The result isl@a matrix (Table B, Appendix I)
featuring our thirteen cases, of which 7 are pasitinstitutionalized) and 6 negative
(non-institutionalized), and 14 Boolean conditianganing: presence (1) or absence
(0).

Once those operations have taken place and befocegrling with any further
comparison, it is essential to identify which pamfscases are the most similar and
which the most dissimilar. In order to do so, itniscessary to build and synthesise
distance matrices within and across categoriesléT@b Appendix 1) (De Meuet al,
2006:75). This will definitively help us to seleghich cases share the smallest number
of same-valued variables and identical outcome (KAR&irs) and the smallest number
of different-valued variables and different outcoiMSDO pairs) (see figure A for
(dis)similarity graphs).

On the basis of the data in table C and figure éti{in Appendix I), | then
proceed to compafe,within the most dissimilar institutionalized partystems,
Romania against the Czech Republic. Out of théalnit4 variables, only PCON and
PFUND present the same value. Adding Slovenia (#ithsecond highest integer) to
the comparison reduces the number of relevant iMasao just one: namely, PFUND.
A second comparison between Hungary and Ukraines/isvo variables: CCUM and,
again, PCON. Both variables remain relevant whetiradthe Czech Republic. A third
comparison between Hungary, Ukraine and Slovakisdwt change anything to the
selection of relevant variables. Among the mossidifar non-institutionalized party
systems, comparing Latvia with Bulgaria yields feariables: WEALTH, EUCON, PI
and PFUND. The inclusion of Serbia in the comparialows me to exclude the last
two.

Among the MSDO cases, the case pattern containscomntries: Serbia and
Romania. ERCON and PCON are the only same-valugdbles. Although merely the
latter keeps its relevancy once Ukraine is addatdeéacomparison. Considering the pair
Serbia/Romania against Bulgaria adds nothing t@atiaysis.

All in all, and once the MSDO-MDSO procedure is @beted, just five
variables can be deemed relevant: namely, parlianernconcentration, cleavage
cumulation, party funding, wealth, and EU conditibty. This is not to say, however,

that all of them will be included in the forthcorgiQCA analysis. In particular, and

® The complete set of pairwise or three by threepamisons can be seen in Appendix Il at the endef t
paper.

10
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after going back to the cases and looking at atberparisons made at a lower level of
(dis)similarity (mainly pairwise), the inclusion ofEU conditionality” seems
controversial for the following reasons:
1) Notwithstanding the correlation (-0.363) betweba number of kilometres from a
country’s capital and Brussels and the number afsyas EU membérthe fact that
some countries like Croatia or Serbia - closer tosBels than, for instance, Latvia or
Poland — are not yet EU member puts some doubtheoway such variable has been
dichotomized. Not to question the fact that suckraponalization may not capture “EU
conditionality” at all.
2) The previous idea is confirmed when examiningimghe comparison which yields
EUCON as a relevant variable. There it is posdiblebserve how dichotomization has
made equal three countries where the effect of Bhditionality has had different
degrees: Latvia (member since 2004), Bulgaria (mensince 2007) and Serbia (not
even a candidate).
3) Moreover, and contrary to the other four “releVavariables, out of 14 pairwise
comparisons “EU conditionality” is deemed relevanjust two cases: namely, Hungary
and Slovakia, Serbia and Slovenia (with the probt@mve—citedf.
4) The exclusion of EUCON from the sample of refeveonditions does not alter the
truth table with the appearance of contradictoryseh configurations, something that
happens when any of the other variables is removed.
5) Neither EUCON nor its absence can be considerée a necessary condition for the
(non-)institutionalization of post-communist pastystems (consistens.85).

For all these reasons, and in search for parsimbhave decided to exclude
“EU conditionality” from my analytical model of arip-set qualitative comparative

analysis (see the table 1).

" There is no correlation, however, between the remd kilometers from a country’s capital and
Brussels and a country’s EU membership (r = -.139).
8n clear contrast, PCON appears 8 times, WEALTIBECUM 6, and PFUND 5.

11
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Table 1. Truth table of “Party System Institutiaration” and Four Conditions

Row # Causal Conditions Outcome Country
PCON | WEALTH | CUM | PFUND PSI
#1 1 0 0 0 0 Bulgaria
#2 1 1 1 1 1 Croatia/Czech R./Hungary
#3 0 0 0 0 0 Estonia/Lithuania
#4 0 0 1 0 0 Latvia
#5 0 0 0 1 0 Poland/Serbia
# 6 1 0 0 1 1 Romania
#7 0 1 0 1 1 Slovakia
#8 0 1 1 1 1 Slovenia
#9 1 0 1 0 1 Ukraine
#10...# 16 R

Note: R = “Logical remainder”

Causal Combinations (How?): csQCA

The “contradictions-free” truth table above shadhat 13 cases are covered by 9
different configurations. A first step in any QCAalysis is to look for either necessity
or sufficient conditions (Schneider and Wagemar®i.028-9). Interestingly enough,
among the conditions under study wealth revealset@ sufficient, but not necessary,
condition for party system institutionalization, fehits absence needs to be considered
as a necessary, but not sufficient, condition fer lack of systemic institutionalization
(see table D in the appendiX)his, as we will have the opportunity to see, \hilive
important implications in my analyses.

Thus, and bearing in mind that party systems ah ountries will always

institutionalize®® the following solution formufd is obtained:

CCUM(Ukraine)
PSI = WEALTH + PCON *
(SIk/SIv) PFUND(Romania)
(Hun/Cro/Cze)

° In order to be considered as a necessary congitierconsistency score should be 1. In the sarime ve
for a condition to be sufficient, the coverage scsinould be also 1.

19 This allows for the inclusion of the following siiifying assumptions from scratch:
ccum*pcon*pfund*WEALTH+

ccum*PCON*pfund*WEALTH+

ccum*PCON*PFUND*WEALTH+

CCUM*pcon*pfund*WEALTH+

CCUM*PCON*pfund*WEALTH.

' 1n QCA the presence of a condition is represebiedapital letters while its absence is describét w
lower cases. Moreover, the following logical operatare used: an asterisk (*) is used to indicage t
logical “AND” (i.e. a combination of conditions), hile a plus sign (+) is used to indicate the lobgica
“OR?” (i.e. coexistence of equivalent conditionsiwihe same outcome) (Ragin, 1987: 85-102).

12
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According to such formula, party systems will ajwanstitutionalized in rich
countries and in poor countries provided that, toge with a low number of
parliamentary parties, they make available publioding for political parties or
cleavages structure in a cumulative way.

On the contrary, and taking into considerationt tieealth is a sufficient
condition for the outcom¥ the analysis arrives to the following minimal fara:

ccum*pfundBul)
psi= wealth *
parlcor(Ser/Pol/Lat)
(EstiLit)

Thus, the institutionalization of party systemsll wiot take place in poor
countries with either a huge number of parliamegngarties or, lacking party funding,

present a cross-cutting cleavage structure.

Causal Mechanisms (Why?): Process-tracing

In order to know how the previously mentioned camalions of factors affect
the process of party system institutionalizatiowjll complement the previous analyses
with a procedure particularly suitable to make ‘@hé intervening causal process - the
causal chain and causal mechanism - between apdndent variable [...] and the
outcome of the dependent variable” (George and 8tn2005:296). The idea is that,
by breaking down the rather large process of syistanstitutionalization into its
constituent mechanisms, | can more easily ideritigy “causal mechanisms” leading
from the presence (or the absence) of wealth ap#diamentary concentration and/or
cleavage cumulation and/or party funding to paggtesm (non-)institutionalization.
With such aim in mind, and using “process-tracingiill next proceed to examine the
“causal mechanisms” linking the abovementionedaldeis in two paradigmatic cases:
namely, Hungary and Lithuania.

The fact that economic development is one of tlestrimportant determinants
of party system institutionalization in post-comrisinEurope does not come as a

surprise. In Hungary, together with the Czech Réputhe most economically

2 For the reasons above-cited, the simplifying agions mentioned in footnote 10 are included in the
analysis.
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developed regime within the communist bloc, ecomoissues took a secondary (even
tertiary) role from the very beginning. In this sepand because they were almost
solved from the very beginning, economy did notyglae central role in the political
debate as it did in Lithuania. There, bad econgmitormance has remained one of the
main reasons for cabinet turnover and party systestability from the beginning.
Indeed, when we look at the state of the economyitiruania at the moment of each
parliamentary election (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008) wan see a clear negative
relationship. In Hungary, on the contrary, and witb exception of the last legislative
elections, each government alternation was precégiesl period of economic growth
and development.

Because the format of a party system contains ateistent of mechanical
tendencies [predispositions]” (Sartori, 1976:1729]), and therefore a gauge of the
likely tactics of partisan competition and oppasitias well as government formation
possibilities in a country (1976:120), parliamentitagmentation, as it results from the
previous analysis, needs to be considered onesahtist important sources of systemic
institutionalization. The logic is that by indicaj the numbers (and strength) of
“streams of interaction” (Sjoblom, 1968:174), thember (and size) of parties winning
seats in legislative elections, clearly affects #ase with which parties interact and
governments can be formed. In other words, “thetgrethe number of parties (that
have a say), the greater the complexity and prgba intricacy of the [interactions
will be]” (Sartori, 1976:120).

More concretely, while in highly concentrated padystems (i.e. two- and
limited pluralist, ENPR4), governments tend to be single-party, in legigbdy
fragmented systems (i.e. extreme-pluralist, ENPPwhEre no party controls close to a
majority of seats and the need for large interypadalitions increases, the probability
that cabinets contain parties from the immediapegvious government will be higher.
As a result, while in Hungary government altermatltas been wholesale (with one
exception), in Lithuania, with the inauguration @ktreme-pluralism after the 2000
“earthquake” parliamentary elections, it has alwlagd a partial character.

Secondly, because the number of parties in parhamsbapes the menu of
choices which parties and their leaders face wharacting, it seems very logical to
think that the higher the legislative fragmentatitive greater the “interaction streams”
and, therefore, the number of relevant party refetithat must be observed and

considered in the process of inter-party competi(ior government). In other words,
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because 3 parties allow for 7 possible combinatidngor 10, 5 for 25, and so on
(Sartori, 1976; Sjoblom, 1968), the higher the nambf “effective” parliamentary
parties, the higher the level of innovation thegess of government formation will be.
Thus, while in Hungary the structure of competitioecame familiar rather quickly
(May 1994) with the formation of two antagonist ¢dg(socialists vs. conservatives); in
Lithuania the number of possible governing formulses been greater: namely,
socialists alone (1993-1996), conservatives/Clmstiemocrats and social-liberals
(1996-2000), socialists and social-liberals (200048, socialists/populist/social-
liberals and agrarians (2004-2006), socialists&ditierals/liberal-conservatives and
agrarians (2006-2008) and, finally, from 2009 cowatives/populists and liberals (both
conservative and social (Enyedi and Casal Bértoh]l 227-128).

Third, and perhaps more straightforward, becagsess to government remains
open as long as certain parties keep their chancgén the executive, the probability
that new parties enjoy the spoils of office is legin legislatively fragmented party
systems than in parliamentary concentrated onefeelh because closing access to
parliament equals closing access to governmentléT @00:456), low parliamentary
fragmentation fosters the stabilization of the cinee of partisan competition. The
Hungarian party systems, where no new parties hadethe opportunity to enjoy the
spoils of office since May 1998, clearly illustratee previous point. On the contrary, in
extreme-pluralist Lithuania, access to executivicefhas remained extremely open
with new parties being able to form part of theaae in every single cabinet.

Figure 2, which displays the scores of parliamgnfeagmentation and party
system institutionalization at the end of eachteled period, shows the almost perfect
relationship between the above-cited two variabkésnce, while in Hungary almost
every decline in the “effective” number of legislat parties has been followed by an
increase in the level of systemic institutionali@at the originally stronger Lithuanian
party system has suffered from a continuous andllphprocess of fragmentation and
de-institutionalization. Moreover, and apart frorhist pronounced inter-country
variation, another striking pattern revealed bysthdata is one that is also intuitively
plausible: parliamentary fragmentation and partgteay institutionalization raise and
fall accordingly, so when the former decreasesldktter increases, andce versaIn
this sense, and most interesting, they fluctuateonty in the same direction but also to
a similar extent, confirming previous expectatiamsthe strength of the relationship

between these two variables.
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Figure 2. Parliamentary fragmentation and partyesgsinstitutionalization in Hungary
and Lithuania*
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* Note: For comparative reasons, parliamentary fragmeanmtatas been measured according to Rae’s
(1967) index: Fs = Esi, where si is the proportion of seats of thepiinty

All in all, and because the number of parties hmschanical predispositions”,
in the sense that it gives us information on cerfanctional properties (e.g. interaction
streams, coalition potential, etc.), the relatiopshetween party system format and
institutionalization can be said to be “path-depsm®” as it seems to respond to the
following pattern:the lower the parliamentary concentration, the @ighe number of
“interaction paths” and, hence, the greater thepdexity of the patterns of cooperation
and collaboration (Groenningst al, 1970:457). In other words, when party leaders
must follow manoeuvres among a large number ofgspredictability and stability in
the structure of inter-party competition is obvilyusinder.

Similarly, party funding has also contributed te finstitutionalization of post-
communist party systems as it has eased the cdgtioti existing political options
while, at the same time, reducing “the impact afsth seeking to challenge the political
status quo” (Scarrow, 2006:629). In other words,discouraging the entry of new
parties to the system and, therefore, keeping thember of (both electoral and
parliamentary) parties rather low, public fundedtypasystems have been able to
guarantee the supremacy of already existing pafi@sz and Mair, 1995:15) and,
consequently, assure the stability and predictgbdi the structure of competition

among them.
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Table 2. Consequences of party funding for parsgesy institutionalization in Hungary
and Lithuania

Country | Period (n. of | Number of | Total number Number of Small Party
elections) new parties* of parties winning parties | Vote Share
Hungary | 1990-2010 (6) 2 9.2 5.3 9.7
1992-2010 (5) 5 14.8 10.4 20.4
Lithuania | 1992-1999 (2) 9 16.5 11.5 244
2000-2010 (3) 3.7 13.7 9.7 17.7

* Mergers and electoral coalitions excluded.

Following Scarrow (2006), table 2 compares the pady systems at hand on

the basis of four different indicators: namely, thember of new parties entering the

system, the number of parties winning at least b cent of the vote, the “raw
number of parties winning legislative seats anthlfy, the share of parties winning less
than 5 per cent of the vote. No matter at whichicair we look, it seems clear that
“the model of Hungarian party funding [has...] helib]e] to consolidate the party
system” (Enyedi, 2007: 102). That this is the caseves also from the fact that after
the introduction of public subsidies for politigadrties in 1999, the Lithuanian party
system clearly improved although not to the samrel$eas its Hungarian counterpart.
Moreover, and what is more valid for our study, ietthe Hungarian model of public
funding introduced from the very beginning a clé&crimination between publicly and
non-publicly funded parties, guaranteeing the cotre¢ion of the party systems among
a reduced number of political options; in Lithuasiach “reductive” effect only started
to take place after 1998.Thus, while in Hungary none of parties deprivedpablic
funding managed to survive more than one eleciioibithuania up to the year 2000
(inclusive) a total of 62% (average) of the partiésning 3% of the voté managed to
postulate candidates in the next election. As eigoesuch percentage was cut in half
(i.e. 35.4) after public subsidies were introduckdthis context, a process of party
system concentration was initiated among thosdgsadeprived of public funds with
the only aim of survival. Thus, before the 200&8t:ns LCS merged with LLS in order
to form the LiCS, and LPKTS merged with TS-LK. letsimilar vein, KKSS and JL
formed an electoral alliance. Unable to cross thagopt threshold in 2004, both LTS
and KDS merged with TS in 2008.

But together with a country’s economy and institos, sociological factors have

also played an important role. In particular, thenalative character of Hungarian

13 As both countries used the same type of mixedaiaicsystem, a possible effect of the latter dhegi
the number of parties or on the patterns of ingtypcompetition is totally excluded.
4 payout threshold introduced only in 1999.
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cleavages (see figure 3) has enabled a divisiadheopolitical spectrum into two very
antagonistic (and stable) political camps: “a dbcieonservative, religious, somewhat
nationalist, and anti-communist camp [...] and p..secular, morally permissive and
generally less nationalist camp” (Toka, 2004:322 also Enyedi, 2006). The result has
been a very well institutionalized party systemwhich the structure of inter-party
competition has pitted again and again the politioeces of the cosmopolitan, post-
communist and anti-clerical “left” (mainly MSZP ai87DSZ) against the nationalist,
anti-communist and clerical “right” (basically FRlEEKDNP, MDF and FKgP).

In sum, it has not been by chance that the pattérpartisan competition started
to be characterized by total government alternatiéamiliar governing formulae, and
closed access after 1998 but thanks to the comdiaid of the abovementioned
(cumulative) cleavage structure, which should Ibepsy seen “as a natural adaptation,
in the absence of deep cleavages cross-cutting e#tody” (Enyedi and Toka,
2007:150).
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Figure 3. Political parties and cleavages strutimman Hungary and Poland
Secular (Hungary)/Rural (Lithuania)

SzZDSz
VNDPS
LKDS
MSZP
LKD
Post-commun. LDP Anti-commun.
(Hungary) (Hungary)
Statist LSdP Liberal
(Lithuania) {thuania)
TS
NS/SL
Fidesz
KgP
MIEP
MDF LCS

Religious (Hungary)/Urban (Lithuania)

* Political Parties in Hungary (in italics): FidesFederation of Young Democrats; FKgP = Independent
Party of Smallholders; MDF = Hungarian Democratiztfn; MIEP = Hungarian Justice and Life Party;
MSZP = Hungarian Socialist Party; MSZDP = Sociahideratic Party of Hungary; SZDSZ = Alliance
of Free Democrats. Political parties in Lithuari&S = Lithuanian and Centre Union; LDP = Liberal
Democratic Party; LKD = Lithuanian Christian Demais; LKDP = Lithuanian Christian Democratic
Party; LSdP = Lithuanian Social Democratic Part$/SL = New Union-Social Liberals; TS = Homeland
Union; VNDPS = Union of Peasants” and New DemocRajies

Source:Benoit & Laver (2006)

In contrast to Hungary, the Lithuanian party systeas been characterized since
the very beginning by a multi-dimensional spacentdr-party competition, revolving
around two different types cleavages: economicwabdn/rural (Duvold and Jurkynas,
2004). Indeed, and as it is shown in figure 3, rilm@l/urban division cuts across the
economic cleavage dividing the Lithuanian politispectrum in four different politico-
ideological fields:

a) Socialist (strong support of state intervensonand a cosmopolitanism),

b) Agrarian (support for state interventionism cameld with traditionalism),

c) Conservative (combination of pro-market attitudend traditionalism, usually in a
Christian-democratic version)

d) Liberal (strong support of free-market/entempiagid modern values).
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Bearing in mind all that has been said, it is cleambserve how the social
protectionist cam (socialists + agrarians) differs from the pro-nedrkcamp
(conservatives + liberals) in terms of economy, levlthe urban camp (socialists +
liberals) from the rural camp (agrarians + constrea) in terms of cosmopolitanism.
Consequently, parties have had it very difficult éstablish stable patterns of
governmental and/or electoral cooperation. In fi;chimost twenty years of democratic
politics only the first (mono-color) Lithuanian gawiment managed to unite all parties
from the same political field.

In sum, the main conclusion following from the pgoms analysis is that the
level of systemic institutionalization in a countwill depend on the mode socio-
political cleavages structure. Thus, in party systevhere cleavages have a cumulative-
coinciding character, like in Hungary, politicalrpas will tend to interact only with
other parties within the same side of the cleavggefile rejecting at the same time
any cooperation that would lead them to cross $ineh This will definitively simplify
the structure of inter-party competition (into tdifferent and separate blocs), making it
more stable and predictable over time. On the aopntin systems where cleavages are
cross-cutting, parties will have it very difficuts find ideologically contiguous partners
with which to cooperate, as being close in one dsi@ may be accompanied by
irreconcilable differences in another. Being fordedinteract in multiplicity of non-
coinciding directions will definitively diminish thability of parties to adapt to tleeoss
pressures, converting any possible pattern of aotem inad ho¢ ephemeral and
unpredictable. Bearing in mind such an ideologycakterogeneous and dogmatically
complex political panorama, it is hardly surprisith@t the Lithuanian party system has

remained weakly institutionalized.

Conclusion

Since Mainwaring and Scully (1995) trumpeted theponant consequences
party system institutionalization may have for ttmmsolidation of democracy in post-
transitional countries, much has been written albetlevel of institutionalization in
new party systems. Yet the question of the caubeystemic institutionalization has

remained, to say the least, controversial.

!5 n contrast to the word “field”, | use the notioh“camp” to indicate the sum of two fields (eithem
the basis of economy or religion). As a result, pdras a stronger connotation than field.
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In order to begin to solve this question, and mgkuse of three different
methodological techniques (MDSO/MSDO, csQCA andcess-tracing), this paper
tries to give answer to the following questionsirtks towhat how, andwhy some post-
communist party systems institutionalized whileesthhave not. These are the main
conclusions.

First of all, out of the seventeen competing exateons found in the literature
only four can be conceived as having some “exptagapower: namely, parliamentary
concentration (i.e. low number of legislative pes)i cleavage cumulation, party
funding, and economic development. Among these ldtier is to be considered the
most important as its only presencesidficientfor the institutionalization of a party
system to take place. This is not to say, howetrgt economically backward party
systems cannot institutionalize, as the exampleRavhania and Ukraine, show. For
that, the number of parties in parliament shoulkenée higher than four, provided that
they also make public funding availaldecleavages related in a cumulative, rather than
cross-cutting, manner. On the contrary, party systeill not be able to institutionalize
in poor countries with extreme-pluralist party &yss, or in economically
underdeveloped nations where cleavages are créigsgcand party funding is not
envisaged.

More importantly, my study builds a bridge, on tee hand, between those
scholars emphasizing sociological or institutiodajpendence as my findings show
complementarity (e.g. PCON*CCUM or ccum*pfund) maththan conflict between
those two explanatory approaches. On the other, lmamtisimilar to what happens with
the process of democratic consolidation (Przewoasid Limongi, 1997), this paper
suggests, without being deterministic, that oncergain threshold of wealth is crossed
party systems will remained institutionalized (nattar what). At the end of the day, |
can conclude saying that systemic institutionalimahas not only been a question of

money...but mostly.
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APPENDIX |
Table A. Definition of variables (Boolean/dichot@ad version)
Variable/Condition | Indicator (Threshold) | Sources
Outcome
PSI | Composite index of Party System Institutionalizat{0) | Casal Bértoa & Mair (forthcoming
Category A: Socio-economic
WEALTH Mean annual GDPBer capitafor the period under studied, but lagged. (12000) World Bank (2010)
ERCON Average of the CIFP global rank based index scanesthnic and religious diversity (49) Skaaning (2005)
CCUM Line of linear fit (R?) between the two most satieleavages in a particular country (50) Casal Bértoa (forthcomintj)
PCUL “Survival/self-expression values” scores (-0,7) Inglehart and Welzel (2005)
Category B: Historic-structural
LEGAC Early development scores (29) Kitschelt (2001:7: 46-47)
PDEM Yes (1)/No (0) Rivera (1996:182)
YoD Years since the (re-)inauguration of democracy (15) Muller-Rommelet al. (2004:871)
EUCON Distance of a post-communist country’s capital fRmsselS’ (12777) www.europa.eu
Category C: Systemic Institutional
PI Average age of the (currently existing) politicares Dix (1992)
receiving at least 10% of the vote in any legiskatlection (16)
EDISP Least-square index (7) Gallagher’s (1991)
PCON “Effective” number of legislative parties (4,1) Mainwaring and Scully (1995)
POL Distance between the leftmost and rightmost pargy system (10) Abedi (2002:556Y
PARL Parliamentarism (1)/Semi-presidentialism (0) Elgie (2008)
PFUND Party funding...in 2/3 of the elections (1)/...in €63 Birnir (2005)

18| order to calculate cleavage cumulation | useddia provided by Benoit and Laver (2006) on thsitfam of parties according to different (politipaleavages.
7 In particular, | use for each country the scoregiby the wave of thé/orld Value Survegloser to the moment of the inauguration of demogr
8 The correlation between the distance of a postrsonist country capital to Brussels and the numbgears in the EU is of -0.363, meaning that tlghbi the remoteness

the lower the EUCON.
191 order to calculate ideological polarization euse data provided by Benoit and Laver (2006)henpipsition of parties within the left-right spectr.
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Table B. Raw Data and Crisp-set Memberships (beldan scores) in the Outcome and Conditions

| Hun | sv | Cze | Rom | Sk | Ukr | Cro | Bul | Ser | Est | Lt | Lat | Pol
Outcome
PSI | 35 [ 25 | 14 ] o9 ] o7 ][ 04@ | 02010 ] -05(0)]-06©]-07(0)]-15(0)]-24(0)] -3,9(0)
Category A
WEALTH | 12904 | 12947 | 16929 | 8545 (0)| 13062 6718 15418 7660 | 9949 (0)| 11906 | 10819 | 11398 | 10884
) ) @) @) (0) 1) ) (V) 0) (V) Q)

ERCON | 43,8(0) | 43,8(0)| 31,3(0)| 50 (1) | 37,5(0)| 43,8(0)| 50(1) | 625(1)| 25(0) | 438(0)| 75(1) | 125(0)| 87,5(1)

CCUM | 0,8(1) | 0,83(1)| 0,89 (1) | 0,15 (0)| 0,02 (0) | 0,57 (1)| 0,89 (1) | 0,35 (0) | 0,29 (0) | 0,02 (0) | 0,43 (0) | 0,67 (1)| 0,03 (0)

PCUL | -1,1(0) | -0,6(1) | 01 (1) | -1,3(0) | -0,8(0) | -0,8(0) | 0,3(1) | -1,3(0) | -1(0) | -0,9(0) | -0,6 (1) | -0,6 (1) | -0,3 (1)

Category B
LEGAC 30 (1) 30 (1) 40 (1) 20 (0) 25 (0) 20 (0) 25 (0) 20 (0) 20 (0) 30 (1) 30 (1) 30 (1) 30 (1)
PDEM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

YoD 21(1) | 20(1) | 21(1) | 15(0) | 21(1) | 6(0) | 11(0) | 21(1) | 9(0) | 20(1) | 20(1) | 20(1) | 20(D)

EUCON | 1148 (1)| 897 (1) | 715 (1) | 1782 (0)| 969 (1) | 1839 (0)| 1012 (1)| 1702 (0)| 1377 (0)| 1608 (0)| 1480 (0)| 1465 (0)| 1178 (1)

Category C

PI 195(1)] 19(1) | 147(0) ]| 17,4(1)] 13,4(0)| 10,3(0) | 20,8 (1) | 14,8 (0)| 16,5(1)| 15(0) | 9,2(0) | 15,1 (0)| 15,2 (0)

EDISP | 11(1) | 3,8(0) | 6,7(0) | 55(0) | 6,7(0) | 61(0) | 76 (1) | 7.2(1) | 42(0) | 52(0) | 103(1)| 5(0) | 83(1)

PCON | 2,8(1) | 52(0) | 4(1) | 37(1) | 46(0) | 34(1) | 36(1) | 31(1) | 43(0) | 49(0) | 44(0) | 55(0) | 48(0)

POL | 8,1(0) | 99(0) | 12,9(1)| 7,5(0) | 10,6 ()| 13,3(1)| 13,2(1)| 9,6(0) | 10(0) | 67(0) | 9(0) | 147 ()| 9,4(0)

PARL 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

PFUND 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
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Table D. Results of the necessity analysis foloteurrence/absence of the outcome

Causal Presence of the Outcome (PSI) Absence of the Outcome (psi)
Condition Consistency Coverage Consistency

Pcon 0.71 0.83 0.83 0.71

Wealth 0.71 1 1 0.75

Ccum 0.71 0.83 0.83 0.71

Pfund 0.86 0.75 0.67 0.8

Source:Table compiled on the basis of the results obthimi¢h fsQCA 2.0
APPENDIX Il
MDSO (+)
ROM CZE SLV UKR HUN Cze

PSI 1 1 1 PSI 1 1 1
WEALTH 0 1 1 WEALTH 0 1 1
ERCON 1 0 0 ERCON 0 0 0
CCUM 0 1 1 CCUM 1 1 1
PCUL 0 1 1 PCUL 0 0 1
LEGAC 0 1 1 LEGAC 0 1 1
PDEM 0 1 0 PDEM 0 0 1
YoD 0 1 1 YoD 0 1 1
EUCON 0 1 1 EUCON 0 1 1
Pl 1 0 1 Pl 0 1 0
EDISP 0 0 0 EDISP 0 1 0
PCON 1 1 0 PCON 1 1 1
POL 1 0 1 POL 0 1 0
PARL 0 1 1
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