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INTRODUCTION

Theoreticel and empirical research in the areas of scono-
mic pnlicy and development planning more often disassociate the
knbjautiuﬁs of the plan from the political preferences and ideoclo-
gical interests which motivate the underlying decision criteria,
The objectives of esconomic and socisl policy result from a complex
process of interaction and aggregation of the preferences and ine
terasts of various articulate groups =nd segments of society.
Which articulate interest groups determine the course of governw
ment policy and what are the mechanisms whereby political parties,
trade-union snd employers' organisations, the military, the churtch,
etc.. formulate demands on the system and determinae through their
action, intersction and the formation of alliences, the conduct
of economic and social policy?

The purpose of this research is to formulate some tentatie
ve hypotheses on how a particular spen of idenlogies pertaining
to various classes and groups in conjunction with the intoernal
power structure and imnstitutional framework produce certain polie
cy results, How do different groups enter into coslitions or
alliances and what is the impact of coalition structures on the
conduct of policy? 1Is a particular coalition structure stable or
unstabla? Does government have the necessary support to implement
its policies? Government policy (for instance in the area of Incoms
gistribution) will benefit certain groups or classes often st the
gxpense of other segments of the community, To the losses and
gains resulting from a particular government act correspond mess-
sures of endorsement and rejsction by supporting and opponant
groups respectively. Given the distribution of power betueen
supporting and opponent groups, does the implementation of a

government sct have sufficient support? If policy is implemented




Wwithaut the apprepriante measure of endorsement, the ecountervais
ling powsr of dissident intorest groups and their intersction with
those qroups which enderse qgovernment policy may rasult in & con-
flictive uand unatable political situation,

In this paper we will suggest a model of group intersction
which ldentifiess srticulate interest groups in terms of their
ideplogicasl or pelicy positions 3 well as their power to influen~
ce or ohstruct the conduct aof government policy. The mndel will
be applied to examine the affinity or lack of affinity betuesen po-
licy groupns as well sa identify those pelicy fronts or issues uhe-
re opponent groups may or may not have shared values, Omepolicy
groups hnave been identified in terms of a set of ideologic 'l or
policy attributes, the formation of coalitions and alliances cen
be exsmined. The atability of coalition structures as well as
moasurcs of overall system stobility may suggest whether a parti-
cular combination and interazction of group ideologies produces a
stahle or unstable situation,

LGiven = set of group prefarence stiributes, what modes of

agaregation may be envisaged which will trenslate group or cless

interests into 2n overall set of decision criteria? 1 om refering
here te the problem of aggregation of (individual) utility func-
tions which has redeived extensiva (and perhaps exaggerated) treat-
megnt in the literature on welfars economics,

The underliying preoccupation is nothing neu Jean Juguues

Rousseau in Le Contrat Socicl was fzced with the problem of agqgre-

gating individusl interests (les interéts particuliers) to abtain

the cemmon will (la volonté gdnérale). Rousseau, hourver, clear-

ly distinguishes between ls volontd de tous (the will of 11} .nd

la volonté génerale, The former is the aggregation of individusl

{often conflicting) interests, whereas the latter is an expression

of collective interests (interst commun)which does not necessarily




immiy aggregation of individual interests., Im other werde, in
Roussesu there is a recognition of the duality between indivie

dual interests (les intecets particuliers) and the common will

(l1finteret commun), La Volanté géndérale is not » consequence of

implicit aggregation but e result of the rules of tha gams which

are inherent in Le Cantrat Sociel, Players start out with diffe-

rent and cenflicting interests and play the game scoarding to their
respective strategies. The solution of the game coincides with la

volonte générale, The contrat social is the accaptaence on the part

of the perticipants to play the gamg according to certein wstablis
ashed rules,

Although Arrows Possibility Theorem is consistent withinp its

own terms of reference, the undorlying framework abstracts From the
role of power in the decision-making pracwﬁ$@$§3 In this context,
the determination of collesctive decisions is iargely a function of how
powsrful interest groups interact, clash, negotiste and resclve their
policy difﬁﬁrahmﬁﬁw%

New lines of enguiry are required embodying explicitly the noe
tian of power in economic policy theory and desecribiag the process
whareby peripheral demands are translated into collective choices,

Behavioural models in the aree of public choier have focusasd an bhe

log-rolling assumption and the process whereby opponent qreups negotlig

te and trade on various policy fronts, Another line of enquiry is
the socalled committee decision problem developed by Van den Hogaard,

Thell and mtheraﬁz this approach consists in determining s decision
rule implying the minimisation of a committee loss functian.

Implicitly log-rolling models are of & cooperative maturs ine
volving » precess of negotiation betueen opponent groups. They may
be inappropriate to eximine situstions of overt conflict bBetween spe
cial groups or analysing group policy strategies undeguncertsinty which
may be of a game theeoretical natura, Although conceptually sttractive




game theoretical models are difficult to Implement in empirical

models of group interaction,

THE THEURETICAL FRAMEWORK

We will assume m policy groups and n policy variables.
Policy prefsesrences of group j,j = 1,2...m are defined in an n diw
mensional policy space X , Policy groups are in a position to
rank a2ltermnative social states in accordance with the proparties

of Completeness, Transititivity and Refiaxiwity*& Furthermore

we assume that group J = 1,2.,. m has a most desired policy position
Xj suth that Xj is at least preferred to all other possible states
belonqing to X. In other words, Xj ropresents 8 point of satiety
for which the utility of group j is maximum, The jth policy group
jdentifies his desired policy position (or ideology) in terms of
an n componant vector xJ - (Xf . X% ....Xg).

The preference patterns of policy group j may be repre-ented
by a disutility or loss function of the form

Ly (%) = ,Zk Uk (xf( - xk)z (1)

j = l,?--.m

where Wik is the releative weight assigned to the squarwd deviation
of Xk from its desired policy value, The loss or ui=utility of
group J is a weighted sum of the squared deviations from their de-

sired values, Wjk is therefors the marginal disutility of the under-

lying squared devistion, The position of zero or wminimum losses coin-
cides with the achievement of the jth qgroup's most desired social
state,




Fig. 1

The loss function is represanted schemstically in figure 1.

The indifference curves are contour linaes,

MEASURES OF L0OSS AND DISTANCE:

In this section we will develop measures wvhich idens

tify the policy disbarity or policy diatance betwuesn group }

and group re Since the pelicy poesitions of two groups may be
compatible in relation to one policy front and not Lo another
w-= @G, j may be in agreement with r on sducational policiss
but net on industrial policies -~ it is useful to define thase
meassures in the first instance with respect te pelicy variable
Ko

i, Policy disparity or unueighted loss is definsd as follows:
N (Sie) = (- xD)2 A (2)

Toetal palicy disparity or unueighted loss jsa:
N(jse) = EN (§5r) (3)




R notion of distence defined in & ELuclidean vector space from
the measure of total policy disparity is
2
§$C gir) = fxJ - xD) W

= JN(jir)

The distance S(j;r) corresponds to the distance ijr in Fim

gure 1 below, Oistance is reflexive:

§( f50 ) = &( r;5) (5)

The notion of distince can be used to identify the
policy distince betwsen two groups, The measure is reflaxiw
ve and therefore implies that the perception ef policy dis-

tance by both j and r is squal --ie, j and r view the squared
deviations from their desired policy position with the same
intensity. In other words, all pelicy variables have identia-
cal weights,

2. Loss, irreflexive or pseudo-distance:
The loss or disutility incurred by j through the ima
position of r's {eg, government) desired policy state with

respect to policy variable k is:
L (35r) = uge (x]) - x5y? (6)

= Wik N{J;r)
1, (jsr) # 1 {r;j) wunless

Wik = Wjr ~- ie, the policy weight is equal for both j and r,
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Tetal group losses are:
L (Jin) = &1, (Jsr) o (7)
. ijk (xi - x;)2
uhera%hijk = 1

Psgudo-Distance:

d (j;r) mJZh}jk (xi-)ut;)2
= L {J§;r) (8}

§ (Jsr) £ d (r;§). In ather words group | may fenl
& much greater distance through the imposition of r's policy
platform than ¢ mmyafeal with respect te j's policy platform,
Pesudo-~distance is irreflexive,

Losa Matrices:

The hypothetical leosses corresponding te ths under«
lying ideological disparities between interscting groups may
be represented in matrix form as follows:

e

g ik (l,-}.) R lk(i,ﬁ’f

.}.k (2,1) | 2 tm e e s E e RS lk(ng
Lk & S . g
1 ;1 1 (M? awaouowcwmw@: i

u k( # ) ke ‘$ ) y

The typical element 1 (j;r) identifiss the loss incurred by
J with respect to r's policy platfarm. The slaments in the




principls diagonal are equal to zaro,
Totnl group loss is

L(Gsr) = Z 1, (gir)
Thus the matrix L = [L (j;r)] is

LQL "‘L * s ke L (10)

1 2 n

The measures of policy disparity and distance can alspo be

represented Iin matrix form,

Distribution of powver:

The foregoing measures of less and distance may be used to
identify the affinity or lack of affinity between policy groups.
The underlying measures may also be used to explain the formas
tion of ellisnces or coalitions based on preference affinity,
To sxamine, hbuaver, the process of group interaction and pro-
blams rel#ting to stability and the feasibility of government
policy, the desfinition of measures which identify the power
or influence of the various policy groups is required.

We may define a coefficient of group influence which men-
sures the overall power of the group in the decision-making
process or alternatiyelydifferent coefficicents of group influen-
ts for different policy variasbles on the assumption that the
group may have more poger relative to other groups in influch-

cing some policy variables (and lmss influence with respect to




athers). For instance, Sociedsd de Fomento Fabril has moere

power of influence in affecting economic policies than educa=-
tional policies whereas the church hes more inflysnce in thae
latter,

ietcﬁkbe defined as the coefficient of group influence,
G%k <1 %iO%k = 1 Kk = 1,2 oou. n palicy variablea., The
Caaffici@mﬁ of group influence measures the relative power or

influence of group j {(with respect to other groups) in affece
ting or changing policy variable k., The overall ceefficiant

of group influence may be viewed as a weighted average of the

g%k‘%’
The distribution of power can be conveniently described

in matrix form:

- e
=
6‘ dl.}. mxg’usoownamm#mﬁ 1{"?
dzl dzzossaas&o»asﬂgw;zn
P o= . .| (11d
L dml dmznnaﬁoaaﬂemwwﬁwimn

is an m x n matrix, The typical slement G<jk identifies
the powar of the jth policy group teo affect or change pelicy

variable k.

Opposition and Antagoniam:
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Tha vpposition or antagonism ef group J to group. r is
a function of

1) the subjective perception of loss incurred by j
through the action of r (eg. government)., The
greater the loss the more group j will be motiva-
ted in oppeosing group r's policy platform,

2) the powser of group j in affecting the decision-making
processes . In other words, epposition or antagonism

is a function of preference distance or loss and the

pouer of effectively oppasing or antagonising an oppo-
nent group.

0, (45r) = K, 1 (§sr) (12)
ﬁgk (j:r) measures the opposition of group j to the
policies of group r (eg. government) with respect to

pelicy variable k,

Total Opposition:

o9 (§ir) = 0<j e(4sr) (10)
whare X, is the overall coefficient of influence- and
L (jsr) is total loss of the j-th group through the imposition
of r's pelicies,

Opposition: embodlies respectively the notions of diffe-
rence in preference and distribution of power, The greatest
valug of opposition will arise when the opponent group (8) has
{have) high losses exhibited by high ideolegical disperities
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and high coefficients of influence -- ie, the power to presasu=
rea government for instance to change its policy platform,

Clearly, opposition is not generally reflexive. Group

j may exhibit high opposition te group r's policies whereaa r
may exhibit only mild opposition te j's policy position,
The measure. of opposition can be represented more cone

veniently in matrix notation:

e 4 .

op " = [o%klk(j,ri] (13)
The typical element of 0P K {8 the opposition of group J to
group r's policy position pertaining to the kth policy variae

hle.

Cnalitions:

Caalitions will ex ante be established on the besis of
ideclegical affinities. Group J will form a coalition with
group r against g (gavernment) if the losses it incurs by
identifying with r are lowsr than those by identifying with g:

L (jir) <t (Jig) (14)
howsver r will accept ta‘fmrm a coalition with j if
t (r;j) < U (r;9) (18)
These rules can bfﬂggneralised to a madel involving m

groups. Tha underlying/calculus will be aqualified later to
take into sccount explicitly the fact thuat when a cealition
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{ie. between two or more goups) is formed the coealition
platform will be determined as a consequence of the inter-
action of the members of the coalition and as a function
of their relative pover in the coalltion,

Cross-cutting coalition structures:

Groups may Form overall policy coalitions whare they
are allies on all policy fronts or alternatively groups may

enter into partial eor gross-cutting coalitions~-- ie., j may

enter a coalition with group r {(against g} on educational
policy and with g on economic policy. The coalition rules in
terms of ideolegical affinities are similar to those establi-
shed above:

1, (§sr), < 1 (§39)
(1e)
and 1, (r3§) <1, (r;q)

(16) implies that r and j will form @ partial coalition ageinst

g on policy front k.

Cross-cutting coaslition structures have been doscribed

by Dayvid Freeman as a mechanism which is likely ta attenuate po-
litical and social instabilitys‘ Opponents on one policy issue
are allies on another policy issue,

The cross-cutting structure is politically more stable

than if groups j and r were ennemies on all political fronts,
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Numerical illustration:

Envisaga a policy situation invelving 3 policy variables

A, B and C and 3 policy groups 1, 2, 3.
The loas matrices are

"0 5 37

LA - 4 1] 6
L 2 7 |

6 1 5]

LB = B 2
1 4 o0

o 2 10|

LC ’.’ 15 1) 4
10 3 0

The matrix of power distribution 1is

5 A L2
p = o4 7 .
o1 .2 .0

L) Cross-Cutting Coalition structures:

With respect to policy variable A:
1, (L,3) <1y (1. 9)
and
1, (3,1) <1, (3,2)
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thus groups 1 and 3 will enter in a coalition against 2 on po=-
licy fronth,
With respect to policy variable B:
(1,2) < 15 (1,3)

However lg (2,3) < 15 (2,1)

18 (3,2) > 1B (3,1)

In other words 1 would prefer to form a coalition with 2
against 3 although 2 has advantage in assocliating with 3 ra-
ther than with 1. ngever, 1 will refuse to enter a coalition
with 3 and 3 will/accept to form a coalition with 2, No coa-
jition will result with respect to policy variable B {(under the
established ruls), With respect to policy variable C,6groups 2
and 3 will form & coalition against 1. in terms of the notion of
cross.cutting cnalitian structures, the resulting coalition may
a priari be relatively stable since 1 and 2 are allies on A and

annemies on C, With respsct to policy varisble 8 no coalition
results,

Oppesition

The matrices DP¥ exhibiting the measure of oppusition can
bs celculated and are as follows:

g0 2.5 1.5
st = 1.5 0 .
22 1.4




r -,
0 .1 .5
L 2.1 0 1.4
2 o8 0
bt i
T 0 L4 2
oC « 12.0 0 3.2
- 0 0 .

Let us assume & priori from matrix P that the government group is
2 with coefficients of influence of .4, ,7 and .8 with respect
to policy Uariablas A, B and C respectively.
The opposition of groups 1 and 3 teo government (group No.2)

is high with respect to policy franth

M (1,2) = 2.5

oph (3,2) = 1.4
although 2 counteracts with:

‘ gﬁﬁ (2,1) = 1.8

Beh (2,3) = 2.4
While 1's pressure on 2 (government) is higher thap 2?'s countere
pressure, 2 is more effective in neutralizing 3's counterpressure,
Since we have saen that 1 and 3 will (on the basis of thair pree
ference affinities) form a coalition against 2 with respect te
variable A and since 1 is more powerful and has a greater strength
of opposition to 2's policies than 3, there is a likelihood that
3 will give in and adopt 1's policy platform and their joint acw
tion will be sufficient to counteract :nd significantly change
government policy with respect to variable A, With respect to
policy frontB, the underlying loss matrix has shown that no coa-
litionm will result, Given thé distribution of power, government
will be able to counteract the opposition of both oppanent groups
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since
88 (2,1) » #9° (1,2)
ang

6 (2,3) > OB (3,2)

On policy frent C, groups 1 and 2 are potentially in coalition

sgainst group 3 although since qroup 3 is in any eventwitnout
power of opposition and therefore is unable tr effect a change
with respect to policy variable C, 2 may refuse to form a coa-
iition with 1 against 3 knowing fair well that 3 has no strength
of opposition and that 1 would not want to enter a coalition with
3 because it has greater preference affinity with 2, 2 is in a
position to impose its ideology.with respect to C,.

Cle rly, these illustrations do not involve any trades bet-
weeh groups with respect to different policy fronta-.-- ie, one
group may negotiate a compromise with another group on one policy
front on the assumptien that an agreement will be forthcoming on
# different policy front -- sven though the groups may be very
much opposed in terms of ideocloqy.

Stability:

How steble is the system? GCovernment can impose its poli=-
cies with respect to policy fronts B and C while oppu-ition groups
can fight their way in policy front A mainly due to 1%s strength
of opposition. In the absence of negotiation between government
and qgroup 1 (and 3) the situation is potentially unstable with
respect to policy variable A where government and oppositign
are well equiped to oppose and counteroppose. The balance of
fuorces would presumably result in a battle which would tend to




favour opposition forces. Assuming negotiation or traede, govern=
ment may maks certain concesaions to opposition on policy front
B and C in exchange for a settlement with oppesition farces on
peiicy fronmt A, Trades and negotiation can be analysed in the

context of committes decision rules which will be discussed later.

The foreqgoing analysis has not envisaged specifically

a) the changes in ideology,

b} the shifts in the distribution of power, which re=
sult from a8 coalition structure, Matrices P and Lk identify the
distribution of power and the ideology before coalitien formation,
The formation of a coalition bhetween 2 of the groups against the
third will imply 8 new 2x3 matrix exhibiting the new distribution
of power resulting from the coalition., 1In thig respect ws may
reasonably assume that the pouer of the coalltion will at least
be egual to the sum of the powers sF/Engectivs groups although
thair joint power may in fact increase as a result of the coali-
tion,

On the first assumption, the distribution of powsr (in
the numerical, illustration) resulting from the ceslition of 1
and 3 sgainst 2 is

pe - [ .6 .3 ,2}
o4 o7 B
obtained from the original matrix P by adding the rows elements
correspanding to these groups entering the coalition.
Fer m groups, n policy variables, the initisl distribue
tien of power before coalition formation ia represented by an m x n

matrix., Assuming that the m groups form g coalitions the resule
ting matrix of power distribution is




w B o«

o

%M’jl Zdj?“bw“ﬁﬂdzd‘jn

5] @ %wﬁl zﬁgges%aiseiazwaﬁ <l7)

-
L

=Xl Zolt2, ..., Zktn |

ﬁg is a uw = n matrix of coefficients, The typical slement re-
presents the coefficicnt of influence of the i th coalition
i = 1,2 .. 0 pertaining to the k th peolicy variable.

The foregoing analySLs thas assumed that the powar of the .

coalition Is egusal tn;aum of the pouwer of the respective groups
which Form ithe coalition,

fdeological shifts resulting from coalition structures:

ke ssw earlisr .that groups j and r will form a coalition
on the basia of idenlogical compatibility although the distri=-
bution of power wiill be an important factor in motivating the
Formation of coslitions, In other words, group j may not uwish to
associate with group r becsuse group r's pogwer of influence is
lpw and therefore its strength of oppositicn is weak, Groun ]
may prefer to join with group 8 which has more power in cpposing
government than group v with whom it has more ideolngicel compati-
hilities., Howsver group s may refuse to form a coalition with
group Js
a) bec-usae group J exhibits ideological incompatibilities with
group & and/or
b) that group Jj itself has little pouar of influence and therefo-
re is of little use to 8 in opposing a joint enamy, The fore-

poing analysis on coalitions can be qualified as follows:
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Group j will enter the coalition which is most likely to
improve its position with respsct to imposed government pollicy.
Furthermeore it will alse be motivated by the bargain It can obe
tain with itas partner{a) in the ceoalition In influencing the po=
licy platfarm of the coalition., IFf group j has lou power of
influsnce and 8 has high power of influence, group s may be able
te imppse its policy platform on group j and the resulling ideo=
loagy of the coalition will coincide with the ideclogy of the do-
minant policy group (ie. group s). If the groups J and 8 have
approximately the same pouwer of influence, the pelicy platform
af the coalition may result as a mid-way compromise whlich rascon-
ciles the respective ildeologies of groups j and s. The policy
platform which results from the cealition, housver, should be
such thest the losses incurred by compromising are nol greater
than the lgssas the respective groups may incur by colluding (in
another coalition) with partners of similar or equal power of
influence,

Let us first sssums for the momant, that | and s form a ces-
lition pn 8 single policy variable k

Xg is j*s deslired policy coenfiguration and

Xz is 8's desired policy configuratien, OSince there
is gnly one policy issue the weighting problem does not spply.
The disparities with respect to governmant pelicy ere:

: 2 ] 2z
{Xi - Xg) and (Xk - Xg) where XE is government po=

licy. Thus the loss ingurred by each group {with respect te
government) is:




ang (18}
L, (s, g) = (xg = x]

fasume that the powar of influence of § and s is:

djk and O(sk respactively,

Their relative power inside the coaliticen may be represenw
ted by

X g
3 e———— (19)
@sk, °{}fk +°<Bk

@jk *@ak“‘ 1

The resulting desired configuration for the coalition will
be the following convex combination of the desired policy configu=

rations of group s and | respectively:
j+s J s
X ij AP Gsu i (20)

Tha above expression implies that the platform or ideology
of the coalition is a function of the relative powser of j and s
in the coalition, If § has no power of influwnce C%k = I, the re-
sulting coalition platform will coinclde with the desired confia-

gurationd group s, The above expression can be generalized to
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p participants (in & coalition):

(%) :
xi ® ;gi @jk xﬁ (21)

whers x§ is the policy platform of the coalition,

In ths 2 group coalition {j and 3) the losses Incurred by
J in entering the coalition are:

1, (5, Jee) = (x) . xJ'®)?

2
(xﬁ - Bk Xg - Bo X
(1 - @jk) xi - %sk XZ)Z

(B (5] = X))

(22)

"

The loassass of 8 are:

L, (8, 5+ 8)= (X3 - xJ™%)?
{23)

= (05 (Xg = xh?

j will join forces with s only if the losses of adopting the coa=
lition platform are not greater than those incurred by joining
any other policy group. This statement is only valie under the
assumption that j is only concerned with ideological affinitiss
and the platform which will result from the coalition and not by
the big brother argument -- ie, compromise in terms of ons'd cone




victions and join & big prother who has strength of opposition
and is more likely to effectively opposs government, The critse
rion for coslition can now be expressed es follows: J will form
a coalition with ¢ if:

L, (§y Jve) € 1 (4, jer) (24)

whare r 1s any other potential partner, Similarily s will accept
to enter a coslition with j if:

i, {8, jea) < i, {(s,8s+r) {(25)

The foreqoing discussion was based on a one issue coalition and
the relative weighting of the different policy variables was aae
gumed not to epply, and that the groups {(in the coalition) alw
though exhibiting different policy preferences evaluate the dise
parity with respect to governmant policy with the same intensity,

Coalition structures - n policy variables, p coalition memhers:

The loss of the jth policy group {j = 1,2...m) with respect
to coslition platform Ct,t 2 1,2...N pertaining to the kth policy
variable {k = 1,2,..n) is

A

C
1k (j H Et) = w,j;( (xé il ﬁkt)z (26)

where Qt,iﬁ the coalition platform of coalition members including
Joigewen U= T, oo 4.

The total loss of the jth wroup with respset to the coalie
tign platform is




n : (27}

Assuming that the determination of the cealition platform des
pends on the relative power of the coalition members

C
t p
X 3 {78} .
k = s% Gsk Xy

(78) implies that the coalition platform is a convex combina=
tion of the desired positions of the p coalition members,

s £ Gsk £1, z@sk = 1, @sk is the relative power of group
8 (821,2....p) in affecting policy varisble k.

Thus the loss of § with respect to the coalition platform (per-
taining te variable k) is:

& 2
L (358 = wy (- Epg, )
* Yk (xg ““Q,jk) - Zeak XE’Z’)z (79)

Tetal lossaes of j (over all policy variables) resulting from
joining cealition Et is:

L(5:C) = Z1 (558
= Towp O 0= Bp) - T X (30)

The coalition formation rules based on ideological affinities
established in (4), (15) and {16) can now be approprietely




qualified. Group j will wish te join the ceslition L, which
will minimize its losses L(§;C,.) for t=1,2.,,..N (over all
possible coalition structures), The acceptance of j by potene
tisl coalition partners implies that the potential partners
Cwould not loose more with the entry of § in the coalition then
if they were to join another potential coalition (or potential
PErtners ).

Consider for instance the following situation: There
gxist N already formed coalitions and group | is unaffiliated,

L(isC) ¢ (s 6y (31)

for t=1,2..... N, t£ r implies that j will join coalition C_ if
the losaes of gﬁﬁ coalition platform of Cr ingcluding group j-=
im, coalition ﬁr,ar& less than the losses incurred by joining
wny othar cpalition Cﬁe .

Tre members of coalition Ef must accept group J in the
coalition, The acceptance of j will depend on the measure of
ideologicel affinity of ths members of Cr with group j. Some
mambers may support j's entry while others will oppose it,
Since the esntry of j in the coalition implies an ideologlical
ahift, the mwotivation of members of ﬁr with respect to ['s
puossible entry will largely depend on the gains and 'nrses to
the members of the coalition resulting from j's entry. Thus
if for coalition member »:

L(s, C) <L (s, C) (32)

s may well eppoeses j's entry in the coalitien. The acceptance
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of J in the cvoalition will result after intecnal negotiation
between the various coalition members, If the sum of the net
welghted gains raesulting frem j's entry is positive, j will
{on the basis of preference affinity) be accepted into the
coalition:

20, el - Lisic) > 0 (33)

The net gains are weighted by the coefficients @& which
indicate the relative power of influence of the various members
within the coalition,

Clearly, while preference affinity is an important con-
sideration in discussing coalition formation, the acceptance or
rejection of a new member will often depend on whether an enlar-
ged and reinforced coalition is more effective in opposing, for
instance, the policies of government., In other words, j's antry
while implying an ideological shift of the coalitian platform
may be instrumantal in achieving certain policy objectives which
are more effectively achiaved by a more powerful and cohesive -
litical entity,

Sofar, we have implicitly assumed that the composition
of the coalition does not change as a result of j's eniry. The
entry of a new member into coalition Cr may in fact not enly im-
ply changes in the composition of coalition Cr’ but also in the
compasition of other coalition structures. As a result of j's
entry into Cr’ some members may decide to leave Cg and join anoe
ther coealition, If for coalition member s:

A ~
Lo(ssCl) > L (s58,) | (34)
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Fay
where . = L. + #, member 8 will be motivated, on the basis of

wrﬁfﬁr@im@ m??ﬁmi%yg into Jolining coalition Et@ The coalition
membere of Qt may or may nob accept group s, depending on the
preference affinity critecrion (33) above, The entry of s into
coalition ﬁt will, howsver, also chengs the composition of Et
by inducing some of ths mambers of ﬁt to lesve and join other
coalition structures, In other words, the cumulative sffects
af the antry of group } into coelition ﬁx may be described as
follows:

1} § enters ﬁﬁg the policy platform of &r shifts with thes sniry
of J in the coalition,

2} the ldeologicsl shift resulting from j's entry induces the
departure of one or more members who joln other sexisting coalis
tipns. Thelr sxit will imply a further ideological shift of the
soalition platform,

3} the entry of those dissident members of € into other coali=
tipns will induce ideological shifts in the platforms of other
coslition structuran,

4} the ideslogical shifts will induce changes in the composition
of the vesrious coalitions which accepted the disslident Er members
motiveting possible departures,

%) the process is cumulative, The departure of ..~ moamber from
5? through the antry of | will indurce changes in the compesition
of ather coalitions with the possibility of a feed-back effect
pn coalition irw

6) the Fesdebsck sffect on Qr may produce a gecond round of chan-

ges in the composition of coalltion Es (with aven the pousibility
of a departurs of 1),




If the loss functions of all policy groups and thelir
powar copefficients @s (in all coalition struetures) are known,
the cumulative effects of an initial change in the composition
of a particular coalition may be determinuad,

The affiliation rule (31) above, implies that | does not
anticipate possible changes in the composition of ﬁra if
can anticipate the primary and secondary changes in composition
which result from its entry, the underlying criterion for affiw
liation should be modified as follows:

L (5T < L (5T (35)

for t = 1,2...N r £ t where fr and Et are the coalition
structures which result from the direct and indirect effects

(on coalition composition) as a consequence of j's entry inte

Er.
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COMMITTED DECISION PROCEDURES:

in thie section we will examina the application of the
Yan den Bogaard committes decision problem which suggests opti-
mal decision rules for a committee consisting of M memb@raaﬁ

The model assumes that each committee member has & gesired
policy position and that his preferences are characterized by
a quadratic loss function. Members have squal weight, 1f the
members belong to parties of different size and importance we
sassume that each party consists of a number of party membhers
who have ldentical preference functions, In other words, each
party will be weighted in terms of the number of its members or
yntes in the committee {or representative body) .

The Van den Bogaard model embodies the log-rolling assumption

wemim, commities members arrive at a decision through @& proeess
of negotiatien, In the Van den Boganard model the log-rolling
sasumption implies that the loss incurred by the ith committes

member through the imposition of the desired policy positiuns of

p11 other members be equal to the loss incurred by all othor com-

mittee members through the imposition of j's policy position, We

will see later the implication of this hehavioural asssumption,

The notion of load

The loss function of the jth member is:
. J 2
Ly (x) Eujk (X - %)

XJ ® iXi; Xg e X%} is j's desired policy position end
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X = (Xl, X? fa..Xn) is the actual value of the policy variables
to be determined from the committee {or parliamentary) decision
processes, In other words, the jth member's loss function iden=-
tifies the loss of j with respect to (expost) committee (or pare«
liamentary) policy.

The preference of the jth member is equally well descri-
bed by any pasitive multiple of the loss function since Lj (x}
is defined up to a homogensous linear transformation,

Thus the loss Function of j may be written dij {(X) where
dj is a positive multiple or load fector. The significance of
dj will be discussed later oan,

The committes loss function --- assuming for the moment
that all members are squal, is the implicit aggregation of the
members' loss functions

L (x) = %dj **3 (x) {36)
The loads are not factors which explicitly weight the prew

ferences functions of the various committee members but unknowns

(to be determined) which depend on the fulfillment of Van den Bow

gaard's log-rolling condition. This condition implies making

corresponding tow and columns of the loss matrix {weighted by

the load factors) pair-uise equal:

L o Llgr) = Ld Le;)) (37)
r r

J = 1,2...M mambers which may be expressed as follows:
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whears o is a column vector of losd factors (ﬂ}, doason ﬁm)“ {38)

is a system of homogsnsous linear equations which enables us to
determineg the unknown load Factors dl‘ dz ..;«dm. The underlying
matrix in {38) is singuler. System (38) has a nontrivial solution
which is unigue sapart from am arbitrary multiplicative scalar and
which is the charscteristic vector of the matrix in (38),.

in a parliamentary process where parties are of different
size or sitrength, the model should be adjusted accordingly by
asswumwing that the power of sach party is proportional Lo 1is mem~
bership size and that the members have homogenous preferences,

in this respect, expression {38) belou may be written as follous:

~Zol L(1,0), o, 00, L(2,0)eeeenniness & O L(m,1)
o |00 L(1,2) =2, L(2,5) sevseas o o L(m,2)

& E SRS HEEHE
L B N N )

of ol L{1,m), o, o, L(2,m) voruruns = L

M

L{m,r} (39)

e

{39) is sqguivalent to a cowmaiilee of ™ muwouvrs which belong

to m parties of unequal size {(or power). It is obtained from the
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initial problem by appropriaste row and column summations of the

M x M matrix in (38), d- is an m component vector of load factors
-- i@, correspoending to each party, <*1,€x2 .,.cxm are coefficlents
indicating the membership size (or power) of the verious parties

or groups,

The Committes decision function:

The Committee loss function in the case of m parties of
unequal strength is

L, (X) = ﬁtdj dy Ly (%) (40)

The optimal coémittae rule which satisfies the Van den
HBogaard side-condition is obtained by minimizing the committes
loss function for values of the load factors d
tained from the solution of (39) above.

lg d2 & & dm Oh~

Group losses resulting from log-rolling:

The load factors determined in the committes decision proe-
blem depend on the perception of loss by the different groups. If
the perception of loss is the same for all groups, L{jir)=L{(r;j)
for jy,re 1,2,..m r-¥ j, and the underlying loss matrix L{j;r) is
symmetric, In this case the Ven den Bogaard condition is satise
fied when the load factors are all equal to unity.
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Ir other words, the load fectors may bs viewsd as implicit
welghts which are a function of ths perception of loss by the
groups, The procsdure implicitly favours those nroups which have
& high pearception of loss, '

Jenoting the optimal committes decision by Kpg the loss

incurred by geup § by accepting Van den Bogaard's legg-relling
procvedurs is

xd - xP)y2

(41)

Group J will accept the log-rolling procedure if the ane
ticipated losses of loge-rolling are less than those which may be
incurred through another decision procedure. The determination
of L{j:P) for all j = 1,2...m should enable one to identify which
groups are most likely to banefit from a log-rolling procedure.

Partisal Log-Rolling:

Parlismentary debate (for i{nstance) may pertein toc a sin-
gle policy fromt (eg., health) or to several policy objectives
discussed simultaneously (eg. health, educetion and socisl wvelw
fare), In other words, the lpgerolling procedure may apply to
gither the entire policy platform {(of the various groups), to a
particular set of lissues or to a single issus, Is it more ade
vantageous to {say) group } to nagotiate or trads with respect
te its entire policy platform implying concessions on some po=-
licy fronts for favours (from other policy groups) on other po-
idey fronts, or is it better to negotiste policy issues separately?
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hssume for Instance that the committas decision Nroness
implies & separate discussion and loag-rolling with respect to

sach policy front., The committee decision procedure would im~
ply minimizing:

1 (x) = ?So(ﬁ( a5 15 (%) (42)

where 1 (Xk) and 1j (Xk) are respectively the loss functlons
of the committee and groups j=1,2...m pertaining to policy va=
riable k. dj
variabls, o%k may be interpreted sither as the size or impor~

, are the load factors corresponding te the k th

tance of the j th group or the power of influence of group j

in affecting pelicy variable k. In the former case ﬁgkm 0%

for all k.
Denoting the optimal solution of (42) above by Xg,
tor of optimal solutions obtaimed through successive log-rolling

the vace

over all policy variables is

Mt 0

4 4
= (xl, xzo.cnoxn) (dg)

and ths total loss of group j inmcurred through successive partial
log-rolling is

Lo(330) = Zujk (xg . xg)? {43)

Group j will favour partial logernlling as opposed to general
log-roliing if
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In general, oroup J will Favour Lhe dscision procedure which
will minimize {ts losses endorsing either pertisl log-rolling,
general loge-rolling or successlive log-roliing with respect te
various sub-sets of the policy variables, Imn the later case,
group j may for lInstance endorse a first negotiating procedure
with respect to health, educatiorn and social welfare and a second
nacotiation with respect to trensport, communication and industrial
policy. This declision strategy implies that trades and negotiation
partein to sach subset., A concession by 1 in educational policy
may he traded agasinst a Ffavour (by other policy groups) in health
or socisl walfare, The decision procedure,however, does not allow
for a trade betwsen (say) education and industrial policy. .

Mow is the declsion procedure {eg., partial versus genaral loge
rolling) determined? It is reasonable to assume thnat the decision
to elther discuss various policy aspects separstely or jointly is
lergely & function of the distribution of powsr betuween the diffe-
rent groups in the committees as well as the implicit or explicit
cogalitions betwsen groups., The choice of the decision procedure
per se is psrhaps more important than the results of the procedu-
re, With respect to coalition structures, groups may form coali-
tions which are based on affinity with respect to decision pro-
pedures rather than on the basis of idecloglecal affinities,.
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Loailition Decision Procedurss:

Elaafly, the Van Den Bogaard log-rolling model can not only
he applied to exhibit the mechanisms of group interaction within
a8 committes but it is also apprépriate to analyse the decision-
making procedures within a coalition., Whereas in an overall mo-
dal of group interaction, the decision-making procedures may or

may not be characterized by a log-rolling procedure {eqg. groups

may or may not wish to negotiste), in s coalition composed of se-
varal distinct policy groups united in a common goal, decisions
will normally be arrived at efter discussion and negotiation.

»

Stability:

The measurss of laoss and distance may be interpreted as im-
plicit indicators of the affinity or antagonism between policy
groups., Oves the interaction between opponent policy groups lead
to stable or unstable results?

System stability will depend on the interaction of group ideo=-
logies, on the relative strength of the various policy groups in
the decision-making processes {(ie. the distribution of power) and
on the structure of group coalitions, A crude and tentative measure
of instability IN may be suggested in terms of the measure uf oppoe
sition 0P (j;r) defined in (1l0) above:

TN = Jfg;“ﬁ'ﬁu;r) (4a)
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Imstability is sqgual to the sum of opposlition Gl jsr) over all
policy groups. The wundsrlying messurs may be usseful in identifving
instability IN in & historlical porspective. |

System stability will also depend on coslition structures --
jm, whether coalitions are of a cross-cutting nmature --- a3 well
sm on the institutionsl and behsvioural rules which cheracterize
the decision-making processes --- do these rulss allow for trade
Al mﬁgmtiatimmﬁ

Coalition stability:

The stability of a coalition is a function 1} of preference
sy ideclogicel hmmm@@h@ity within the coalition «- ie. the degres
uf consensus or agreaemant with respect to the coalition platform

2} a function af
the intermal distribution of power within the coalition.

f coalition is therefore likely to be unstable if the ideo-
logical disparities between the members' desired policy positions
and the ceoalition platform is large., Thesse disparities will be
weighted in sccerdence with the ralative power or importance of
the verious members in the coalition, Thus if & porticulsar coae
lition member has importent ideplonical differences with the over-
all coalition platform {which results from the interaction of the
various members) and power within the coalition, these two fTactors
are likely to contribute to the Instability of the coalition,

The instability of coalition Cr may be defined ss follows:




T (45)

Coalition instability IN (Cr) is & welghted sum of coalitien
members' losses with respect to the coalition platform Cra The
weights are coalition pouwer coefficients (of the coalition mumbers),
Max Tﬁ(ﬂt) is the maximum value of IN (instability) over all coaw
lition structures (actual/Bétential), The underlying measure of
coalition instability will vary between zero and unity and should
therefore indicate the relative stability af the variaus coalition
structures within the system,

¥

Perception and Intergroup Comparisons:

The perception of loss or distance (betwsen groups j and r)
is identical when the uweights assigned to the various policy variae
bles are identical. The weights of the group loss functions rg-
present the marginal disutilities éf the underlying squared devia-
tions of the variables from their desired group values, Idaentical
weights while implying identicel perception clearly does not imply
identical preference (loss) functions since the desired GUOUR Vae
iues are different, In other wmr&s, the weights represent the in-
tensity of loss of a one unit deviation from the underlyion desi=-
red {(group) value,

Similarity in preference purception may be measured by the fol-
lowing indicator:




SO (g3r) = L (gse) - L (e )l (46)
max \L(sgt) - L(t,sﬂ
g,%t

the numerator of {(46) above is the asbsclute value of the diffe-

rence betwsen perceived losses. The denominator is the maximum

value of the difference over all policy groups. Thus TP (similas
rity in perception) is a cosfficient betuween [ and 1, Similarity
in pereoeption is maximum when the 5P is egual to zero. 1t should
be nobted that éa(jgy} t{r;i)l = 0 is a necessary but not a

gufficient condition for similerity in perception, Symmetry does

not necessarily imply identical weights (of the loss Functigma)@g

Conoluding Remarks:

This paper has developed a simple frameuwork for analysing
the policy positions of articulate interest groups and the urle -

lying process of group interaction. Notions of preference distan-

ce enabled us to identify the ideologi cal affinities betueen poli=-
cy groups and analyse the process of coalition formation, Tentaw
tive measures of antagonism (between groups), opposition (eg. to
gqovarnment policy) and stability were suggested in terms of the
undarlving measurss of loss and distance and Lhe distribution of
ppwer betwesn the various policy groups,

The Framework s empirically oriented., The group loss fune=




tions can be detesrmined from reveasled prefarences, In this res-

pect, interviewing and othar techniques Lo reveal preferences may

be amuiﬁagad.lg

In other words, each policy group can be identified in terms
of & set of observed or revealed preference attributes pertaining,

for instance, to short-run policy variables (eg. unemployment, prie
¢e stability), to various social priorities (eg. health, sducation,
housing, stc..) or to alternative institutional arrangements (or
reforms), While in the first two cases, the policy wvarisbles may
he measured in terms of conventional units, the identification of
desired institutional arrangements requires, houwever, the use of

coding and scoring techniques., The purpose of scoring techniques is

to establish a ecale, of measurement for preference attributes which

are generally considered as qualitative {eg. alternative institutio-
nal arrangements), Scoring technigues have been utilised by Adelman
and Morris to identify a set of gualitative or institutional variables
in a craosse-section study of over 70 developing cauntri@aeil Scaring |
techniques have been used extensively in the area of axparimental

peycholoay.

Policy Farmulation and Planning:
The determination of policy prefsrence atiributes enables one

to aﬂ%lyse not only the affinities between groups and potential coaw

lition structures but also the implications of a particular structu-

ral reform or government policy measure, Given the distribution
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of power among groups, what is the measure of political insta-
hility generated by a particular qovernment project? How much
inatsbility is gsneratsd by the antagonism of dissident groups?

s tha support of favorable qroups sufficient to compensate Yor
the oppesition of dissident groups? In pther words, is the imple=
mentation of government policy feasible or will it result in a po-~
litically unstable and explosive situation?

Tha identificetion of preference indicators partaining to
diffarent classes, groups and segments or society should be consi-
dared as an instrumant for linking the process of policy formulae
tion to the interests and preferences of the community. This fore
mal link is a step in the direction of implementing the notion of
group participation in policy and planning models,
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FUOOTNOTES:
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Kenneth Arrow: Social Lheice and Individual Values,
New York, 1951,

the methodological implicaticns of Power in aconomic
analysis are discussed in JiK, Calbraith's Relw By 1972
presidential address: Power and the Useful tconamist,
American Lconpmic Review, LXII, 1973,

Cf. Henry Theil: Optimal Decision Rules for GCovermment

and Industry, Ch, 7, and V¥an den Bogasrd and Arnaiz:

On the sensitivity of Committee NDecisions Under Alternae

tive Quadratice Criteria,

For s discussion of these properties cf, Hulrk and Seposnik:
Introduction to Ganeral Equilibrium Theory and Welfsre LConge
mics, Ch. 1.

David Freeman: Spcial Confiict, Violence and Planned Change,

The Van den Hogaard model is descrived at greatar length in
He Theil: (ptimal Decision Ruies, Ch. 7,

For instance if ] is twice as less sensitive to pain as 2,
wach time 2 recwives a hit from 1, the Van den Boganrd rule
permits him ta hit ] back twice,

An alternative measurs of stability is discussed in Calcagng
2t a8l: "Programas de Gobierno y Desarrollo Politicer,
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g, Thell suggested the following measure of "incomparability”

of preferences of a pair of committee members

an <19 Xy - Ay M|

gdg lgh * dh w}“hgg

1

whare 4kgh’ ﬁkhg are the losses of individuals g and h
{Theil's notation, equivalent to our L(j;r) and Li{r;i)),

ﬁg and ﬁh are the load factors. “Ig is a number batwuesn

0 and 1 on the assumption that the t:o committee members

do not sgree as to the optimal decision (if they do, igh

ig of the indeterminate form o/o)., Theil olso suggests a
messure of the incomparability of the preferences of the gth
committee member with those of all other committee members,
Far further discussion of these concepts, the reader is referw

red to H., Theil, Optimal Decision Rules, Secticn 7.2.7.

10,~ | have sxamined methods for revealing policy preference func-
tions in "Optimal Policy Configurations under Alternative Lom-

munity Group Prefersnces™, and in “La Fonction de Désutilite

k1
& B ®

11.« Adelman and Morris, Socisety, Politics and Economic Usvelop-

meunt.
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