Predicting outcomes of decision-making

Five competing models of policy-making

EN. Stokman and J. Berveling

Wim Polak, a former mayor of the city of Amsterdam, once noticed that Amster-
dam is the only city in the world that has as many ‘mayors’ as it has citizens.
Moreover, all of these 690,000 people have their own ideas how the city should be
run which they believe to be better than those of the City Council, the aldermen
and the (real) mayor (Polak 1983). In other words, the city of Amsterdam, has
civilians that are strongly committed to their city. They hold outspoken opinions
on issues in different policy domains. Amsterdam has also the reputation of being
a ‘troublesome’ or ‘unruly’ city (Roegholt 1979). A large part of the city’s history
is dominated by the unconventional political behavior of its inhabitants. They
have an ‘anarchistic’ mentality (due to a long process of urbanization, seculariza-
tion and the origins of the Amsterdam immigrants) not found in the rest of the
country.

Anyone interested in power, influence and decision-making in Amsterdam
should, however, not view its citizens as isolated actors, but as members of policy
networks. This is particularly worthwhile in view of the impressive number of no
less than fourteen hundred different grassroots organizations: action groups (for
instance squatter groups), more conventional neighborhood organizations, et-
cetera (Nauta 1986). But apart from these grassroots organizations one should also
recognize civil service organizations, firms, and advisory boards as actors in policy
networks, All these groups and organizations will try to influence policy decisions
that are salient to them.

This point of view (actors as part of policy networks) is an important element of
the policy-making models that were recently developed in the Netherlands.
Decision-making was traditionally studied mainly by (sometimes lengthy) de-
scriptive case studies. Instead of this ‘traditional’ method, we propose, however, a
modeling approach on the basis of formal models of policy-making developed by
Stokman and Van den Bos (1992) and Stokman and Zeggelink (1996).

In 1992 Stokman and Van den Bos presented their “Two-Stage Model of Policy-
making’ (the TS-model). This model was rigorously tested on two policy domains
in the city of Amsterdam (Berveling 1994a). The TS-model builds upon, amongst
other things, the approaches of Coleman (1972) and Laumann & Knoke (1987).
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It consists of a first stage in which actors interact in order to influence the policy
positions of other actors, and a second stage in which the final decision is reached.
The model can be expressed in an equation from which the (positional) power of
actors can be computed and the ouzcome of decisions can be predicted'. In Amster-
dam we focussed on 10 different controversial decisions taken by the City Council
with regard to the policy domains “‘Urban Development’ and ‘Minority Policy’.
More specifically, the issues concerned a Waterfront project (The I]-shores project)
and proposals on (un)employment and affirmative action. All issues were contro-
versial in the sense that different actors favored different positions.

In the TS-model (as in other policy network models, like the Laumann and
Knoke model) the network of influence relations among the actors is externally de-
termined and fixed. Data on these relations are usually obtained by interviewing
the actors and asking them from whom they receive and/or to whom they give im-
portant information. In 1993 Stokman and Zeggelink developed a dynamic com-
puter simulation model in which actors have the capability to establish and to
terminate influence relations. Because of their own limited information and the
difficulty to estimate the consequences of simultaneous action by others, actors
have to make rough estimates of the effects of their influence relations on the final
outcome of decisions. Stokman and Zeggelink specify two basic (alternative) mod-
els. In the first model actors simply try to create relations with the most powerful
actors in the network. This is denoted the Control Maximization (CM) Model. In
the second model, actors are more sophisticated and make a rough estimate of the
effects of their relations on the expected outcome of the decisions. This model is
denoted the Policy Maximization (PM) Model. In between these base models two
other models (with other specifications) are presented. In the present article we will
compare the models and investigate which of them performs best.” The most pref-
erable way to assess this is to predict outcomes of decision-making. By comparing
predicted with actual outcomes of decision-making we can conclude which model
predicts most accurate. Eight of the ten issues that were selected in Amsterdam will
be used. Of these issues we will predict the outcomes of ten decisions taken by the
City Council’.

This chapter is structured as follows. First we introduce the issues and the actors
that were involved in the issues on both domains. Subsequently we describe the
TS-model and the dynamic access models. After explaining how we operational-
ized the main elements of the models, we turn to the predicted outcomes of the
Council decisions in Amsterdam. We end with some concluding remarks.

Policy domains, issues and actors

In the study of Amsterdam (Berveling 1994a) we selected recent decisions taken
by the City Council on two contrasting policy domains, urban development and
minority policy.
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A major new urban development in Amsterdam which is meant to counterbal-
ance the upcoming high-tech area in the South East of the city. This ‘IJ-Shores
Project’ will change the spatial and functional structure of the city. It encompasses
the city’s waterfront, an area just behind the Central Railway Station, at the edge of
the historic city center. This area is the central part of the project and is therefore
called ‘TJ-Central’. Within approximately ten years, the Waterfront area will con-
tain huge (relative to Dutch standards) office buildings, a shopping center, recrea-
rional facilities and housing.

In the Minority Policy domain we focus on the subdomain of (un)employment
and affirmative action. Minorities in Amsterdam, mainly people from Surinam,
Morocco and Turkey, face many problems in finding employment and often suffer
deficiencies in their education. One of the most important policy aims is to assist
these ethnic minorities finding employment.

Specific issues in the two domains
Let us briefly describe the selected issues and explain why they were controversial.

Lssues on the Urban Development domain:

1. Pedestrian/bicycle bridge (‘Foetsbrug’). To (re)develop the Northern part of the
IJ-shores project a bridge was said to be necessary. Some favored the idea (al-
though the support was rather symbolic in nature), others strongly opposed it.
The opponents argued that the bridge would delay the entire project and would
form an unsafe route of traveling,

2. Wagons Lits Hotel and Office. A combined hotel and office building was the first
project (near the Central Railway Station) to be realized within the IJ-shores
framework. It was realized before a comprehensive plan for the entire area, laid
down in the ‘Major Points of Departure’, was developed. For this reason some
actors opposed it. They argued that without an official over-all plan no one
could know whether the building would harmoniously fit in its general sur-
roundings, including the historic Central Station itself. The proponents on the
other hand wanted to start things going and hoped for a ‘me too’ effect on the
part of other developers.

3. ‘Quality’of the Central IJ-area. This issue had three strongly related aspects. The
first aspect was the density of development in the area. Investors and developers
wanted as much office space as possible to make their investments more profit-
able. In the course of time, the planned density of the area has steadily increased.
Some actors, however, feared a ‘Manhatanization’ of the area. In the second
place there was a question of the distribution of functions. Investors and devel-
opers favored commercial functions (offices, convention centers) over housing
and public functions (shopping centers, museums). Others wanted a mix with
more emphasis on public functions. The third aspect was the building height in
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the Central IJ-area. Two ‘landmarks’ of 75 meters are planned at both sides of
the Central Station. Developers seemed to favor a building height of 85 to 100
meters, but several grassroots organizations strongly opposed this.

Shopping Center. A huge shopping center of 30,000 m” was planned near Cen-
tral Station. The central controversy involved its size (i.e., the number of square
meters). The mall would generate competition for shops in the inner city. In-
stead of 30,000 m” existing shop owners wanted no more than 8,000 or 9,000
m” to be built.

IJ-boulevard. To make the new building projects accessible, a new road along
the waterway is necessary. A dispute evolved about capacity (in terms of the
number of lanes). The road originally planned had two lanes. Developers
wanted at least four lanes. Their opponents point to the effects of a four-lane
road on air pollution (an increase by 12 percent). Several other alternatives
(partly four, partly two lanes) also played a role in the discussion.

6. KNSM-island. This island is used for housing facilities. Three plans based on dif-

ferent points of departure competed. A redevelopment plan for the island
drawn up by squatters (one of three alternatives) was finally rejected.

Issues on the Minority Policy domain:

1.

Registration of ethnicity. To assess the effects of affirmative action, some groups
suggested the need to know who belonged to which ethnic group. Their oppo-
nents pointed out that there were other ways to assess whether affirmative action
was working or notand that registration was unnecessary. The use made of offi-
cial registrations of such a kind during the Second World War made them dis-
trust any such policy measure’.

Eastern market’ issue. A businessman asked for permission to move a large in-
door market for immigrants to an abandoned automobile factory in Amster-
dam. His proposal was rejected by the Mayor and Aldermen despite the fact that
the market would have meant work for hundreds of immigrants. One of the
main reasons for not allowing the transfer was that the factory was surrounded
by industry (transshipment of dangerous goods) that would not go along with
the many visitors of the market.

Actors

The level of our analysis is not the individual but the organization (the corporate
actor). In our view organizations are the most important players in the political
game. The many organizations that are, in one way or another, involved in the se-
lected decision-making processes can be grouped in five categories: Governing
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Bodies, Business, Grassroots Organizations, Political Party Organizations and
the Civil Service.

Governing Bodies play a partin the issues at different levels. At the local level, we
find actors like the Mayor and Aldermen (for instance alderman Van der Vlis, a
‘power broker’ on the IJ-shores domain) and the political parties represented in the
City Council. The Social Democrats (PvdA) have dominated the City Council
since the Second World War. They occupy the largest number of seats within the
Council. At the Provincial level and the National level we find actors like the
Provincial Physical Planning Commission and the National Physical Planning
Agency (on the Urban Development domain) and the Coordination Bureau of
Minority Policy of the Ministry of Domestic Affairs.

The Business category is made up of developers, private investors, the Chamber
of Commerce, et cetera. One of the largest Dutch developers is the MBO-Develop-
ment Corporation, a daughter of the Dutch NMB-Postbank.

The Grassroots Organizations involved in the selected decision-making pro-
cesses are groups within the Amsterdam neighborhoods and other community
groups, independent advisory boards, minority groups and various institutions. As
we noticed in our introduction, one cannot overlook these actors. Just as the more
formally organized actors in the other categories one must take these actors into
account.

Most of the Political Parties that are active at the [ocal level in Amsterdam can
also be found at the national level in the Netherlands. In Amsterdam we find the
Social Democratic Party (PvdA), the Liberals (VVD), the Christian Democrats
{(cDA) and some small left wing parties working together under the heading of
‘Links Akkoord’ (nowadays called Green Left).

Finally, the Physical Planning Department and the city’s Real Estate Depart-
ment play a key role in the category ‘Civil Service’ in the Urban Development
domain. In the Minority Policy domain we find actors like the Coordination
Bureau of Minority Policy and Economic Affairs at the city hall.

Formal models of Policy-making

The models of political decision-making in this article build upon a number of
different approaches (Coleman 1972; Hoede 1978; Hoede & Bakker 1982;
Bueno de Mesquita etal. 1985; Laumann & Knoke 1987) that model various as-
pects of political decision-making. Most often, this is done in formal mathemati-
cal language. The Two-Stage (TS) model, the Control Maximization (CM)
model, and the Policy change Maximization (PM) model can be regarded asan in-
tegration of the models of the authors mentioned above. They combine essential
features of power, influence and decision-making. They can be used for an assess-
ment of the (positional) power of the actors that are involved in a specific
decision-making process and to predict the outcomes of that process.
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First, we will discuss the most important model elements of the TS-model. Sec-
ondly, we will discuss each of the two stages and the submodels that are associated
with them. A more comprehensive treatment can be found in Van den Bos (1991)
and Stokman and Van den Bos (1992).

The Tiwo-Stage Model of Policy-making

The TS-model can be applied to social systems in which collective decisions are
reached. One can think of decisions taken by the City Council of Amsterdam.
The main feature of political decision-making is its binding character. Collective
decision-making is an essential part of the model because it directs attention to
non-dyadic forms of power. Decision-making of a binding collective nature has
an effect on all the actors within the system.

The model distinguishes public actors and private actors. Public actors are the
actors that can vote on the decisions that have to be taken. In this research, the pub-
lic actors are the political parties represented in the City Council of Amsterdam.
The private actors are, in one way or another, involved in the decision that has to be
raken. Here, private actors are conceived of as pressure groups. Both types of actors
are taken into account in the model on the basis of the idea that, although public
actors take the decisions, they do not reach decisions in a societal vacuum. Private
actors will try to influence the outcome of the decision-making process.

In the model of decision-making are of central importance: voting power, ac-
cess, resources and salience. Each of these will be discussed below.

The (public) actors that, in the end, make collective decisions are actors that
have voting power. While this is the most simple type of power in decision-making
processes, it is not the only type. In (policy) networks, another type of poweris rela-
tional (Mokken & Stokman 1976). This type of power consists of the access actors
have to other actors or, to put it differently, of the position those actors occupy ina
network of social relations. The resources that are at the actors’ disposal are the sub-
stantive part of power. These resources can consist of financial means, expert
knowledge, et cetera.

In the model, access and resources are integrated in the term control. Both ele-
ments of control are essential. An actor can have many resources, butifhe does not
have the social relations through which these resources can be used, the resources
are useless. Conversely, access without resources is irrelevant.

The exercise of power is dependent on the motivation of an actor. Therefore the
mote salient a certain decision is to an actor, the more willing he will be to exercise
his power.

Stokman and Van den Bos have used these elements in a single comprehensive
model of political decision-making. They define as the positional power of an actor
(either public or private): his abilities to (1) exercise control over public actors with
voting power with regatd to decisions that are salient to them, and/or (2) exercise
voting power over these decisions.
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Stages and submodels

The model distinguishes two stages in the policy-making process. In the final
stage of the policy process, the public actors make decisions on the basis of their
voting power. This stage is preceded, however, by a stage in which public 274 pri-
vate actors try to influence the positions of the other actors with regard to the de-
cision that has to be reached. On the basis of this influence stage, public actors can
change their initial policy positions and, ultimately, make a decision thar is
adapted to the policy positions of private actors.

The empirical demarcation between these two stages in policy processes is not
always clear-cut. Analytically, however, the two stages are important because they
differ in the nature of power and influence processes. In the stage in which the deci-
sion is made, the voting power is dependent on the decision rule (simple majority,
qualified majority or unanimity) and the relative weights of the actors in the voting
procedure (Hoede 8 Bakker 1982). In the earlier stage of influence, actors will try,
directly or indirectly, to control the policy positions of actors with voting power.
Their willingness to do so is, as mentioned before, dependant on how salient the
decision is to them.

The two stages in the policy process are modeled as submodels: a voting power
submodel and an influence submodel. Together, the two submodels constitute the
“Two-Stage Model of Policy-making’. The two submodels will be discussed in
more detail below. This will be done in an informal fashion. The formal reflection
of the model can be found in Stokman and Van den Bos (1992).

The voting power submodel

The voting power submodel is based upon Coleman’s social exchange model
(1972), butintegrates it with Hoede and Bakker’s decision model (1982). Instead
of ‘control over events’, we will talk about the voting power of actor 7 over deci-
sion £ in the model. The voting power depends on the decision rule and the rela-
tive weights of the actors. This submodel reflects the direct influence of actors
with voting power on the policy process.

The influence submodel

The control component is comprised in this submodel. It can be established inde-
pendently from the voting power submodel that was discussed above. It consists
of access and resources. In other research these elements are often not regarded
separately,but in the model used here, they are, and are subsequently integrated in
the control component.

The measure of control as used in the influence submodel was developed by
Hoede (1978). The amount of control that actor 7 can exercise over actor j is
dependent on whether or not 7 has access to j and on the resources of , of j, and of
all other actors with access to ;.

Control and the element (not the submodel) voting power together form the
influence submodel. This submodel reflects the indirect influence of actors on the
policy process, befote the actual decision is reached. Actors without voting power
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of themselves will try to exercise control over other actors including those with vot-
ing power, in order to influence their policy positions.

Predicting outcomes of decision-making

The model can be used to make predictions of the outcomes of the decision-
making processes. In this sense, the model follows the line of Bueno de Mesquita
etal. (1985) who regard the prediction of ‘political events’ as their main goal. The
ultimate test of the model is the comparison of the predicted with the actual out-
comes of the decision-making processes. In this sense the approach has been suc-
cessful so far (see Stokman & Van den Bos, 1992 and Berveling 1994a). Stokman
& Van den Bos were able to predict seven out of eight events (87%) in the U.S. na-
tional energy policy domain (the data were made available by Laumann & Knoke
1987). Berveling was able to predict approximately 80% of the more than fifty
outcomes of decision-making in the domains of urban development and minori-
ties policies in the city of Amsterdam.

The first part of generating the predicted outcome of the decision-making pro-
cess consists of a prediction of change of the policy positions of the actors, in par-
ticular of the (public) actors that have voting power. This is done on the basis of the
influence stage of the model. The new policy positions of public actors are the
weighted sum (according to theamount of control and the salience of the actors) of
their own policy position and the policy positions of the actors that influence
them. The actual decision outcome, the second part of the prediction, is computed
as the weighted sum (according to the voting power of the public actors) of the
(changed) policy positions of public actors.

The main idea behind this is that the public actors, which have to take the final
decision in the end, take the positions of other (private) actors into account in their
considerations. The different positions are weighted and translated into a final de-
cision. An actor uses his resources and his access to other actors in order to change
positions that deviate from its own position. The willingness of actors to invest
their resources through access to other actors depends on the salience of the deci-
sion that has to be reached.

The dynamic access models
In the TS-model the only dynamic elements are the policy positions of the actors
and the collective outcomes of the decisions. The TS-model does not contain al-
ternatives between which actors can choose to maximize their goal attainment
within certain restrictions. In other words, the model does not contain a micro
model. Such a model would make it possible to simulate the dynamics of policy
processes such as the developments of relations within the network. This is the
aim of the dynamicaccess models of Stokman and Zeggelink. In these models, ac-
tors have the ability to create and shift access relations within certain restrictions.
Within a policy domain, the highest goal of actors is assumed to be the attain-
ment of policy outcomes that are as close as possible to their own preferences (pol-
icy positions). These outcomes are determined by the public actors with voting



