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Note to WGAPE:  This paper is a working draft of the research project which will hopefully form the core of my dissertation.  I am particularly interested in feedback on section 4, the proposed argument.  In addition, I would love feedback on my ideas for data collection, outlined in section 6.  Many thanks in advance for your thoughts and suggestions!

I.  Introduction

Why do some parties in multi-ethnic societies use divisive ethnic appeals to mobilize supporters while others downplay such cleavages?  This project offers an explanation of party strategy that emphasizes two factors, ethnic group size and the competitiveness of party systems at both the national and local level.  I examine how these factors interact to create incentives for some parties to exploit ethnic divisions and others to downplay them.  I then outline a research design for collecting data to test the explanation.   

Understanding why some parties mobilize voters around ethnic cleavages is important for a number of reasons.  The politicization of ethnic differences can have deep effects on whether members of different groups perceive each other as friends or foes (Posner 2004).  When politicians use fear mongering, scapegoating, and divisive ethnic rhetoric to mobilize supporters, they can increase fear and tension between groups, heightening the risk of violence between groups.  And in some cases, mobilization strategies that play on ethnic fears and hatred can contribute to large-scale violence and civil war (Figueiredo and Weingast 1999, Lake and Rothschild 1996, Snyder 1999, Gagnon 2004, Woodward 1995). 

The project outlined below builds on existing work that has shown group size and the competitiveness of the party system to be important determinants of parties’ mobilization strategies in multi-ethnic settings.  It seeks to extend this work by incorporating the observation that because ethnic groups tend to be regional concentrated parties often face different constituency demographics at the national and local level.  Empirically, it seeks to collect data on campaign appeals used by local and national-level candidates within one country in order to test the arguments presented below. 

II.  Dependent Variable: Mobilization Strategy

I conceptualize mobilization strategy in terms of the kinds of messages and appeals parties use during election campaigns.  Parties may attempt to differentiate themselves along many different dimensions, such as policy, performance, candidate competence, or ethnicity.  Here I am interested in the ethnic dimension – how parties portray themselves in terms of their ethnic credentials.  

At one end of the spectrum of ethnic appeals are inclusive, moderate appeals – campaign messages that downplay the importance of ethnic divisions, portray the party as an open, inclusive one, and emphasize other political dimensions like policy and performance.  At the other end of the spectrum are exclusive appeals – campaign messages that seek to heighten ethnic differences and portray out-groups as violent, dangerous, or in any way threatening to the material and physical well-being of the group.  

Parties seeking to increase the salience of ethnicity through campaign appeals “prime” ethnicity in multiple ways.  The types of appeals that have been most frequently examined are promises to deliver patronage goods to the group (e.g., Wantchekon 2003, Chandra 2004).  Parties also use appeals that play on fears of violence at the hands of an out-group.  In the U.S. South, for example, explicit racial appeals became common starting in the 1850s (Mendelberg 2001).  Democrats frequently referred to blacks as violent, sexually rapacious, and a threat to whites’ social and economic supremacy.  Democratically-controlled newspapers reinforced white fears with stories of black crime.  A favorite genre was the story of rapes of white women and girls by black men. These types of appeals – designed to heighten the perception that an out-group poses a threat – are also common, though not universal, in many new multi-ethnic democracies (see, for example, Gagnon 2004, Horowitz 1991, Chua 2003).  

III.  Previous Work

There is a large and growing literature that examines how social cleavages are politicized in democracies.  One important early contribution comes from Lipset and Rokkan (1967) who hypothesized that party systems would reflect the social divisions that were salient at the time when parties emerged.  These cleavages would then be locked in – or “frozen” in place – by the party system for future years.  More recent work has focused on the fluidity in how social cleavages are politicized, i.e., the ways in which parties increase (or decrease) the salience of particular cleavages over time.  Kalyvas (1996), for example, describes the politicization of religion by Christian Democratic parties in many European countries in the late 1800s.  Posner (2005) and Chandra (2005) describe how parties shift from one dimension of ethnicity to another in different contexts.  Others (Miller and Schofield 2003, Wilkinson 2004) examine attempts by parties to shift the salient dimension of party competition from economic interests to social cleavages.  

While there has been a resurgence of interest in the interaction between party systems and social cleavages, particularly in multi-ethnic societies, there have so far been few studies of how parties increase the salience of particular dimensions.  In this project I seek to contribute to our understanding of this process by examining the campaign strategies of parties in multi-ethnic democracies.  

The existing literature on mobilization has emphasized a number of alternative explanations of campaign strategy.  First, much of the literature has focused on institutional factors.  There has been a lively, though largely inconclusive, debate about which institutions encourage parties to adopt moderate, inclusive campaign appeals rather than exclusive ones.  The most compelling argument comes from advocates of the alternative vote or vote pooling rules, which create incentives for parties to appeal to multiple ethnic groups rather than just one (Horowitz 1991, Reilly 2001).   However, institutions on their own cannot explain much of the empirical variation in party strategy.  The types of moderation-inducing institutions advocated by Horowitz and Reilly are exceedingly rare.  The majority of African democracies, for example, employ single-member districts and a directly elected president (Kuenzi and Lambright 2005).  In addition, within a single country some parties at times employ inclusive appeals while others use exclusive appeals.  Parties also change their mobilization strategies over time.  Institutions, which tend to be static, cannot explain such dynamism or divergence among parties within the same country.  

A second approach has shown that group size plays an important role in determining how parties mobilize supporters.  One key insight from this literature is that candidates only adopt exclusive campaign appeals if their group is large enough to win on its own.  Empirical studies of U.S. congressional and mayor elections show that candidates who come from a racial minority within the electoral district tend to downplay the importance of race while candidates from majority groups are more likely to prime ethnicity (Glaser 1996, Metz and Tate 1995).  A white candidate in a majority black district, for example, will tend to downplay race in order to avoid alienating black voters.  A white candidate in a majority white district, on the other hand, is less likely to need support from black voters and can prime race without worrying about alienating members of the out-group.  In comparative work, Dickson and Scheve (2004) formalize this insight.  Another important insight comes from Posner (2004, 2005) who shows that group size also affects which ethnic cleavages become politicized.  Politicians avoid mobilizing groups around cleavages that are small relative to the constituency size.

A third perspective looks to the strength of pre-existing preferences to explain party strategy.   Rabushka and Shepsle (1972), for example, argue that parties are forced to adopt extreme, exclusive positions because voters demand them.  They assume that voters always prefer co-ethnic candidates, because voters believe that co-ethnics will deliver a larger share of patronage resources than candidates from other groups.  And voters always prefer extreme, exclusionary candidates to moderate ones because extreme candidates offer the group a larger share of the pie than moderate ones.  In a similar vein, Chua (2003) argues that parties mobilize voters around inter-group animosities when such animus already exists between groups because of perceived economic injustices.  

However, the strength of pre-existing preferences is not determinate.  Parties do not automatically mobilize followers around inter-group hostilities when they exist; nor do parties automatically downplay ethnic divisions when such divisions are not already salient.  To be sure, parties are constrained by the extent to which ethnicity is salient at any point in time.  But parties also shape preferences over time.  This means that parties will have an incentive to try to increase (or decrease) particular dimensions over time.  Consider a case in which a party’s core ethnic group has a strong preference for exclusive policies.  If the group is small, relative to other groups, the party might want to resist the urge to use exclusive appeals.  Alternatively, if a party’s core ethnic group is very large but ethnic divisions are not salient, the party may nonetheless employ exclusive ethnic appeals in order to attempt to increase the salience of ethnic divisions over time.  In this project, I am interested in how structural factors – particularly group size – creates incentives for parties to increase (or decrease) the salience of ethnicity over time, regardless of the extent to which those cleavages are already salient.  

Finally, much of the existing work on mobilization treats parties as unified entities that project a single, coherent message across all constituencies in which they compete.  This is true of the more theoretical literature on parties, which tends to view parties as teams of like-minded politicians (e.g., Aldrich 1995, Cox and McCubbins 1993), as well as formal models of position taking (e.g., Schofield 2004, Groseclose 2001), and comparative studies (Davis 2004, Horowitz 1985, Dickson and Scheve 2004).  Posner (2005) is an important exception, which notes that candidates often project different messages in different constituencies.  This project seeks to build on that insight by more fully disaggregating parties and examining the different incentives candidates face at the local and national level.   

IV.  Proposed Explanation

This section develops an explanation of party strategy that emphasizes the spatial concentration of ethnic groups and the competitiveness of the party system in the two arenas in which parties compete, the local level and the national level.  I begin by outlining the costs and benefits of exclusive ethnic appeals in a generic sense, and then examine how the key explanatory variables affect the costs and benefits of alternative mobilization strategies.  

A. Costs and Benefits of Exclusive Appeals:

In a general sense, there are two main reasons why increasing the salience of ethnic differences can be beneficial to a candidate/party.  First, exclusive ethnic appeals can increase a candidate’s support within his/her own ethnic group.  Exclusive appeals works by making ethnic concerns more salient relative to other types of considerations, such as policy preferences.  In the U.S. South after Reconstruction, for example, the Democratic Party used ethnic appeals to target poor white voters who might have preferred Republican or Populist candidates on policy issues, particularly agrarian reform (Mendelberg 2001).  In this case, the Democrats’ ethnic appeals were designed to convince poor white voters to prioritize racial divisions over class interests.  When candidates are able to convince voters that an out-group poses a threat – regardless of whether that threat is real or imagined – they can increase their vote share (Glaeser 2005, Figuereido and Weingast 1999, Wilkinson 2004, Dickson and Scheve 2004).  Second, exclusive appeals can raise turnout.  Voters who perceive out-groups as a threat may believe that the stakes of an election are higher, encouraging them go to the polls (Horowitz 1985).  

However, there are also a number of costs associated with exclusive ethnic appeals, and these have typically not been incorporated into existing theory.  First, exclusive appeals alienate members of out-groups (Posner 2005).  Candidates who emphasize their ethnic credentials will have a hard time winning votes outside of their own ethnic group.   Second, while exclusive appeals can raise turnout within the candidate’s own group, it can also have the same effect within out-groups.  

Parties must, therefore, weigh the benefits of an exclusive ethnic mobilization strategy against the costs.  Whether the benefits outweigh the costs depends on whether a particular candidate needs support from multiple ethnic groups or just her own.  This depends on the size of the candidate’s core group and the number of other candidates competing for that group in national and local constituencies.  

B. Explanatory Factors: Group Size and Party System Competitiveness

The argument developed here begins with two observations.  First, parties in multi-ethnic societies are often associated with a core ethnic group.  In Ghana, for example, the NPP’s core ethnic group is the Akan and the NDC’s core group is the Ewe.  In Kenya the LDP is typically seen as a Luo party while the DP is seen as a Kikuyu party.   Even parties that are able to attract support from multiple ethnic groups, as with the NPP and the NDC, often have historical associations with one primary group.  The party’s top candidates for national-level office tend to come from the core group.

Second, because ethnic groups are often spatially concentrated, parties typically face different constituency demographics at the national and local level.  These different demographics at the two levels can in some cases lead to opposing incentives.  Most existing work has generally focused on one level or the other but not put the two together (Posner 2005 is a notable exception).  

In this section I examine party strategy from the perspective of two sets of actors – candidates for national-level office and candidates for local level office.  National-level candidates often need support from out-groups in order to gain the chief executive’s office.  Therefore, at the national level, they will often – but not always – seek to downplay the salience of ethnic divisions.  Within their ethnic homelands, however, national-level candidates often have an incentive to prime ethnicity in order to establish and maintain a monopoly among the core ethnic group.  Posner (2005) describes how national-level candidates in Zambia seek to employ a dual strategy, subtly priming ethnicity at the local level while claiming to be inclusive at the national level.  This will be the case whenever a party’s core ethnic group is a majority within some parts of the country but a minority within the country overall.  

National-level candidates, however, do not always face a conflict between the ideal mobilization strategy at the national and local level.  In some cases, it will beneficial to prime ethnicity at both levels, while in other cases it will be beneficial to downplay ethnicity at both.  Local-level candidates, on the other hand, are often able to prime ethnicity without paying any costs because they do not need support from out-groups.  

In the remainder of this section, I examine in more detail how group size and the competitiveness of the party system affect national-level candidates.  I then turn to local-level candidates.  Finally, I examine cases in which there may be conflicts between national and local-level candidates within the same party.  

· National-level Candidates

At the national level the primary factor that affects whether a party will have incentives to exploit or downplay ethnic divisions is the size of its core ethnic group.  If a party’s core group is large enough to win on its own, then the party may be able to win the election if it can maintain bloc voting within its core group.  The party will not need support from out-groups.  In this case the party will have an incentive use ethnic-based appeals, which help to deter members of the core group from defecting.  By contrast, parties whose core ethnic group is not large enough to win national-level elections on its own must seek support from other ethnic groups.  These parties will have an incentive to downplay the salience of ethnicity.  

How large does a party’s core ethnic group need to be in order to win on its own at that national level?   This depends on the electoral rules used to elect the chief executive (president or prime minister).  For the time being I confine myself to the examination of presidential systems that require at least 50% of the vote to win the presidency.  I do this because it simplifies the argument, though the explanation can be extended to include electoral systems that do not require candidates to gain at least 50% of the vote (i.e., parliamentary systems or plurality presidential systems).

Example 1 below shows the simplest configuration of ethnic groups and parties.  Here there are two ethnic groups and two parties with national-level candidates.  Each of the candidates comes from one of the ethnic groups.  In this case, Party 1’s candidate has an incentive to use ethnic appeals at the national level and Party 2’s candidate has an incentive to downplay ethnicity.







In this case each party has a monopoly within its own group, in the sense that there are no other parties offering a candidate from the party’s core ethnic group.  How does the introduction of competitors from within the same group affect incentives?

Example 2 shows the case in which two parties offer candidates from the larger ethnic group.  Here the strategies are less clear.  Assuming that both parties have a sizable and stable support base within Group A, at the national level Party 1’s candidate will want to use a moderate, inclusive strategy in order to attract some voters from Group B.  At the local level, however, Party 1’s candidate will want to establish her ethnic credentials in order to defend the home turf against Party 3.  In this case, Party 1’s candidate will have an incentive to employ a dual strategy, downplaying ethnicity at that national level but reinforcing it at the local level.   This is also true for Party 3’s candidate.  For Party 2, whose candidate comes from the minority ethnic group, the ideal strategy is still to downplay ethnic divisions, as in Example 1.   









The party that is associated with the smaller ethnic group, Party 2, may also face competition within its core group.  This possibility is shown in Example 3.  In this case, both Party 2 and Party 3 will want to downplay ethnicity at the national level because they need support from the majority group to win the presidency.  However, both parties will also want to maintain their ethnic credentials within the core group.  This again generates an incentive to employ a dual strategy, appealing to ethnicity within the core group while appearing to be inclusive at the national level.  However, as I argue below, a dual strategy may be difficult in some cases.   Therefore, the party may have to make a choice.  Neither option is particularly attractive.  If Party 2 chooses to downplay ethnicity it may find that it will lose its home base to Party 3.  However, if Party 2 heavily primes ethnicity in order to defend its home base, doing so will jeopardize its ability to attract the supporters it needs from the majority group to win the presidency.  The same is true for Party 3.  







Finally, in many cases there will not be a single ethnic group that by itself makes up more than 50% of the national population.  Example 4 shows this case.  Here all three parties have an incentive to downplay ethnic differences at the national level.  As long as they can maintain a monopoly within their core ethnic groups, they will do so.  However, if any of the parties faces competition from within its core group, it will be faced with the same dilemma that parties from the minority group face in Example 3.  








To sum up the ways that group size and party competitiveness affect national-level candidates, Figure 1 provides a 2 x 2 matrix that describes the interaction of these factors from the perspective of any given party.  On the vertical axis is whether or not a party’s core ethnic group is large enough to win the national-level election on its own.  On the horizontal axis is whether or not the party has a monopoly within its core ethnic group. 

Figure 1: Party Strategy Matrix


· Local-level Candidates


So far I have been examining party strategy from the perspective of national-level candidates.  However, parties also field candidates for legislative office and local administrative offices.  Here I am particularly interested in legislative candidates.  To simplify the argument, I assume that candidates compete in single-member districts, which, again, is the modal type in African democracies.

Because ethnic groups are often regionally concentrated, local-level candidates frequently compete in constituencies where the core ethnic group comprises a majority on its own.  This means that local-level candidates can prime ethnicity without paying any costs because they do not need support from out-groups to win.  Local-level candidates will be particularly inclined to prime ethnicity when they face competitors from their own group.  Therefore, at the local level candidates will frequently have an incentive to use exclusive ethnic appeals.

C. Conflicts within parties:

In some cases, then, candidates from within the same party will want to use different campaign appeals at that local and national level.  This conflict is likely to be most intense when national-level candidates seek to maintain an inclusive image while local-level candidates seek to emphasize their ethnic credentials.   

When there is tension between the two levels, the party may be able to project different messages at the two levels without worrying about damaging the party’s reputation among out-groups.  However, a dual strategy is risky.  At the national level, candidates who need support from members of out-groups must be careful not to develop a reputation for “tribalism” – i.e., favoring their own group at the expense of others.  To the extent that a party’s national-level image may be imperiled by local-level campaigning, national-level candidates will want to impose some control over the appeals used by local-level candidates. This brings actors at the two levels into conflict.  

Two exogenous factors should affect the feasibility of employing a dual strategy, the information environment and whether or not language barriers exist between ethnic groups.  First, in segmented media markets, where information does not travel well between regions of the country, candidates may be able to use exclusive ethnic appeals at home without affecting other groups.  The media market may be segmented for a number of reasons.  Private media firms in Africa are often concentrated in major cities and may lack the resources to cover events in outlying areas.  In addition, state monopolies over some media outlets may exist, allowing incumbent parties, in particular, to censor the distribution of unfavorable stories.  Finally, politicians may be able to use coercion or bribes to keep journalists from reporting undesirable stories.  

Second, even in media rich contexts, candidates may be able to use subtle messages that convey their ethnic credentials to the core group without appearing to do so.   This should be easier in cases where the party’s core ethnic group speaks a different mother language than out-groups, as is often the case in Africa.  

Thus, the ability of parties to employ messages that deviate at the national and local arena should be seen as a variable.  In cases where such a strategy is not possible, national-level candidates will have a strong incentive to force local-level candidates to conform to the national message.  The ability of national-level actors to control local candidates will depend on the extent to which the party is able to punish local-level candidates for deviation from the national-level strategy and reward them for conformity.  This, in turn, should depend on whether national-level leaders control valuable resources, like nominations, campaign funds, and the distribution of jobs and other goods after the election.  


V. Predictions

This section presents a number of predictions based on the above argument.

National-level candidates:

1. National-level candidates will only employ exclusive campaign appeals at the national level when the party’s core ethnic group is large enough to win on its own. 

2. National-level candidates will seek to employ a dual strategy (using inclusive appeals at the national level and exclusive appeals at the local level) when the party’s core group is not large enough to win on its own at the national level.

3. National-level candidates will seek to employ a dual strategy when the party’s core group is large enough to win on its own but is divided between multiple parties. 

4. When a dual strategy is not possible, national level candidates will seek to employ an inclusive strategy at both the national and local level.

Local-level candidates:

1. Local-level candidates will be more likely to employ exclusive appeals in districts where the party’s core ethnic group is a majority.

2. The propensity for local-level candidates to use exclusive appeals will be strongest when multiple candidates from the same ethnic group compete at the local level.

3. When national-level candidates seek to project an inclusive image, local-level candidates will be less likely to employ exclusive appeals if parties are able to control local-level actors.  

VI.  Research Design  

[Note to WGAPE:  I am particularly interested in your feedback on whether this data collection project is feasible or wildly over-ambitious.]

To test the above predictions, I seek to collect data on campaign messages.  Chandra et al. are currently assembling a dataset of parties’ appeals at the national level across many countries, using content analysis of newspaper coverage of campaigns (Chandra 2005b).  In this project I propose an alternative, but complementary, research design that examines candidate appeals at both the local and national level within one country.  Ideally, I would like to carry out fieldwork starting in the fall of this year, if I am able to secure funds, or in the fall of next year. 

Country Selection:

In selecting a location for fieldwork, three factors are important.  First, because I would like to be able to gather data from campaign events, I would like to work in a country that will be having an election during my time there.  Second, it is preferable to conduct this project in a country with single-member districts, which would greatly simplify the analysis of local-level campaign dynamics.  Finally, it would be ideal to conduct research in a country where ethnicity is already fairly salient to parties and voters.  For these reasons, Kenya, which is holding a concurrent presidential and parliamentary election in December 2007, would be an excellent setting for fieldwork, if funding permits.  If not, I will look for alternatives for the following year.  

Data Collection:

In this section I outline a research design tailored to the particularities of Kenya. But the basic approach is meant to be general and adaptable to another setting if I wind up conducting the fieldwork somewhere else. 

One of the complexities associated with working on party politics in Kenya is that the party system is quite fluid and coalition partners can shift dramatically from one election to the next.  Nonetheless, because Kenya is a country of relatively small ethnic groups, I expect that presidential candidates will want to project inclusive appeals at the national level, regardless of how the coalitions form in the coming election.
  A second particularity to Kenya is that – unlike most other African countries – Kenya’s constitution does employ “vote pooling” rules that require presidential candidates to gain at least 25% of the vote in at least five of Kenya’s eight provinces.  This should further encourage presidential candidates to project an inclusive image at the national level.  Given this, the interesting variation, then, should come from the appeals that presidential candidates use in their ethnic homelands and in the appeals used by parliamentary candidates. 

Regarding the presidential candidates, the goal will be to collect data on their campaign appeals during the 2007 election both when they are addressing national audiences and when they are at rallies in their home regions.  I will focus on a limited number of presidential candidates, including the candidates from the main Kikuyu party (DP) and the main Luo party (LDP).  I will collect data on presidential appeals in two ways.  First, I will collect newspaper coverage from campaign events, from which I will code the types of appeals they use.  Second, I will record, transcribe, and code campaign speeches at rallies.  

For parliamentary candidates, the goal would be to collect data on campaign appeals from a limited number of candidates from the same parties as the included presidential candidates.  Ideally, I would like to record data on 6-10 parliamentary candidates from each of the included parties.  Parliamentary candidates in Kenya are elected from 210 single-member districts.  Districts will be selected to maximize variation in the key independent variables: group size within the constituency and whether or not candidates face competitors from their own ethnic group.  For parliamentary candidates, newspaper coverage will probably be minimal. Therefore, I will need to record, translate, and transcribe candidates’ speeches before coding them.  While it will be impossible to attend a large number of campaign events myself, it may be possible to work with NGOs, researchers, and local reporters who are already involved in monitoring political events.  If funds allow, I could also employ one or more research assistants. 

Data Coding:

Campaign speeches will be transcribed and translated into English with the assistance of a research assistant from the University of Nairobi, where I have secured institutional affiliation.  All mention of other ethnic groups will be coded according to how out-groups are portrayed.  My preliminary coding scheme is as follows.  Any message that portrays an out-group as a threat to physical or material well-being will be coded as exclusive.  Messages that promise to favor the core ethnic group in the distribution of patronage goods will also be coded as exclusive.  Campaign speeches that do not mention other groups will be coded as neutral.  Messages that call for inter-ethnic peace and/or promise to treat all group evenly will be coded as inclusive.  I expect that candidates’ message will frequently be subtly veiled so as to avoid appearing directly hostile toward other groups.  This poses a challenge for an outside observer.  To overcome this hurdle, I plan to work with knowledgeable Kenyan academics from my host institution, the University of Nairobi, to disentangle the meaning in these messages.
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Candidate from Group A 








Party 2 --


Candidate from Group B 








Party 1 --


Candidate from Group A 








3.  Do Not Prime Ethnicity





E.g., Example 1, Party 2





2.  Indeterminate








E.g., Example 2, Party 1 or 3





Group B 


40%





Example 1:





Party 2 --


Candidate from Group B 








Party 1 --


Candidate from Group A 








4.  Indeterminate








E.g., Example 3, Party 2 or 3





Group B 


40%





1.  Prime Ethnicity








E.g., Example 1, Party 1





NO





NO





YES





YES





Party has a monopoly within its core ethnic group?





Group B 


40%





Example 4:





Group C 


30%





Party 3 --


Candidate from Group C








Party 2 --


Candidate from Group B 








Party 1 --


Candidate from Group A 








Group B 


40%





Group A 


60%





Group A 


60%





Group A 


60%





Group A 


30%








� Data from the most recent Afrobarometer survey (conducted in 2005) reveals the following breakdown of ethnic groups at the national level: Kikuyu 18%, Luo 12%, Luhya 11%, Kamba 11%, Kalenjin 10%, Kisii 7%, Meru 6%, Somali 4%, others 21%.





PAGE  
17

