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Abstract. In this paper we discuss tistrategic powerindex (SPI) as we have developed in
earlier work. In contrast to traditional power ioelé, which deduce power from voting rules for a
set of players, the SPI employs the analytical samfi non-cooperative game theory. Actor
preferences, the policy space, decision-makingsruds well as the strategic considerations of
the players in playing games, are integrated iheanalysis. While traditional power indices
calculate the probability of a voter being decisiwea committee, the SPI measures average
(expected) success. In view of various objectioaslenagainst the SPI, we show that this index
expresses power in a meaningful way. We argue sigtie idea that SPI as preference-based
index is impossible since it does not capture xadi core of meaning of power’. We challenge
the view that the index confounds power and su¢ceegseven can become negative. Finally, we
discuss the proposition that the SPI is nothingabatodified Banzhaf index, and show that this
proposition is based on a too simple representati@strategic game.

Key words. a priori voting power, decision procedure, powelices, spatial voting, strategic
power

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to take issue withctitejue raised against thstrategic power
index Thestrategic power indeghereafter SPI) is a new method for evaluatingdisé&ibution

of power in policy games. Conventional power indjcgich as the Banzhaf, Shapley-Shubik and
others, take the set of players and the bare d@emiking rules as their domain and measure
voting power by the extent to which a player in allective body that makes yes-or-no
decisions by vote may turn a losing coalition iatdwvinning’ coalition for all mathematically

possible permutations of players (Shapley-Shubdex), or the relative number of times a
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player is decisive in a vote (Banzhaf indé¥s mentioned in Felsenthal and Machover (1998),
conventional voting power analyses are either bamedooperative gaméor are entirely
probabilistic measurésWhat is measured by these indicesaigriori power. By doing this,
conventional power indices do not take accountasitfjve or negative correlations of players
preferences.Critiques also point to the limited capability todditional power indices to model
players’ strategic interaction and a complicatestiintional structure typical for real world
decision-making (see Garrett and Tsebelis 19979 B9®%; Steunenberg et al. 1996, 1997, 1999;
Schmidtchen and Steunenberg 2002).

In contrast to those traditional power measures, 3RI rests on a notion of power as the
ability “to get what you want”. It is measured Wyetexpected or average distance between
players’ ideal points and the equilibrium outconme policy games in which players have
different abilities to affect the final outcome thie decision-making procedure (Steunenberg et
al. 1999; Steunenberg et al. 1996, 1997; Schmidtelmel Steunenberg 2002). The smaller the
expected distance between a player's ideal poimtshé policy space and the equilibrium
outcomes, the more power is attributed to a plapenpared to a ‘neutral’ player that does not
have any decision-making rights in the game. Thimgarison with a ‘neutral’ or dummy player
helps to differentiate between a player’s successgame and luck. Since a dummy player will
be sometimes lucky by finding himself close to dugiilibrium outcome, he also has a distance

value in these games. Since a dummy player is iempohis performance determines a baseline

% These ‘classical’ indices have been supplementdd mvore recent power measures, such as the Johinstex,
the Deegan-Packel index and the Holler index. Thenrdifferences between these indices are the wawhich
coalition members share the benefits of their coatmn, and the kind of coalition players chosefdom (see
Colomer 1999). For a comparative investigationraélitional power indices see Felsenthai and Maah(@1/298),
Holler and Owen (2001) and Laruelle and Valencigz@08).

% For example, the Shapley-Shubik index measurihgtwelsenthal and Machover call P-power, whichtpas
office-seeking motivation of voting behavior (sesdenthal and Machover 1998: 171).

4 See Penrose (1946), Banzhaf (1965), Coleman (11988), which take a policy-seeking viewpoint focigsbn
the degree to which a member’s vote is able taénfte the outcome of a vote. These indices rdflpatver in the
sense of Felsenthal and Machover (1998: 36).

® That is not to say that traditional power indices anable to take account of voters’ preferencegpatial voting
(see Straffin 1994). In probabilistic characteii@as of voting power indices each vot&r probabilityp; of voting
“yes” on a proposal is a random variable. Takingghas an indicator of the acceptability of a propdealoteri
(see Straffin 1994: 1137), homogeneous as weletsrdgeneous preferences can be modelled. If gaskthosen
independently from the uniform distribution on [Pye have the Banzhaf index. The independence gstsam
means that the acceptability of a proposal to vbterindependent of its acceptability to any othetev|j (see
Straffin 1994: 1137). Note, that = 1/2, which means that votgwoting “yes” is similar to flipping a coin. Note
further, that the probability characterization b&tBanzhaf index is restricted to its non-normalizersion. If
random variable is chosen from the uniform distribution on [0,ahdp; = p for all i (homogeneity assumption),
we have the Shapley-Shubik index. Here the acciipyatf a proposal is he same to all voters.



above which we can speak of power. Secondly, wesf@n distributions of state of the world,
that is, various combinations of preferences aithirpolicies (status quo points), so that the
index expresses expectations to level out the teffieltick in a different way that is, being close
to the equilibrium outcome in a specific game. Titaition is that the power of a player resides
only in the game form or the rules of a game artdmthe way a specific game is played.

Whereas traditional power indices are based omaien that players need to form some kind
of majority or winning coalition, this new methoflower measurement employs the analytical
tools of non-cooperative game theory. Actor prefees, the policy space, as well as the rules of
the decision-making process, are fully integrated the analysis. Since it allows players to act
strategically, this index is labeled tBe&rategic Power Indek.

The SPIgave rise to several comments in the literaturereéaand Tsebelis (1999 b) argue
that the SP} although an improvement compared to conventiordites - nevertheless suffers
from a drawback generated by the statistics usétd kelsenthal and Machover (2001) proved a
theorem stating that the SPI is a modified Banzh@éx. Napel and Widgren (2004: 519) give
credit to it being the first unified approach te ttmeasurement of decision-making power in that
it combines an ex post analysis of well defined gamwith the ex ante prospect of being
successful in the game form underlying these gamesever, this first attempt to provide such
a framework is considered to be “problematic’. Naped Widgren (2004: 524) point to a
potential for confounding power and success “thaty,mbut need not, result from it”. In an
earlier paper, they speak of a confusion of causkedfect (Napel and Widgren 2002: 2). They
claim that “(o)nly for particular distribution agsptions ... luck (is) ‘leveled out’ by taking
averages” (Napel and Widgren 2004: 524). The SRidged to be “a good measure of expected
success but in general, it fails to capture povesrd it may even become negative (Napel and
Widgren 2004: 524). A fundamental critique has cdnoen Braham and Holler (2005) who
deny the possibility of a preference-based poweexron the ground that it is incompatible with

“a fixed core of meaning of power”, i.e., the basation of power as a generic ability.

® This index was presented, in non-normalized forom,the first time in 1996 (see Steunenberg, Kobalui

Schmidtchen 1996). It has been used to measurgigtréoution of power in the European Union. Therenother
attempt to develop a strategic power index labe#ieitt power index(Widgren and Napel 2001). As with our
index, spatial preferences and strategic agendiagetre its main building blocks. However, in thhamework of
the strict power index power is defined as theitghilf a player “to change the current state ohaff(Widgren and
Napel 2001: 4). Following the reasoning of tradiibpower indices power relates to the ability ey decisive or
pivotal.



This paper contains our responses and is orgaazéallows. In section 2 we, firstly, present
the arguments leading Braham and Holler to denypthesibility of a preference-based power
index. We then demonstrate why these argumentaareonvincing. Section 3 deals with the
argument put forward by Napel and Widgren that $f is not a true power index since it
confuses power and luck. Section 4 addresses thstign of whether the SPI can become
negative. Section 5 is concerned with the Felsérsthd Machover proposition that the SPI is

nothing but a modified Banzhaf index. Section 6atodes the paper and presents our outlook.

2. Impossibility of the SPI?

In this section, we deal with the critique put fand by Braham and Holler (2005) who argue
that a preference-based power index is impossie, firstly, present the main argument
leading Braham and Holler to deny the possibilify a0 SPI. Next, we discuss its main

shortcomings.

2.1. A *“Core Theorem of the Measurement of Power”

Braham and Holler want to bring the “semantics oiver into the centre of the debate about
how to measure power” (Braham and Holler 2005: 133) referring to the philosophical
semantic analysis of power they take the notioma teneric ability to effect outcomes” to be
“the natural ‘fixed core of meaning’ of power” (Bram and Holler 2005: 145). In their words:

“If playeri wanted a particular outcome or set of outcomesthati has an action (or
sequence of actions) such that the performanchesketactions under stated or implied
conditions will result in that outcome or set ota@ames and would not resultiifvould
not perform this action (or sequence of actiotign playeri would perform this action
(or sequence of actions) and the specified outcomnset of outcomes would obtain. That
is, 1 is essential or non-redundant for an outcome toofseutcomes” (Braham and Holler
2005: 145).

In the absence of that player’s intervention tlagesof the world would be different (Braham and

Holler 2005: 145). Regarding simple games, one di@peak of a swing (Braham and Holler

2005: 145, n. 8) or a player being decisive or faiko

From the definition of power as a capacity or pttro affect outcomes Braham and Holler
conclude that a measure of power cannot accommaeuagteeference to the preferences of the
players with respect to affecting outcomes. A poasription is, firstly, categorical, secondly,

“leaves the matter of whatwants undefined” and, thirdly, “does not say howcimpower has,



only that there exist circumstances in whidls non-redundant for the outcome; a measure of
power - power index — aggregates these ascrippbm®n-redundancy in some way” (Braham
and Holler 2005: 145-146).

The central claim of the article is formulated “@ore Theorem of the Measurement of
Power”, which is, as the authors concede, not aréme in the formal sense of the term, but
rather “a kind of conceptual impossibility resuliat is germane to the theory of power
generally” (Braham and Holler 2005: 138). The ‘ttean’ is stated in the following way:

“Core Theorem of the Measurement of Powigoower is the ability of i to affect an outcome,
then a measure of i's power must exclude any rebéereto i's preference (behavioural
content) with respect to affecting that outcOifigraham and Holler 2005: 146).

Three reasons are given for this statement:

“(1) being disinclined to do something does notlyrtpe inability to do it;

(2) psychological states such as desires and vaaataot normally applied to the concept of

ability; and

(3) theexerciseof an ability is not to be conflated with i@ssessich(Braham and Holler

2005: 146).
Braham and Holler are of the opinion that that efgrence-based power index such as the SPI
violates these three conditions: it conflates digmation with inability (Braham and Holler
2005: 146-148); redefines the game form, sincelmbpafied” strategy, i.e. a strategy which is
not rational being chosen, cannot be considerdchtegy at all (Braham and Holler 2005: 148-
150); commits the so calleexercise fallacyby conflating the possessiorof a disposition
(havingpower) with itsexercisé (Braham and Holler 2005: 151).

With regard to a game theoretical setting, Brahauth oller “derive” a corollary of their
theorem, which

“states that a player’s power resides in, and onlyhe strategies available to her given by the
game formand not in the way that she plays teme This implies that power is a value-
independent concept. The upshot is that the CoeafEim renders unintelligible any attempt
to formulate a measure of power in terms of thalidguwm of a non-cooperative game — the
very idea of strategic power indices. Put blurglysessing how a player may play a game does
not help us answer such questions as ‘Is Smith mpoveerful than Jones?’ or ‘What is the
extent of Smith’s power?’ because power concernat\players may bable to do not the
actions theynayor do take” (Braham and Holler 2005: 139).

Interestingly also to Braham and Holler power rkéid to the game form and the strategies

available to players. The SPI gathers informationtbe success of the various, available



strategies, which are embedded in the game forncobyparing the outcomes for a distribution
of states of the world. Following a broad and gehdistribution basically levels out the effect
of specific values related to preferences and @sljcwhich seem to be the main reason of

Braham and Holler’s objection.

2.2. Isthere a Fixed Core of Meaning of Power? itfBlls of essential definitions)

The essay of Braham and Holler is an exercisermaséics. They concede that they are “making
liberal use of the philosophical semantic analydfigpower conducted” (Braham and Holler
2005: 138), but they add: “It must not, therefobe thought that we are refreshing old
philosophical debates. Rather, we are bringingsraanticqitalics added) of power into the
centre of the debate about how to measure powedh@n and Holler 2005: 138). In fact, they
claim having formulated the “right” (“true”) defiion of power, with “general ability to affect
outcomes” constituting its essence or intrinsicdamental nature. In the philosophy of science
those definitions are called “essential definitionshe problems associated with essential
definitions are well known (Popper 1960, Chapt&0). Is there one, and only one, notion of
power? How do we know that “general ability” is thesential property of power? How can we
evaluate the definition in terms of the truth dsifiy of the description given by it? Referring to
“what we customarily mean by ability” (Braham andlldr 2005: 144) is a doubtful criterion,
raising more questions than solving ones.

We should try to avoid converting substantial peofid, for example matters of truth and
falsity or policy recommendations, in purely verloales, since this paves the path for endless
discourses, and we should reject the view that h@muld aim at and can obtain ultimate
explanations by looking for essences. Following tieh of methodological nominalism,
definitions such as “power is a generic abilitybshd be read from right to left, as an answer to
“What shall we call a generic ability in a game form?”, and fnom left to right as an answer to
“What is power in a game form?” Accepting this rule, oneuldobe rather reluctant in
conducting an “analysis of power per se”, as don®&taham and Holler (2005:154). Since we
do not have a criterion for figuring out what “paweer se” actually is, it seems reasonable to
take an instrumental stance to the definition anaisk, “Which definition is helpful in answering
scientific questions?”, and: “Why are we interested definition of power?” The answer clearly

depends on where we want to use the term. Sevesalhjlities come to mind: If power is part



of a theory, the explanatory power of the theorghmidepend on the definition. For normative
statements, the workability or the empirical reles& of a concept of power in the sense of
“What people are really interested in” might beidiee. From this perspective one might ask:
Of what interest is it to know what a player iseatd do, if it is not rational to do it? Why should

we be interested in the potential or capacity ohation to alter outcomes if this does not is in
accordance with equilibrium behavior?

The upshot is that power can and should be defineseveral ways — depending on the
research question. In some contexts it might béulse define power the way Braham and
Holler did, i.e. applying the criterion of decishess, in others it is better to follow the SPI
approach, which relies on the criterion of succéssection 2.3.3, we will show that in take-it-
or-leave-it committees — these are the voting t®thevhich the SPI is applied — the criterion of
success is the better measure of power. In the septions we illustrate the relevance of the

above arguments by analyzing some well-defined game

2.3 Thinking Strategically vs. “Analysis of Powerelrse” or: Why the Inclusion of
Preferences is Necessary

Strategic interactions arise in two forms. Thetfisssequential. Here, players make alternating
moves whereby earlier moves are observable to tblegesing later. In a simultaneous game,
players act at the same time in ignorance of thergtlayer’s current actions (game of imperfect

information).

2.3.1 Constitutional Choice

Consider three legislators, A, B, and C, who mugéwn alphabetic order under a majority rule,
on whether to increase their own salaries (seesbabk 1992: 41 f.). Each legislator prefers to
receive the pay raise, but each realizes thatdhstituents will not be pleased with a legislator
voting to increase his own salary. There are famssfble outcomes (see Ordeshook 1992: 41):

"01: The raise passes, but the legislator votes agains
0.: The raise passes, and the legislator votes.for it
03: The raise fails, and the legislator votes agatnst
04: The raise fails, but the legislator votes fdr it.

" See Barry’s critique of the Shapley-Shubik indear( 1980).



Let u denote utility, then the preferences of the legesis are summarized by the following
numbers
u(o1) = 2,ui(02) = 1,ui(o3) = 0,ui(04) =1, withi = A, B, C.

Figure 1 represents this voting situation in extengorm, where the terminal nodes are

associated with the payoff 3-tupléx(Uus, Uc).
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Figure 1: The pay-raise game in extensive form

A game form analysis of this voting game, i.e. petihg the payoffs of the players, which
applies ,general ability to affect outcomes* asioador of ,power per-se* would reveal that each
player has power: If two players were to vote défely the third one is decisive, he decides
which state of the world obtains — pay-raise otust@uo. Since this result holds for each player,
traditional power indices would assign equal povwadues to each of the three players. However,

the game is a sequential one, which matters a desht



Assume, society consists of our three players wdwtb choose, say, unanimously the game
form underlying the game that is to be played aféeds® Which game forms are candidates for
getting unanimous support?

From the point of view of power as a ,general @pito affect outcomes*” the game form of
Figure 1 is a candidate. Power seems equally bliggd — the sequential order of play does not
matter. We doubt that players are so stupid naewthat the order of play is highly relevant.
The legislators must vote alphabetically — playes Anoving first, player B moving second and
player C moves last. Player A enjoys a first maadrantage, which can be seen if we derive the
subgame perfect equilibrium. The unique subgamégeequilibrium is: (against, for, for).
Player A receives the highest payoff (2), wherbasother players must content themselves with
their second best outcomes. Note, if B and C werehainge position the outcome of the game
would not be affected. Clearly, each player woulefgr to occupy the first mover position. A
sequential game form such as in Figure 1 would drdye a chance to be chosen on the
constitutional level, if uncertainty exists withspect to the first mover position. In such a case,
each player must form beliefs about his positionthve perfect veil of ignorance these beliefs
would be identical, leading to identical expectédities for the players, given the majority rule
m = 2. Similar calculations are required for thesrf®@ and m = 1 rules.

Having done all these computations, the playerscbaose, on the constitutional level, which
rule is best for them — given a sequential settihg.why should a sequential game be chosen at
all? On the constitutional level players are freechoose a simultaneous game, which would

change the structure of information of the payeagame dramatically.

Figure 2 portrays this game in strategic form (©edeshook 1992: 45) ordering the payoffs
(player C, player B, player A).

® This is a traditional constitutional choice probléBuchanan 1990). On the constitutional level, stycimust

choose the rules (choice of rules) that govern si@eimaking on the post-constitutional level. O thost-
constitutional level, choices have to be taken withe rules decided upon on the constitutionatllev



A for A against

B for B against B for B against
C for 1,11 1,2,1 2,1,1 0,0,-1
C against 1,1,2 -1,0,0 0,-10 0,0,0

Figure 2: Pay-raise gamstrategic form

In contrast to the game portrayed in Figure 1, eh@ayers A, B, C have 2, 4, 16 strategies,
respectively, in the simultaneous game the strasetyy B and C are identical to A’s — to vote for
or against. Here, player C cannot condition on ¢heice of player A or B and B cannot
condition on player A’s choice. This game has fdash equilibriums: (A for, B for, C against),
(A for, C for, B against), (A against, B for, C JofA against, B against, C against). Thus, in this
section we reached a conclusion similar to thathi previous section. The upshot is that a
constitutional analysis, which restricts itself edplto the analysis of game forms, would be

incomplete.

2.3.2 Inferior Players

Next, consider a 3-player simple game where thg wiining coalitions are the grand coalition
ABC and the two coalitions AB and AC (this exam@drom Napel and Widgrén 2001: 213;
Widgren and Napel 2001: 1-2). Looking at this gaame coalitional form game the Banzhaf and

Shapley-Shubik power vectors al% ,(1 ,1) and (g ,1 ,l
555 366

From the point of view of non-cooperative game tlgee following Napel and Widgrén

), respectively.

(2001: 213) — the game can be looked at as a segugame, in which A makes, after flipping a
coin, an ultimatum offer to B, asking for approuraketurn for an only marginal (and in the limit
non-extent) concession to B’s interest. A ratigolalyer B would have to accept the proposal, if
a blocking coalition BC cannot be formed. B knowsttif he rejects the proposal, A would
move to C, who serves as a perfect substitutermifay a winning coalition. A similar reasoning

holds in the case in which A makes the ultimatuferaio C. Thus, we would conclude, contrary

10



to what power measures based on coalitional formegandicate, B and C are powerless in this
game. Napel and Widgren (2001: 213-4) call playeeas are robbed of their power commonly
associated with their swing inferior players.

Indeed, application of the machinery of the striatggpwer index shows that B and C are
powerless. Consider a policy space with three ptssiutcomes and identical distance, denoted
0, between two neighboring outcomes; player set BA,C} and D as dummy player. This
player is not a true player but rather an outsitbseover. The ideal points are uniformly
distributed on the policy space. Figure 3 showsairibe feasible preference constellations.

0 o

| |
A B | C

Figure 3: Preference constellation

Translating the notion of an ultimatum game to ®etting means that, whatever the
distribution of ideal points (preference profilef) gayers A, B, C, the policy outcome always
corresponds to A’s ideal point. Thus, A’s powerrsc&#, =1. Since we assumed that the
probability distribution of D’s ideal points is tame as those of B and C, D’s expected distance
equals those of B and @\, =A. =A,. Thus, W, =W¥_ =0.? The upshot is that traditional
power indices assign power scores to players withaking into account their position as

inferior players. Thus, they neglect a factor tmaty be highly relevant from a player’s point of

view.

2.3.3 Agenda Setting versus Veto Power

Related to the first mover issue analyzed abovkeagroblem of agenda setting power and veto
power. Agenda setters are first movers, but notyefiest mover is an agenda setter. Classical
power indices are not able to analyze and evaltiese distinctive types of power since all
players are simply veto players. There are only swsets of players, a ‘winning’ and a ‘losing’
one. Braham and Holler acknowledge that those @sd&re insensitive to the strategic aspects of
power relations (Braham and Holler 2005: 141). Thexen illustrate this feature by two

% Note the difference to the strict power index apgfofavoured by favoured Widgren and Napel, wheige Aot
treated as a ‘pure’ ultimatum player. Whereas A &ore is 1, the strict power index is 5/7. Hogrewaccording
to both indices B and C are powerless.
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elementary examples. In one of their examples doegider a committee of seven players with
each player having one vote and a 5/7-majority (Blmham and Holler 2005: 142-143). They
further assume a preference configuration rankiegplayers in a one-dimensional policy space
and a proposal falling from heaven. They show tiwatall coalitions are rationally feasible, and
that not every swing will be exercised by a ratloagent (Braham and Holler 2005: 142).
However, despite acknowledging the intuitive appe#lthe critique encapsulated in the
examples, they are still having the opinion thaisifundamentally mistaken. The reason hinges
on a conceptual issue: what we mean by a poweiptisal’ (Braham and Holler 2005: 143). A
substantial problem is converted into a verbal dnehost of the committees we know of there
are agenda setters, and it is well known that aipéype of power, different from the power of
a veto player, is associated with the position mfagenda setter as a first mover. A power
concept that systematically neglects the sequestrakture of collective decision-making is
unable to measure this type of power and to addhesproblems and their solutions associated
with it.

To show why traditional voting power indices do nmepresent the distribution of power
between an agenda setter and several veto playeassatisfactory and meaningful way, we
choose, as a simple example, a decision-makingedwre used in the European Union. With
regard to legislative decision-making, the EC Tyaattially provided only for the unanimity
version of the consultation procedure. This procedudlowed the Commission to propose new
regulations or directives, which are subjected ianimous consent by the Council. The latter
implies that, in fact, each Council member hasrihlet to veto the Commission’s proposal. The
European Parliament only needs to be consultedisrprocedure. Since the Council can adopt a
proposal regardless of the position ParliamentgaRarliament does not play a significant role
and thus will not be discussed further.

Now assume that policies can be represented by-aliomensional (left-right) outcome space
and players have Euclidean preferences. In additiesume that players have perfect and
complete information. The Commission selects a@safy which is then decided upon by the
Council members. For our argument on the usefulogssting power indices, we assume that
Council members are not allowed to add new progosalthe agenda or to amend the
Commission proposal. The interactions between thmm@ission and Council members now

resemble the well-known agenda-setter model of R@neé Rosenthal (1978, 1979).

12



left Iq MQ) right

Figure 4: Preferences of the Commission and then€ibilembers

Figure 4 presents a preference configuration thay occur for the Commission, which is
conceived as a unitary actor, and a five-membemn€ioun this Figure Yand C denote the most
preferred or ideal points of Council memhbeand the Commission, respectively, andqy
stands for membats point of indifference to the status quo g. Tharenission, C, has a more
progressive preference than most Council membersNgvertheless, the leftmost Council
member, \{, holds an even more extreme position. Given aistgio to the left of these players,
the Commission will propose a measure that is ed@int to its own most preferred point. Since
all Council members prefer this point to the stajus, the proposal will not be vetoed. So, in
equilibrium, the outcome of this game is a legig&@apolicy x = C.

In this context, all players have to approve a megsand no measure can be taken without
the support of each one of them. Each (last) plagsrthe same probability of being pivotal, and
each player is necessary to form the (minimum) wigrcoalition of all players. The Shapley-
Shubik, Banzhaf, Johnston and Holler indices tlmeeetllocate power values of 1/6 to each
player. These individual scores would suggest that Commission is as ‘powerful’ as the
Council members. The aggregated score of the Cowacild even be 5/6, which implies that
the Council would bemore powerful than the Commission. However, the aktitiof these
players to affect the equilibrium outcome diffehel Commission can take the initiative and
draft a proposal, while Council members can onlprape or reject this proposal. Council
members may restrict the Commission’s policy choig they cannot set the final proposal.
The Commission enjoys discretion in choosing a pelicy, which makes it more ‘powerful’
than the traditional indices indicate.

Adding together the scores of individual Councilmbers to calculate the power of the

Council leads to what we call aggregation biasThis bias is the result of the fact that, in
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interbody analyses of voting power, the membersepfrate decision-making bodies are treated
as if they were the members of a single commitié@wever, in the game as discussed, a
proposal must be approved by both the Commissiahtla@ Council, regardless of the voting
rule the Council uses to reach a collective denisib the Commission does not belong to
a coalition, then this coalition is not a winningatition. Both players can be regarded as
necessary players. Therefore, one would expecbtithtactors have power values of ¥2, and not
1/6 for the Commission and 5/6 for the Council. Dies, as revealed by these numbers, leads to
an exaggeration of the Council's abilities and amdarstatement of the power of the
Commission. In addition, the power value of the @oki in a game with the Commission, is
independent of the number of Council members. Tuvidual values are only relevant to
assess each member’s power in shaping a Coundgi@e@and not a decision that has to be

taken by several ‘institutional’ actors, includiogmposite decision-making bodies.

2.4  Strategic Power: Ability of Being Successful

The SPI measures a player’s ability/capacity/paéiftvhether generic or not) on average to
influence (affect) as a member of a voting bodyebeilibrium outcome of a voting game or, in
other words, the ability/capacity/potential “to getat you want” by incentivizing as a member
among other members of a voting body an agendargetpresent proposals which approach as
close as possible the preferences of the respegafayer. It is an indicator of average success of
affectingequilibriumoutcomes.

This potential to affect equilibrium outcomes isedtenined by the game form, the state space
and state variables (which are random variableakin into account the preferences of the
players serves the purpose of determining ratibeakvior and to derive the equilibrium in a
specific game? Since the sole sources of power are the game therstate space and the state
variables we can fully subscribe to Braham and ét@Istatement:

“Ordinarily speaking, a ‘power’ ascription refesd person’s ability: what a person is able to
do. In the game theoretic context that we are dsag, the ability in question is to effect
outcomes (i.e. ‘force’ or ‘determine’ outcomes)tbé game. That is, a player has a strategy
that, if chosen, will make a decisive differencethe outcomeThis basic definition is the
same for a power index based upon a simple gameoaadhat is ostensibly based upon a
non-cooperative gamgtalics added). The difference lies in the speaifion of the ability. In

10 o course, our approach can also be applied to gafi@complete information, which would require kimay
assumption regarding the possible types of players.
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a simple game, the ability is turning a winning ld@m into a losing coalition or vice versa,

thereby being decisive for the acceptance or riejectf a bill, while, in a non-cooperative

game, the ability is specified in terms of shiftitlge equilibrium in one’s own favour”

(Braham and Holler 2005: 143).

Note that in both models of a decision-making pdoce the veto-players have identical action
sets: they can either reject or accept a prop&adl.only in the non-cooperative game setting
players are assumed to act rational, i.e. chod$siagaction which leads to the better individual
payoff.

It depends on the decision-making rule whether or & player isdecisive as for the
equilibrium outcome. With a unanimity rule eachovglayer is decisive in the sense that the
rejection or acceptance of a proposal alwayswitatever the preference configuration, depends
on the action chosen. With a rule of simple majorihere are sometimes preference
configurations in which the equilibrium outcome tbk game, i.e. either the status quo or, if
there is a proposal, its content, crucially depemaghe action of a player; but sometimes the
equilibrium outcome is determined irrespectivehs action chosen by a player. Nevertheless, in
the latter case still distances between the idealt® and the equilibrium outcomes can be
calculated and they are included in our power measu

From the discussion above it should be obvious, ttattrary to what Braham and Holler
(2005: 147-148) believe, taking into account tregesspace and state variables in measuring a
player's power does not mean conflating disinclorawith inability. What the SPI measures is
simply the ability/capacity/potential of ational playerto affect an (equilibrium) outcome,
which is a subset of all possible outcomes. Finagntrary to what Braham and Holler (2005:
150-152) believe, we do not conflate the possessibrpower with its exercise thereby
committing the so-called exercise fallacy. What filayers, the agenda-setter and the veto-
players, do is exercising rational behavior. Whetirenot, for example, a veto-player affects the
equilibrium outcome depends on the decision-makimg and the rational behavior of all other
players.

Meanwhile even adherents of the traditional poweex approach question that there is only
one notion of voting power, namely decisivenesylitealize that the notion of “satisfaction” or
“success”, “that is, focusing on the likelihoodlaving the result one voted for irrespective of
whether one’s vote was crucial for it or not” (Lalle, et al. 2006: 186) is a meaningful notion of

“voting power” and might be more relevant than de@ness from the voters’ point of view
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(Laruelle, et al. 2006: 189; Laruelle et al. 2008)hereas in so-called bargaining committees
decisiveness is the adequate notion of power, icafled take-it-or-leave-it committees — these
are the committees in which the set of playersetisitted only to vote for or against proposals
submitted to it by an external agency” (Laruelleakét2008: 53) - success is the better one
(Laruelle et al. 2008). We agree but there remaiilisa difference to our measure of success:
Laruelle et al. measure success by a probabilihgreas we take the expected distance between
a player’s ideal points and the equilibrium outcetfeBut irrespective of this difference, what
Laruelle et al. (2006: 201/203) conclude is wodlbé quoted:

“Perhaps the fascination raised by the notion oier’ has caused a distortion of focus in the
field. It can be argued that decisiveness seemgdiugly closer to the notion of ‘power’ than
that of success, but this does not grant greateditcto recommendations based on this
interpretation. In other words, the relevant quests not what notion is closer to the intuitive
idea of ‘power’, but is a more adequate basis fonmative recommendations. And as a base
for normative recommendations (e.g., in connectitth important issues, as that of the most
adequate voting rule in a ‘take-it-or-leave-it' coittee of representatives) it seems more
relevant the notion of success than that of desisgs”.

The upshot of these deliberations is that a detisiaking procedure can be modeled in
several ways: as a simple game, using a coalitimnpurely probabilistic approach, or as a non-
cooperative game. Which one is superior depends tigoquestion to be addressad whether
or not the nature of the decision-making procedtoeexample, the sequential moves of the
players, the inter-body decision-making or the ity to vote strategically (Schmidtchen and
Steunenberg 2002: 206-214), is adequately captii@gharaphrase Braham and Holler: “Here

lies the heart of the problem” (Braham and Holl@e02 144).

3. The SPI: Confounding Power with Luck?
In a much-cited paper entitled ,Is it Better toPewerful or Lucky?” Brian Barry presented the

following formula: success = luck + decisivenessair( 1980: 338). Although Barry had not
been concerned with non-cooperative voting game$ amoreover, defined the terms as
probabilities, the logic of this formula applies & modified way to the SPI as well. The
modification consists in substituting, firstly, fabilities by distances between ideal points and
equilibrium outcomes, and, secondly, decisivenegsstrategic power. As for the latter
substitution, recall that power has nothing to dthwilecisiveness but refers to the ability of

1 Another difference is worth to be mentioned: Wherigathe Laruelle et al. model proposals are sukohiby an
external agency, the agenda setter in our modeplayer, thinking strategically.
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getting desired (equilibrium) outcomes. In ordeteteel out the effect of luck, we focus on the
average or expected ability.

This procedure has been criticized by authors arean favor of power indices quite similar
to ours. For example, Napel and Widgrén proposes wa do — a unified framework for
measuring power as determined by spatial prefesgrateategic agenda setting and decision-
making procedures (see Napel and Widgréen 2004)s,Titmey do not deny the possibility of a
preference-based power index. However, they claiat the framework underpinning the SPI
leads to astrategic success indexather than a strategic power index. In theinwie&SPI
measures ,the ability of a player to make a diffiesein the outcome®, i.e. power, only under
very special circumstances (Napel and Widgren 2604): ,Unless one regards average success
as the defining characteristic of power (which ImeitSteunenberg et al. nor many others do),
taking expectations will only by coincidence acl@evhat Steunenberg et al. aim at, namely, to
level out the effect of ,luck’ or a particular pegénce configuration on the outcome of a game’
(p. 362)“ (Napel and Widgren 2004: 524). Napel avidigren concede that the SPI ,is a good
measure of average success but, in general, gt titapture power* since the SPI confounds
luck with power (Napel and Widgren 2004: 524).

We will discuss this critique in turn. Considegéie 4, which can be used to illustrate the
importance of distinguishing ‘power’ from ‘luck’.ne equilibrium outcome of the game is x =
C, that is, the most preferred position of the Cassion. This outcome seems to be more
favorable to Council member 2 than member 5, sihealistance to ¥is less than the distance
to Vs. Is member 2 therefore also more powerful? Bo#lygrls have the same abilities to affect
the outcome, that is, to veto the Commission prapdSo, from this perspective, there is no
difference in power. Nevertheless, the outcomeliser to member 2’'s preferences. This
indicates that member 2 is more ‘lucky’ than membeHaving a preference that lies close to
the equilibrium outcome of a particular game doesmnecessarily mean that this player is also
‘powerful’. Similarly, one may question whether @ail member 1 is more ‘powerful’ than the
other Council members, since this player definesktbundary, Vq), where the Commission
can no longer select its ideal point, should thésy/er move to the right. If any other player can
also occupy the position of this member, or theustguo can be located at any other point along
the policy dimension, Council member 1 is just mitweky' than the others. Following Barry
(1980), we regard a playerssiccesswhich is defined as the extent to which the ontemf the
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decision-making process corresponds to its idesdtpas the composite effect of ‘power’ and
‘luck’. Part of a player’s success is thereforedaasn ‘luck’, the other part is due to the ‘power’
a player exert&’

Whereas power can be associated with a playelilisyab affect the final outcome (which is
basically a matter of the rules of the game tellusgvho can dowhat andwhenand who gets
how muchwhen the game is over (see Binmore, 1992: 2%igk’lis related to the preferences of
the players and the location of the status quogchviare assumed to be exogenously determined.
The latter can be illustrated by the role of them@ussion in our example of the consultation
procedure. The fact that the outcome of the gamaecides with the Commission’s most
preferred point does not imply that the other ptayie the game are ‘powerless’. This result
depends on the preferences of the Council membeértha location of g. A shift of Mo the left
may, for instance, force the Commission to propasepolicy x = M(q). Thus, given the
preference configuration, the Commission is ‘lucthyat Council members have preferences that
allow for the equilibrium outcome x = C. This clgaindicates that theuccesf a player in a
given game is the combined resultadiilities (defined by the rules of a game) and the specific
preference configuratianTo assess a player’'s power, a measure shouldgesllon the former
and not the latter.

To distinguish ‘power’ from ‘luck’, we propose aeamsure that is independent of the
preferences of players in a specific game, whiobether with the decision-making procedure,
determines the outcome of the game. This can hewathby measuring a player's power under
some decision-making procedure with reference ¢éontbanor expecteddistance between the
equilibrium outcome and this player’'s ideal poior fall possible combinations of players’

preferences and all possible combinations of tlustquo. In doing so, the power-luck

12 Note the difference between our definition and Bardefinition, which has recently been given mprecision
by Laruelle and Valenciano (2008: 54-55, 58). Ileitlview a player is successkx posti.e. once the players have
voted on a given proposal, if he/she obtains acayué — acceptance or rejection of a proposal —hbehe has
been voted for. A voter has been decisive if hefshsuccessful and his/her vote was crucial (@ffi¢o that
outcome. Luck is simply success without decisivenég. a player's vote is irrelevant for the omen Thus,
Laruelle and Valenciano interpret decisivenessgeasg and luck as binary variables.

Our definition of terms is more general than Laeieind Valenciano’s, firstly, in that it refers nmly to veto-
players but also includes the agenda-setter. Ségomdour framework, a player is successful if/hex vote
influences the content of the proposal such that éQuilibrium outcome moves towards his/her ideaihip
(including the case in which the status quo remai@sntrary to Laruelle and Valenciano, in our fework a
player can be more or less successful, since stantie between the equilibrium outcome and a pkajdaal point
can vary.
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confusion vanishes. The fact that our power scanesed out to be sensitive to a change of the
decision-making procedures (all other things beewual) gives further support to this

conclusiont®

4. The SPI: Can it Become Negative?

Napel and Widgren claim that the SPI may becometneg) (Napel and Widgren 2004: 524;

2002: 9-10). If so, the SPI would be a strange oossince attributing negative power to a
player does not make sense. Fortunately, it cashiogvn that Napel and Widgren’s claim is

based on assumptions not in accordance with ounapp. We discuss two examples Napel and
Widgren developed in support of their claim (Naged Widgren 2002: 9-10; 2004: 524).

Consider a simple majority voting game with thpdayers having equal voting weight and
outcome spacX ={— 1,0,]}. Player 1's random ideal poind, is degenerate and always equal
to 0, whereas the ideal points of playérs{2,3}, A, are uniformly distributed onX . The
status quo is fixed on position 0. In only two ofitnine states of the world =(q,1,,4,,1.,)
with q=0,4, =0, and eitherAd, =A, ==1 or A, = A, =1 the status quo does not prevail.
Since average distance is 2/9 for player 1 andat/®oth other players, player 1 appears to be
the most successful and most powerful player. Nagmel Widgren (2002: 10) conclude:
.However, exactly the same equilibrium outcomesvailewhen player 1's voting weight is
reduced to zero, i.e. if he becomes a dummy plag@ssuming that for an even number of
players the status quo wins unless defeated by jarigg And they add: ,According to
Steunenberg et al.’s Strict Power Index, he istb#l most powerful player®.

There got something wrong in this exercise, arid @asy to figure out what. Given that the
status quo is always g = 0 and the ideal pointlajer 1, A, is supposed to be always at the

status quo, the set up of the game implies a stptashias. Therefore it is not surprising to see
player 1 coming out as the most ,powerful” playhnis status quo bias still exists if player 1 has
a voting weight of zero, since a majority, in fagtanimity, is needed to defeat it. Player 1 is

clearly in both scenarios the most successful ppJaye not the most powerful. His/her superior

13 Note again the difference between our approachtizatdproposed by Laruelle and Valenciano (2008: BBgy
define theex ante versiomf the three terms success, decisiveness and(iiwelevance) using probabilities. The
probability of a player being decisive is simply tiifference between his/her probability of beingcessful minus
the probability of being lucky.
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performance is due to a restriction of the setassible states of the world from 81, under the
assumptions we would use to calculate the indeQ, teading to luck for player 1 and bad luck
on the side of players 2 and 3.

The SPI is normalized by the introduction of a dwnplayer. Contrary to Napel and
Widgren’s approach, this player is not a true pldyat rather an outside observer. In fact, by
assuming player 1 being a dummy player Napel andg¥®n transform the three-player game
into a two-player game.

We define a dummy player as ,a player whose pratere vary over the same range as
the preferences of the actual players, but that nslecision-making rights in the game*
(Steunenberg et al. 1999: 348). Napel and Widgl@mahat this definition of a dummy player
is not always meaningful:

-What does it mean to ,vary over the same rangéiéf so-called actual players’ ideal points

(to stay in a spatial voting framework) have difietr supports; e.g/Ti is uniformly

distributed on [0, 1] ancﬁj has triangular distribution on [1/2, 4]?” (Napebawidgren 2002:
11).

The answer is that the expression ,same rangefséfethe range in the policy space in which
the ideal points oéll players can be distributed. In the example giveMNagel and Widgren it
is the range [0, 4].

Next, consider the second example developed byeNapd Widgren with the purpose to
illustrate that, contrary to our view (Steunenbet@l. 1999: 349, n. 7), ,equilibrium outcomes
can be systematically biased against the interkest particular player® (Napel and Widgren
2002: 11). If so, the SPI can become negative. groap of four boys, the oldest one is the
agenda setter and makes proposals as for what in tlee afternoon. Proposals have to be
accepted by a majority of the remaining three b@s.boys have independent preferences,
which follow the same distribution. According tcetlsPI framework the oldest boy as agenda
setter is the most powerful player, and the SRiev&éd the same for the remaining players. There
is a little brother of the oldest boy who is allav® participate in the afternoon activities of the
group but does not have a say in selecting theranogRegarding its preferences Napel and
Widgren (2002: 10) make the following crucial asgtion:

“It is plausible to assume that he does not alvaayee with his elder brother’'s most desired
outcome, but does so more often than with the sthdeal alternatives. Mathematically
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speaking, let the ideal points of the two brotheespositively correlated. Then, the mean

distance between the group’s equilibrium activihd ats youngest member’'s most desired

recreation will be smaller than that of those gromgmbers who actually have their vote on

the outcome”.
Of course, this conclusion does not come as aiserdDespite the fact that little brother does
not have a say in the game hen a dummy player in the sense we defined the terenisH
simply lucky to have a preference closely relatethat of the player that is most powerful. This
is also the reason why the SPI woulat assign power to Luxembourg, to take another exampl
referred to by Napel and Widgren (2002: 11). Luxenrl is lucky having similar views with
the other Benelux countries.
The lesson to be learned from the above exercsesi the type of ,dummynization* as well as
the choice of the probability distribution of idgadints on the domain of the outcome space
matter a lot. The SPI can only become negativeeitting)s, in which luck is mistakenly
interpreted as power. The following conjecture seémbe reasonable: Given a policy space and
a given number of players, the smaller the seeaséible states of the world, the less can luck be
leveled out by taking expectations and the morthésSPI converted into a strategic success
index.

The same holds regarding modifications of the @abdity distribution on the domain of the
outcome space: ,Only for particular distributiorsasptions is luck ,leveled out’ by taking
averages” (Napel and Widgren 2004: 524). We adrateywe would maintain that the probability
distribution that we applied is the one which apprates the idea of ,a priori“-ness the best.
Following Felsenthal and Machover (2001: 94), ,bdain an a priori strategic measure we must
go behind a veil of ignorance: we must minimize ithfermation built into the state space and
the distribution of the state variables”. The calicquestion then is: what is the proper
assumption regarding the distribution of the idea@hts and the status quo? We feel that the veil
of ignorance means that there is no informatioruatite players’ preferences and the status quo.
Therefore, the principle of insufficient reason uigs assuming that the state variables are
mutually independent and uniformly distributed be state spacé.With the knowledge about

the distribution of preferences and the status gssumed by Napel and Widgren in their

14 we agree with Felsenthal and Machover (2001: 9 tthis is not sufficient, ,because the geometiiiaciure of
the state space itself also carries some informatio particular, any asymmetry of this space iemla bias in
favour of some states and against others”.
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examples developed to show that the SPI can becmyative, it is meaningless to take our

index as a strategic power index. It isaosteriori

5. The SPI: A Banzhaf in Disguise?

In their comment on the ‘Symposium Power Indiced e European Union’ in th#ournal of
Theoretical PoliticsFelsenthal and Machover argue that strategic pasveimply the Banzhaf
power multiplied by a constant that depends onstiepe of the state space (see Felsenthal and
Machover 2000). If Felsenthal and Machover’s cosicln were correct we would take this as
support for our view that the SPI is a possible matonable measure of power. In the following
we, firstly, present a sketch of the Theorem probgriFelsenthal and Machover, which is then

followed by an evaluation of the results.

5.1. The Theorem
Consider a simple voting gamW. Let S denote a state space, which is totally symmeXic.
...Xn, Y, Z are independent random variables, all ofoltiake their values in the state space. X
Y, Z stand, respectively, for the ideal point chyari, the state if a proposed bill will be passed,
and the status quo (i.e. the state that contirupsetvail if the policy proposal is defeated).

Let R and r, respectively, denote the greatersndller of the two distancesX; - Y and
[X; - ZL. Then the distance can be defined as

D, =(1-p)[R+plt,

with p the probability that's voting decision agrees with the outcome of tbeyv

Using Penrose’s theorem, which state

_1+p(W)
p= 5 ,

with Z[ W] the Banzhaf, one can define the mean value; ol@noted\[W],
p(w) =2B W i 1P IWI

for playeri, and

R+r
r

A[W]=

for the dummy player. This gives
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WIW] =%EMW] .

Felsenthal and Machover (2001: 95) conclude:

“Thus W[W] is simply theBzpower ofi multiplied by a constant that depends on the sbépe
S. Note, in particular, that in the simplest possibhse, wher8 consists of just two points,

is clearly 0, so in this cas#,[W] =B [W] exactly. In our view, this result vindicates tBe

measure: not for the first time, a new approadf¢omeasurement of a priori I-power has, yet
again, led tog'. It also suggests that the strategic measureopeapby SS&K is a natural

generalization of a priori I-power, which allowsetincorporation of additional information,
and thus the study of a posteriori voting power.”
Felsenthal and Machover believe that our methadedsuring power is a promising candidate
for a unified approach (Felsenthal and Machoverl206). Since the SPI not only depends on
the set of voters and the decision-making ruleatsd on the choice of the state space and the
joint distribution of the state variables, therésex

“an enormous latitude for building into the modél kands of information concerning the
actual state of the world, the kinds of bill to jnat to the vote and affinities or disaffinities
between voters” (Felsenthal and Machover 2001: 93).

5.2. Evaluation

We welcome the Felsenthal and Machover approadoriis a very interesting foundation of
the approach presented here, which would allowSieto be fully characterized by the set of
the axioms the Banzhaf is founded on. This axiomatharacterization would facilitate
comparisons with other power measures. Although ttlewrem proved by Felsenthal and
Machover provides for important insights into tlogit of the SPI, three comments seem in
order.

First of all, we agree that Felsenthal and Macheueceeded in reformulating the algorithm
of the SPI as far as simple voting games are cardelSimple voting games take the proposals
to be voted upon as exogenously given. Thus, tley e treated — as in Felsenthal and
Machover — as a random variable. However, the nmogortant feature of the SPI namely the
strategic interaction and the procedural constsaang not taken into account (see also Napel and
Widgren 2002: 12-13; 2004: 524): the bills propogsedhe SPI framework are not randomly
chosen but are the result of strategic thinkingn@lthe subgame perfect equilibrium path.
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To illustrate, consider Figure 4. We know alreadygquilibrium, the outcome of this game is
a legislative policy x = C. Here, the outcome ddpeecific sequential game is partly due to the
value of the random variables and partly the resfudtrategic thinking on the side of all players.
It is natural to think about how to introduce tlfegtor in the Felsenthal and Machover set up.
One could take account of strategic thinking byrieting the domain of proposed bills in the
state space. The question is whether we can finteseasonable equivalent to the equilibrium
concept used in non-cooperative game theory. Oottier hand, one might conjecture that since
proposals depend on the state of the world, inodhe ideal points of the Commission, and
since the state of the world is a probabilisticiatale, also the proposals are. In fact, one might
even be tempted to apply the terms winning andn¢psioalitions in the context of a non-
cooperative model of a decision-making procedtitea majority of the players vote in favor of
a proposal then one could say that they form a g coalition“. However, one should speak
of a ,quasi-coalition” since, as Felsenthal and Maer (2001: 84) rightly mention, ,the very
term ,coalition’, as referring to an arbitrary sdtvoters, is perhaps somewhat misleading, as it
seems to imply conscious coordination®“. Moreoventecary to traditional power indices, the SPI
takes account of the fact that the propensity é&s@mnt a proposal and its content depends on the
composition of potential winning coalitions. In ethwords: The agenda setter is looking for a
winning coalition such that the distance betwesndeal point and the proposal (generating a
winning coalition) is smaller than the distanceviesn its ideal point and the status quo. If there
is no such a winning coalition the agenda sett@aras silent.

Second, Felsenthal and Machover are of the opithah the strategic power measure "is a
natural generalization of a priori I-power, whichlows the incorporation of additional
information, and thus the study of a posterioriivg@tpower” (Felsenthal and Machover 2001:
95). The notion of I-power is that of ,power imfluence a voter’s ability to affect the outcome
of a division of a voting body — whether the bii question will be passed or defeated*
(Felsenthal and Machover 2001: 84). They argue ttatnotion of I-power ,has essentially
nothing to do with cooperative game theory or,tf@at matter, with game theory generally, as it
is normally understood. According to this notiorgtimg behaviour is motivated bgolicy

seeking The action of a given voter does not depend oatwkher voters may be expected to

15 As done by Widgren and Napel (2001) and Napel\idhren (2004). See also the discussion
in subsection 2.3.2.
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do, let alone on bargaining and concluding bindiggeements with them...Each voter simply
votes for or against a given bill on what s/he aers to be the merit of this bill; and the way
s/he votes is independent of the decision rule. passage or failure of a bill is here best
regarded as a public good (or public bad), whidac$ all voters, irrespective of how they have
voted on that bill* (Felsenthal and Machover 2084).

We agree with Felsenthal and Machover that theh@PRInothing to do with cooperative game
theory, but we disagree with Felsenthal and Machswharacterization of the SPI as not being
in essence a game theoretic concept. First cdlgipugh in a simple voting game the action of a
given voter does not depend on what other votesslmaexpected to do, it depends on what the
agenda setter has done. Secondly, the action addgbeda setter clearly depends on what s/he
expects the other players will do (backwards inidmdt Thirdly, application of the SPI approach
is not restricted to simple voting games but hasnbapplied to interbody decision-making
(Steunenberg et al. 1999; Schmidtchen and Steurgg2662). Furthermore, in models allowing
for the possibility of negotiating, amending or rigiehg proposals, forming coalitions and
linking decisions on different proposals there vere more room for strategic considerations.
Finally, the reformulation of the strategic powerdeéx, as presented by Felsenthal and
Machover, is based on payoffs, since one cannotileaé differences without knowing the ideal
points for all players. In fact, the constant withich the Banzhaf index has to be multiplied is a
payoff measure. It is implicitly assumed that veteare about distances and that decisions are
(rationally) determined by the distance of the ide@int from both the proposed bill and the
status quo. These distances are utility measures.

In a comment on our 2002 article Moshe Machoveesalp the issue that the distances in the
state space can be interpreted as some kind offpapydradicting the proposition that the SPI is
not in essence a game theoretic concept (Macho@6R:2226-227). He thinks ,that the
contradiction is only apparent, not real* (Macho@&02: 227). This belief follows from his
characterization of the model underpinning the waton of the SPI as consisting of two
distinct parts: ,The first part is a decision ruke,so-called ,simple’ game or ,simple voting
game’. The second part consists of a state spadestate variables (which are random
variables). The decision rule operates in the cotiweal way: it tells us how the outcome of a
division is determined by the way each of the \@tate. The second part of the model serves to

model the motivation that leads each of the vai@nrgote in a particular way* (Machover 2002:
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225). Although Machover is right in identifying th&o distinct parts, he neglects the crucial fact
that the second part not only serves to modelribentives of the voters but also the strategic
choice of the agenda setter. Moreover, althoughhidaer explicitly concedes that the geometry
of the state space and the distribution of theestatiabless game theoretic, belongs to non-
cooperative game theory and the voters’ decisioray, well be based on a calculation of
expected payoff* (Machover 2002: 227), he nevees$elsticks to his position that the model is
not game theoretic: ,The point is that in the casepower ... these motivations and payoffs are
exogenous to the decision rule. This is precidedydituation in S&S’s model: the decision rule
resides in one part of the model, while the motoreg and payoffs reside in the other part”
(Machover 2002: 227). True, but we cannot see winy tibiquitous feature of models, i.e.,
consisting of several parts which are conceptudlfferent, deprives the SPI of its game
theoretic nature. A good model integrates diffeparts such that new insights are generated.
Finally, we share Moshe Machover’s position

»that a correct method of measuring actual votiog/g@r should be organically connected with
the method of measuring a priori power. The redspthis is that actual power is the result of
a superposition of real-life factors (such as periees) on the ,bare’ decision rule itself.
S&S’s two-part model does precisely that; and wten contribution of the second part is
reduced to nothing, the result is the Penrose me‘af@dachover 2002: 225-226).
However, reducing the second part to nothing wonddn eliminating any strategic element in a
power measure. The constant in the formula deribgdFelsenthal and Machover simply

disappear.

6. Conclusion

In this paper we have discussed the critique raggginst the SPI as a preference-based power
index. Overall, we find that the critique is unfoled: Firstly, the proposition that the SPI is
impossible results from playing with semantics.@elty, the SPI does not confound power with
luck, since taking expectations eliminates luckirdlly, properly calculated, i.e., taking the veil
of ignorance concept seriously, it cannot becongatiee. Fourthly, the attempt to show that the
SPI is nothing but a modified Banzhaf and, for ttéason, is not game theoretic should be
welcomed, since it takes preferences into accoodhtsapports our claim for a unified approach
to the study of a priori and a posteriori (actwel)ing power. However, it neglects any strategic

interaction and important procedural features saghfor example, the sequential nature of the
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game. Voting does not take place in an instituliorecuum. Rules of order exist, which
determine the type of proposals or amendmentsctiratbe made, and the agenda of the voting
process that must be used. Moreover, the votiny boaly use a committee structure, in which
committees — or subsets of voters — discuss amdmefate proposals before they are put to a
final vote on the floor. Not only the vote as sulstit also these structures determine the extent to
which individual players are able to affect thecmme of a vote.

The SPI refers to the ability of a player to makdifeerence in the outcome of a policy game.
This index has many desirable features. Firstaiit loe based on a careful and detailed analysis
of some decision-making process in which the pesfees of all players and all relevant
institutional complexities are taken into accoudcond, like traditional voting power indices,
the strategic power index measugegriori power. However, in contrast to these indices the
strategic power index provides a unified methodttaly the composite edifice of a priori and a

posteriori power as a whole.
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