Predicting outcomes of decision-making

Five competing models of policy-making
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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).



148

In Search of Structure

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.



