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from exchange relations in economics. Bueno de Mesquita developed
a very powerful dynamic model that is based on this view (Bueno de
Mesquita et al., 1985; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, 1986; Bueno
de Mesquita, 1994). The second view, represented in the exchange
model of Stokman and Van Oosten (1994), does not see fundamental
differences between economic exchanges and political decision
making. It conceives of collective decision making as a cooperative
game in which all actors can gain under certain conditions and in
which promises to shift positions are taken as binding
commitments. Exchange models of social systems go back to
Coleman (Coleman, 1972; 1990). The important difference between
Coleman's model and the model presented here lies in the
commodity that is being exchanged. Whereas Coleman assumes that
actors exchange control over issues, Stokman and Van Oosten
conceive of collective decision making as a process in which voting
positions are exchanged. The latter makes it possible to predict the
content of decision outcomes whereas the Coleman model was able
to predict only outcomes for pro/con decisions. Moreover, the model
is based on the same set of variables and basic assumptions as the
Bueno de Mesquita conflict model. This enables us to compare
directly consequences of different fundamental processes in politics.
In reality both processes may be assumed to take place
simultaneously. The two models provide us with the tools to study
the conditions under which the one is more likely than the other.

The two models share the most basic assumptions, namely
unidimensionality of decisions and single-peaked preference
functions for the actors. Unidimensionality means that the possible
outcomes of a decision can be represented as points on a line; as
values on an underlying continuum. Some issues, like the size of a
budget, seem to fulfill this criterion easily, but for others special
interviewing techniques are required to transform the different
alternatives into such a scale,

Collective outcomes can not be explained without reference to the
choices made by the actors in the relevant social system. At the
highest level of abstraction, actors are assumed to have
monotonically increasing utility functions related to universal goals,
like physical well-being and social approval, but they have different
instrumental preferences for the means that lead to these ultimate
goals (Lindenberg, 1990, 741). In this perspective, outcomes of
collective decision making can be perceived as instrumental goals:
whereas one outcome can produce physical well-being or social
approval for one set of people, another outcome can be better for
others. Within a collective decision making setting, differences of
instrumental goals among actors result in two types of relations
between actors and issues.
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First, what is an important issue for one actor might well be
irrelevant for the realization of the ultimate goals of another actor.
Second, differences in instrumental goals result in diverging political
stances of actors on issues. Consequently, people can be expected
to behave quite differently despite the assumption that they are all
rational in the sense that they are interested in maximizing their
welfare. Even people in possession of the same information and, of
course, holding the same universal goals, may nevertheless have
radically different instrumental objectives.

The importance of an issue a for an actor i is denoted by the
salience actor i attaches to issue d (s;y). The outcome on issue a
that actor i desires is denoted by the actor's policy pesition on the
issue (x;y). The policy position expresses the policy preference of the
actor, while the salience expresses the relevance of the issue
compared to other (perhaps unspecified) issues. These two
elements--position and salience--are combined into a utility function
for each actor that specifies the value the actor attaches to each
feasible alternative outcome on the issue in question. The policy
position, then, denotes the point on the continuum that has the
highest utility for the actor. For any actor, the utilities of the other
alternatives are assumed to be a function of their distance from the
actor's most preferred position, taking the salience of the issue into
account.

The next basic assumption has to do with the transformation of the
preferences of the actors into a collective outcome, a final decision.
This step requires a third element in which actors differ
fundamentally, namely their capability to influence the collective
outcome (cjg). In both models this is the third empirical element
that needs to be specified within a field of application. The models
differ slightly in their assumptions about how this transformation
occurs. The Bueno de Mesquita expected utility model (EU model)
take the median voter position as the predicted outcome, whereas
the Stokman and Van Oosten exchange model takes the mean of the
votes as the predicted outcome.

The similarity of variables and basic assumptions in the models
makes it possible to compare them in terms of their fundamental
difference, namely the assumed dynamics in the decision making
process. Both models do not take the initial median vote or mean
vote as the predicted outcome, but as the starting point from which
actors try to improve their utility through the decision making
processes. The Bueno de Mesquita expected utility model gives
actors the opportunity to challenge the positions of other actors if
they expect a positive outcome from such a possible confrontation.
In this process actors may be forced to take less attractive stances if
they have no better alternatives. These challenges may, therefore,



