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Introduction

The economic turmoil that struck Western Europe in the last five years makes it inescapable to reflect about the link between economic and political crisis, and institutional reform. Indeed, in the midst of the economic crisis, a number of countries have decided to engage in the path of institutional reform, by developing what has sometimes been a vast agenda of proposals touching upon multiple dimensions of the institutional architecture. Academic debates are attempting to characterize the reforms caused by the crisis, and to understand the underlying dynamics of emergence and adoption behind them. Jacobs shows for instance that the processes of reform starting after the crisis have mainly consisted in what he labels as "crowdpleasing" and "key-jangling" reforms, i.e. reforms led by act-contingent motivations (Jacobs 2013). The renewed interest of both academics and politicians for democratic reform had, however, started before the crisis. As noted by Mair, "Rarely has there been such widespread discussion of institutional reform, be it of the electoral system, parliamentary procedures, local or regional government, plebiscitary mechanisms, or whatever. Almost none of the European democracies have been untouched by these discussions and almost all have devoted considerable research effort to discussing the limitations of their present institutional arrangements and the ways in which they might be changed -sometimes quite drastically. Moreover, the single thread that runs through almost all of these discussions in almost all of the countries concerned is that reform is needed in order to bring government closer to the citizen" (Mair 2013, 75-76) In his opus on The Politics of Electoral Reform, Renwick makes the following remark: "understanding the politics of electoral reform is crucial to full understanding of reform outcomes: we cannot just identify antecedent conditions and predict the end result" (2010, 83-84). Rahat defines the politics of reform as a concept that pertains to the struggles between the forces trying to preserve the existing system and those trying to change it (2011, 523). Indeed, when examining bundles of reform in which several reforms have been put at the agenda at once, one can only notice that some reforms are adopted whereas others are abandoned along the way. Why do some of the reforms succeed while others fail? This paper focuses on this general question in order to address what it still a gap in the literature on democratic reforms: how can we predict the final outcome of reforms based on a limited number of variables? It focuses on what happens after bundles of reform (i.e. several reforms affecting multiple dimensions of the institutional architecture linked together by the reformers) are being put on the agenda. I focus here on three sequences of reform: one in France (reduction of the presidential term and reversal of the 1. Three bundles of reform in Ireland, France and Italy 1.1.

Case selection

These three cases have been selected on the basis of the dependent variable, i.e. bundles of reform presenting successful and unsuccessful reforms of the core democratic rules in France, Ireland and Italy. These three bundles of reform have been selected because of their diverse characteristics: the level of support enjoyed by the reforms before the process took place, the ways in which the reforms were put on the agenda, the leading actors that elaborated the projects, the multifaceted or unidimensional character of the reforms discussed, and finally, the existence of both successful and failed reforms across bundles, and sometimes within each bundle. Bundles of reform are here defined as reforms that have been linked together as part as a broader sequence, beginning or ending beyond the moment of adoption and discussion of a given reform. Moreover, in all three cases, referendums have been organised to validate some, or part of the reforms debated, influencing the course of the processes of reform (Table 1).

In Ireland, the sequence of reforms examined is still ongoing and started in 2011, taking the form of multiple successful and unsuccessful reforms launched after the arrival in power of a new Fine-Gael Labour coalition that had promised far-ranging political reform in their election manifestos. These range from the attempt to abolish the second chamber, to the modification of the manner in which everyday business in the Dáil was conducted, to the institution of a constitutional convention to examine various aspects of the Irish constitution. The reforms examined in France took place between 2000 and 2001, dealing respectively with the reduction of the length of the presidential term from 7 to 5 years, and with the reordering of the electoral calendar to place the presidential elections before the legislative elections. The Italian reforms include a major constitutional reform attempting to modify multiple aspects of the balance of power, both between the executive and the legislative power, and between the central and local powers, and a major electoral reform replacing the Italian mixed-member electoral system with another mixed-system: PR with bonus. In the Irish case, the large sequence of reforms initiated in 2011 was largely the consequence of public pressure that was exogenous to the political system itself, through the mobilisation of a multiplicity of actors from civil society and academia, and pushing forward an ambitious, but illdefined agenda of reforms, ranging from making the Irish democracy more transparent, to involving citizens directly in the process of reform. As the table shows, part of what was discussed since 2011 was also put on the agenda as a result of endogenous mobilisation within the political system: I refer here to the proposal to abolish the Seanad, which enjoyed a high level of political support. Secondly, the Irish case is the only one in which some of the reforms discussed have been externalised to actors outside of the political system, in this case, ordinary citizens within the realm of the Irish constitutional convention, containing both divisive and consensual reform proposals, such as the right to vote at presidential elections for Irish emigrants (consensual), the reform of the electoral system of the Dáil and the reduction of the voting age to 16 (divisive). Finally, a large number of other reforms have been conducted through a majoritarian process including for instance, an ongoing local government reform, the reform of provisions concerning the organization of elections (the introduction of gender quotas, the regulation of party and candidate donations, ...) and transparency (register of lobbyists, reform of Freedom of Information). In this paper, I will mainly focus on the two first series of reform (Senate, and reforms assigned to the constitutional convention)

The French bundle of reforms examined comprises two reforms that were adopted between 2000 and early 2001. The reduction of the presidential term from seven to five years was the result of a mobilisation endogenous to the political system, and was conducted through a supermajoritarian process, meaning that both the parliamentary majority and the opposition were actively involved in the definition of the final proposal. This reform was adopted through a referendum, and can easily be classified as a consensual reform proposal. The reordering of the electoral calendar to place the presidential elections before the legislative elections was, on the other hand, conducted exclusively by the parliamentary majority, without the opposition, but again with a positive outcome. This was a highly divisive reform. Both reforms dealt with single issues, and not with multifaceted proposals.

Finally, the Italian case presents two major institutional reforms, one successful (the electoral reform), and one which failed to overcome the final obstacle, the referendum (the constitutional reform). In both cases, the reforms did not result from external public pressure, but rather from the efforts of actors within the political system. Secondly, in both cases, the processes of reform were conducted by the parliamentary majority and without the opposition or external actors.

Neither the constitutional nor the electoral reforms enjoyed widespread support, as they were divisive proposals. Both can be qualified as multifaceted proposals, as each of these reforms focused on multiple institutional aspects, rather than just one: the constitutional reform sought to modify around 50 articles of the Italian constitution, whereas the electoral reform sought to replace the existing system with an entirely different one.

Methodology of the case studies

George and Bennett define process-tracing as a "method [that] attempts to identify the intervening causal process -the causal chain and causal mechanism -between an independent variable (or variables) and the outcome of the dependent variable" (George and Bennett 2005, 206). The same authors argue that this method consists of examining "histories, archival documents, interview transcripts, and other sources to see whether the causal process a theory hypothesizes (...) is in fact evident in the sequence and values of the intervening variables in that case" (George and Bennett 2005, 6). Here, the method of process-tracing has been used in order

to adopt what Scharpf labels a "backward" strategy (1997): starting from the final outcome to reconstruct actors' changing strategies and motivations.

Semi-directed interviews were conducted with academics, experts, journalists, civil society activists, policy advisors and politicians involved in the three processes of reform, during short and intensive stays: one month for the 23 interviews conducted in Ireland in May 2012 (principally in Dublin); around two months for the 16 interviews conducted in France between January and March 2013 in Paris; and a bit more than one month for the 14 interviews conducted between June and July 2013, mostly in Florence and Rome. [START_REF]dedans ? 8-Avant que le débat ne s'engage au parlement, avez-vous une idée de ce qu'étaient les positions des principaux partis sur le sujet ? Existait-il des divisions au sein de la droite et de la gauche, ou même au sein des partis ? 9-Lorsque l'on épluche la presse de[END_REF] The interviews lasted, on average, around 50 minutes (from 30 minutes to an hour and a half). A different questionnaire comprising about twenty questions was used consistently for each country, and the use of interviews was facilitated by the fact they were always conducted in the native language of the interviewees. For each of the three interview guides, I adopted a sequential approach for the analysis of the reforms, dividing the processes into different phases (emergence of the issue of reform, construction of the agenda of reforms, negotiation, and adoption) in order to facilitate comparisons between the different reforms. This also means that before going out into the field, a fair amount of time was spent studying the relevant secondary sources (reports and press articles), in order to get a fair idea of the sequencing of the reforms, and, of course, to identify the key people who should be interviewed.

In addition to these 53 interviews which have constituted the most important research material for the three case studies, the empirical corpuses have been complemented with a significant number of reports led by experts or by politicians in and outside of parliament, analysis of the press coverage of the reforms over a long period of time, occasionally archives, and consultation of the most relevant parliamentary debates, which are systematically available online for the period covered in all three countries. I therefore applied the triangulation strategy advocated by Davies, advocated in particular when elite interviewing constitutes the major material (Davies 2001). The analysis of the press was systematised in order to lead to some additional quantitative analyses in the French case, while I re-used the study of the integrality of the debates on the electoral reform (both in committees and in plenary sessions) that I conducted in Italy for my Master's dissertation (Bedock 2009) 

Two types of reform, three types of processes

I claim here that the reforms of the core democratic rules can essentially be divided into two categories, divisive and consensual reforms, according to the initial level of popular support they enjoy. Secondly, the processes of reform can be divided into three categories: majoritarian processes, in which the government takes the lead, supermajoritarian processes, where the opposition and majority collaborate, and finally, externalised processes whereby the elaboration of the reform is left to actors outside of the political system.

Divisive vs. consensual reforms

I have chosen to discriminate between the types of reform according to the level of public support they enjoy (or that actors perceive them to enjoy). I could have chosen different criteria, using, for example, Tsebelis's distinction between redistributive and efficient institutional reforms, according to whether a reform benefits all individuals or improves conditions for some at the expense of others (1990, 104). The distinction drawn by Tsebelis is extremely interesting and unproblematic on an abstract level. Indeed, it is easy to grasp that certain "institutions" or policies benefit everyone (for instance, the existence of roads and public lightning), whereas others redistribute resources or power (for instance, a tax that only affects rich households).

However, when it comes to institutions that are complex, and intrinsically part of a greater system, it is much harder to discriminate between efficient and redistributive institutions. Some aspects of the same proposal may benefit "everyone", whereas others might only benefit some of the actors involved. This distinction is therefore difficult to apply here: how does one discriminate between the two types of reform? What happens when a single proposal contains both redistributive and efficient aspects? Who is "everyone" -the actors within the political systems, or the citizenry? Do actors even have a clear sense of the distinction between redistributive and efficient aspects when they elaborate a reform?

In the absence of satisfactory answers to these questions, I have chosen a different criterion to enable me to distinguish between reforms according the level of popular support they enjoy before the actual proposal is elaborated. Several assumptions are made here: (1) that actors, before they choose to make a proposal, attempt to evaluate the level of support such a proposal might garner among voters; and (2) that this evaluation may affect their subsequent behaviour.

Of course, this does not imply that actors are necessarily right in their perceptions: they may over-evaluate the level of popular support enjoyed by a proposal or misperceive the effects that their actions may have on this level of support, as the process of reform may alter it substantially.

Yet, through case studies, I believe it is possible to get a decent idea of the actors' perceptions, of the level of support enjoyed by a project of institutional reform, and to trace the information that was at their disposal to back up their suppositions (in particular through press analysis, and access to reports). The fact that I am talking about the level of support prior to the process of reform taking place is also crucial here. Indeed, political actors may sometimes actively reframe reforms in order to turn them into divisive issues, if they believe this to be in their interest. Using our chosen perspective, the reforms fall in two categories: divisive reforms and consensual reforms.

I define divisive reforms as reforms for which there is no perception of a broad agreement within the society or the political system on the part of the actors as to the desirability of the reform or the alternative envisaged.

In other words, these are reforms where a substantial part of the citizenry or of the political actors support the status quo rather than the proposed alternative. Consensual reforms, on the other hand, are reforms for which there is a general perception of a broad agreement in the society and in the political system on the part of the political actors on the desirability of the alternative envisaged by the reform. This means that maintaining the status quo is much less of an option for reformers, insofar as the majority within the society and within the political system believe that the institution should be changed in a definite direction. The key postulate is that each type of reform leads to different ways of formulating the actors' preferences:

H1. During reform processes involving divisive reforms, the behaviour of the political actors and their positions on alternatives to reform derive primarily from outcome contingent attitudes, i.e. from the expected outcomes of the reform (self-interested strategy).

During processes of reform where there is no broad agreement in the society on the proposed alternative, politicians primarily base their support (or lack of support) for a proposal on whether they believe the reform to be in their own interests in terms of votes, policy, offices, or power in general; or else on values. In other words, in such processes, if a party or an individual decides to support a proposal despite a lack of popular support, it is because he believes there is something in it for himself, not necessarily just in terms of power, but also in terms of promoting his ideas on desirable institutions. Like Renwick (2010), I adopt a very broad definition of "power" here: not only projections in terms of seats or offices, but also matters relating to coalitions or influence on policy. Values are also expected to have an influence, most notably on the definition and selection of the alternatives considered by the political actors.

H2. During processes of reform involving consensual reforms, the behaviour of the political actors and their positions on an alternative of reform derive primarily from act-contingent attitudes, i.e. from the expected benefits or costs of supporting the act of reform (credit-claiming strategy).

When a reform is broadly popular, the status quo is much less of a viable option than would be the case for divisive reforms. Consequently, the positions on the reform in the case of consensual reforms are, first and foremost, defined after examining the consequences of being seen to instigate the reform, as there are strong reasons to support it. This depends on the position of each actor in the process, and on its capacity to claim credit for a reform that is seen as desirable.

In a seminal book, David Mayhew theorises on the three main activities of the members of Congress: advertising, position-taking, and credit-claiming (1974). Mayhew defines creditclaiming as "acting so as to generate a belief in a relevant political actor (or actors) that one is personally responsible for causing the government (...) to do something that the actor (or actors) considers desirable" (1974, 52-53). If this definition of credit-claiming is applied not to individuals in congress, but to the collective political actors themselves (and particularly to parties), this means that these actors seek to make citizens believe that they are personally responsible for government's decision to enact a reform that is considered to be desirable by a majority of voters. Consensual reforms are characterised by a form of competition focused on invoking the paternity of the reform. I also argue that in cases where actors recognise their inability to claim credit for a reform, they have more of an incentive to change the framing of the reform, in order to weaken the actual initiator of the process. 2 This strategy can also be understood as the "contrary" of blame avoidance as defined by Weaver (1986; 1988), who argues that politicians are usually primarily motivated by the desire to avoid blame for unpopular actions. On the other hand, when a policy or an action is popular, credit-claiming becomes a rewarding strategy. A concrete example is given by Pierson, who shows that the periods of expansion of the benefits are leading to a process of "political credit-claiming" (1996, 143).

Majoritarian, supermajoritarian and externalised processes of reform

In established democracies, the decisions concerning the core democratic rules are usually elaborated and made in the parliament, and therefore by the actors who make up the political system of a given polity. However, there have been certain concrete cases in which the processes of reforms have been outsourced in order to involve actors outside of the political system, giving them power to define the alternatives that will later be discussed by the political actors.

Therefore, three sets of actors can lead the processes of reform of core democratic rules: the government (and its parliamentary majority), the opposition, and actors outside the political system, which may include actors ranging from political experts to ordinary citizens (Figure 1).

Figure 1. The three actors of institutional reforms

Following this logic, when the decision to reform a given topic has been made, there are essentially three roads to reform: majoritarian, supermajoritarian, and externalised processes, depending on their degree of inclusion. I argue that for each reform route chosen there are different incentives for actors, as a given actor will be included in some cases, and excluded in others.

In majoritarian processes of institutional reforms, the actors that are involved in the definition of the alternatives and their concrete elaboration come only from parties that support the existing government. Therefore, the opposition is excluded from the processes of definition and elaboration, and intervenes only at a later stage, i.e., during the parliamentary discussion. In more abstract terms, such processes follow a logic that resembles the ideal-type of what Lijphart defines as the adversarial (1968), or majoritarian model of democracy (1984; 1999): the majority concentrates power in its own hands, the executive has a lead role on the process, the dominant logic opposes two blocks (the majority, and the opposition). Like Lijphart, one can associate such processes with a logic based primarily on competition, rather than cooperation.

In supermajoritarian processes of institutional reforms, the parties of both the parliamentary majority (and therefore the government) and the opposition are involved in the definition and the elaboration of the alternatives to reform. I refer here not to processes where only a tiny proportion of the opposition collaborates with the government, but to processes where, at the very least, the main party of the opposition takes a crucial part in the procedure. Bartolini considers that "the opposite of competition -that is of parallel and independent effort to achieve the same prize -is negotiation or cooperation -that is concomitant and coordinated effort to obtain or to share the prize" (1999, 436). Supermajoritarian processes are defined by a greater degree of cooperation and negotiation than majoritarian processes of reform. To use Lijphart's analogy again, such a process would resemble the ideal-type of a consociational, or consensus democracy, as it involves cooperation, bargaining, compromise and negotiation between the most relevant political forces within a given polity.

More attention should be devoted to understanding what I mean by externalised processes of institutional reforms. To be very clear, it is absolutely obvious that in most, if not all, of the reported cases of institutional reforms, the actors in the political system did not elaborate the proposals in a closed bubble which outsiders were excluded from. The establishment of ad hoc expert committees to produce reports on potential reforms, or consultation with independent experts or exponents of civil society during the elaboration phase of the institutional reforms are common practices. These, to my mind, do not qualify as falling within the category of externalised processes of reform, as the politicians maintain a firm grip on the definition of the alternatives, and are in no way compelled to listen to the advice of the experts or civil society advocates they have consulted. Externalised processes of reform are processes during which the political actors officially delegate certain phases of the definition and elaboration of the reforms to actors outside of the political system: experts, or ordinary citizens. The second criterion is the requirement to provide answers to the proposals made by the body in charge of the definition, which can take several forms: the government obligation to officially reply to the proposals or the obligation to proceed via a parliamentary vote or through a referendum on the alternatives elaborated. The rationale, particularly in cases where ordinary citizens are entitled to define the alternatives to reform, is that of maximum inclusion: indeed, such processes may often only result from a deliberate choice on the part of key actors within the political system to give up their prerogatives to define institutional reforms.

To take concrete examples, and despite its significance in promoting the adoption of a mixed-member proportional system in New-Zealand, the institution of the Royal Commission on the Electoral System cannot be considered as an externalised process of reform: despite the Commission's broad terms of reference, the government made no formal commitment to answer the its requirements prior to its institution (Vowles 1995). Dissimilarly, the citizens' assemblies on electoral reform created in British Columbia in 2004 and in Ontario in 2006 are good examples of externalised processes of reform. 3 These bodies, comprised of ordinary citizens, were charged with defining whether or not the FPTP system should be retained, and elaborating a concrete alternative system, if deemed necessary. The politicians in power made the formal commitment to put the proposals of the citizens' assemblies to a referendum, a promise that has been kept despite the fact that the two referendums in British Columbia and one in Ontario were unsuccessful.

It is important to bear in mind that externalised processes of institutional reforms -although there are empirical recent examples, particularly taking the form of citizens' assemblies, to reform the electoral system -are clearly the exception, as opposed to the rule. In relation to the choice to create citizens' assemblies to review electoral systems, Fournier et al. argue: "it is clear that the initiating party in each instance hoped to garner the benefits of 'act contingencies' by portraying itself as a party of progressive change" (2011, 27).

Why do some reforms succeed and others fail? Some hypotheses

There are basically four possible outcomes for any given reform during the phase of the final vote. These outcomes are, in this instance, the "dependent variable" that I try to predict.

First possible case: the reform is adopted thanks to actors outside of the parliamentary majority, and therefore by a large majority. Second case: the reform is only supported during its time of adoption by the parliamentary majority, or in the case of referendums, passes by a small margin.

Third option: the opposition manages to make the reform's adoption fail, or the reform is abandoned before being put to a vote. Finally, the worst case scenario for a reformer: the reform fails to be adopted not only because of successful activism on the part of the opposition, but also because of defections within the parliamentary majority. The veto players, the existence of multifaceted or "unidimensional" reforms, and the type of reform processes are the three main factors that I examine in order to understand the different outcomes of the reforms studied.

These three dimensions have a distinctive impact on the final outcome of consensual and divisive reforms.

Veto players

A veto player is an agent which is able to block reform, whether a party or an institution. But what happens when there is broad agreement on a given reform, "cancelling" the ideological polarisation aspect? In theory, if all veto players agree on a given reform, the amount of them no longer matters. This has particular relevance regarding consensual and divisive reforms. By definition, consensual reforms are characterised by broad agreement among both citizens and relevant political actors. I have also argued that the government and the opposition cooperate on the conception of reforms in supermajoritarian processes of reform, and seek the inclusion of outsiders during externalised processes of reform. As a consequence:

H3. For divisive reforms, the usual expectations about veto players and referendums apply: reform becomes more difficult as the number of veto player rises as their preferences differ more widely.

H4. For consensual reforms elaborated through a supermajoritarian or an externalised process of reform, the number of veto players and the requirement to hold a referendum have no impact on a reform's likelihood of adoption.

H5. For consensual reforms elaborated through a majoritarian process of reform, the positions of the actors throughout the process are likely to shift. The reforms can only be adopted when the parliamentary majority is cohesive and large enough to prevent the opposition from blocking the reform.

There is no need to elaborate on the first argument. The second one is also relatively straightforward: if both the government and the opposition collaborate in bringing forward a concrete reform on a topic that is consensual, the number of veto players or the requirement to hold a referendum becomes irrelevant, as all of the relevant actors agree on a given reform, and consequently, all of them can claim credit for the adoption of a popular reform. The same goes for the case where political actors choose to go through an externalised process of reform for a consensual proposal: they have no incentive to block a proposal that enjoys widespread agreement, and as the process has been externalised, no political actor can claim for itself a decisive role in the reform. The last argument deserves additional explanation. I have argued that actors are, first and foremost, expected to seek to claim credit for reform when consensual institutional reforms are at stake. When a consensual reform is elaborated solely by the parliamentary majority, it means that the government and its supporters seek to exclude the opposition from the conception of a reform that enjoys popular support. Therefore, even if there is widespread agreement among the actors within the political system on a given reform at the beginning of the process, the opposition is faced with two difficult choices: supporting a reform without being able to claim a decisive role in its elaboration, or shifting position in order to reframe the issue, oppose the government, and possibly lead the reform to fail. Empirical evidence suggests that this temptation is particularly strong for opposition parties in cases where the government must go through a referendum before a reform can be adopted. The hegemonic and plebiscitary aspects inherent to any referendum have long been evidenced and discussed in the literature on the topic (Qvortrup 2000; Qvortrup 2001; Suksi 1993). In any referendum, there is an implicit question of support for the government. Consequently, there are numerous examples of referendums results which have been heavily skewed by the fact that (some) voters wished to punish their government. For example, the French President's support for the 2005 referendum on the European Treaty was one of the best predictors of a "no" vote (Sauger, Brouard, and Grossman 2007), and this proved decisive for the final outcome. As a consequence, in cases of majoritarian processes of reform involving consensual reforms, the final word depends on the attitude of the opposition, as they may choose to adopt strategies in order to make the reform fail. In such cases, the usual veto players' logic applies in defining the final outcome: the outcome depends on the number of veto players, their ideological distance, and on the position of the status quo.

Multifaceted reforms

Multifaceted reforms can be defined as reforms in which the issue at stake is framed as multidimensional, as opposed to one-dimensional reforms that are centred on a single issue. For instance, the constitutional reform in Italy was multifaceted because it affected multiple aspects and was framed as a multidimensional reform: issues included devolution, the role of the second chamber, reform of the executive, and so on. Conversely, the issue of Seanad abolition in Ireland was framed as a one-dimensional issue: the options were abolition, or non-abolition. I insist on the aspect of framing, since no issue is a priori one-dimensional, particularly issues related to the core democratic rules that always affect multiple dimensions, since institutions form a system. Yet, reformers may choose either to "simplify" a given institutional reform by presenting it as a onedimensional issue, or to "complicate" it by framing it as a multifaceted reform. I argue that the effect of the multifaceted character of a reform is exactly the opposite in relation to the likelihood of adoption of a consensual reform to its effect on the likelihood of adoption of a divisive reform.

H6. Consensual reforms are more likely to be adopted if they are framed as one-dimensional issues.

H7. Divisive reforms are more likely to be adopted when the majority is divided, if they are framed as multifaceted reforms.

The matter at stake here is the effect of complexity, ambiguity, but also of coalitionbuilding dynamics on the outcome of institutional reforms. Consensual reforms are adopted more easily when they are presented as one-dimensional. It should now be clear that the main reason facilitating the adoption of consensual reforms is the fact that they enjoy a high level of public support. In such a configuration, adding multiple dimensions of reform would only "blur" the message, and would risk adding a divisive dimension to an otherwise consensual matter. As a consequence, the reformer who aims to implement consensual reforms would be better off "slicing them" into single, popular, easily readable issues, limiting their level of complexity and ambiguity as much as possible, in order to get everyone on board on precise reforms.

For divisive issues, the reformer who seeks to implement a reform does not enjoy a great deal of support, and faces exactly contrary incentives. Analysts coming from the field of public policy have reflected extensively on ambiguity's capacity to bring forward reform. Palier coined the term "ambiguous agreement" to describe how certain welfare reforms have succeeded against the odds (2002; 2005). Others show that ambiguity is inherent to any policy process, and can be used as a resource by reformers (Zahariadis 2003). My argument here is similar to Rahat's: complexity, ambiguity and uncertainty can in some cases serve reform (2008). In order to overcome the reservations of the other actors (in particular in cases where the parliamentary majority is highly divided) the most viable option consists of linking together multiple aspects of reforms into a package deal. Doing this carefully enables the reformer to accommodate the preferences of all of the actors in order to pass the reform, to facilitate tradeoffs, to blur the actors' perceptions of the likely effects of the reform, or even to shift their preferences in a context where information and the cognitive ability to understand a reform is necessarily limited. Of course, there is no guaranteeing the success of such a strategy, particularly when the actors all prioritise their objectives in much the same way. Still, as in most cases there will be certain aspects of a package deal which are more relevant to one actor than to another, multifaceted reforms tend to make the adoption of reforms easier in a context where the actors are numerous and divided.

Processes of reform and nature of reforms

The basic idea here is that some processes of reform are better suited to particular types of reforms than others. This is because the reformers do not have the same objectives when they choose a majoritarian process as they would were they seeking an externalised, or a supermajoritarian one. Moreover, on some occasions, choosing one type of process over another may actually represent the desire to see the reform fail, or be delayed.

H8. When reformers choose a supermajoritarian or an externalised process of reform for a consensual reform, the

reform is adopted by a comfortable margin.

H9. When reformers choose a supermajoritarian or an externalised process of reform for a divisive reform, the reform is very likely to fail before it is put to a vote. H10. When reformers choose a majoritarian process of reform for a consensual or for a divisive reform, the final outcome is dependent upon the other dimensions discussed before (veto players, one-dimensional vs. multifaceted, etc.). Ultimately, these reforms pass if the parliamentary majority is cohesive and large enough.

When the issue at stake is consensual, and the political actors collaborate together or with actors outside of the political system, there is no obstacle to the adoption of the reform. When it comes to supermajoritarian and externalised processes relating to divisive reforms, on the other hand, the rationale is that reformers choose these paths (generally at least) because they do not actually want the reform to be adopted. The justification here is very simple: if the government and the majority were truly committed to reforming a divisive dimension of the institutional system, they would seek to retain as much control over the process as possible. There has been a tendency to overlook the fact that many attempted institutional reforms actually fail, as authors first and foremost tend to study successful reforms. And yet, in so many cases, dealing with institutional reforms seems to consist mainly of burying them with sufficient craftiness to preserve illusions.

In other cases, it also consists of trying, in desperation, to bring together a group of political actors that is far too diverse to give any reasonable expectation of agreement.

The fate of citizens' assemblies offers a cruel illustration of this dynamic. In British Columbia and Ontario, the governments had their hands tied, as they had made promises to hold referendums. They have since put very little energy into defending the electoral system crafted by the citizen assemblies. In the Netherlands, the Burgerforum was created in order to get the D66 party into the coalition in 2003, with the mission to review the electoral system and to propose alternatives or corrections. Long before the coalition failed in 2006, it was clear that the government had no intention of fighting for electoral reform and that the D66 had become isolated. Fournier et al. give the following conclusion: "[the politicians] will not hand over such power unless they expect delegation to fail or are convinced the outcome will correspond to their preferences" (2011, 146). Hence the paradox: although, in theory, very inclusive processes of reform may seem desirable in order to build agreement on divisive issues, such processes actually have very slim chances of leading to a vote, let alone to the adoption of a reform.

As for the last argument, I will simply state here that the fate of consensual and divisive reforms in majoritarian processes depends on other factors, discussed in the previous hypotheses:

the attitude of the opposition -particularly in referendum contexts when a consensual reform is at stake, the cohesion of the parliamentary majority and the capacity of reformers to bring about acceptable trade-offs for divisive reforms, etc.

A typology of reform outcomes

The empirical evidence points towards the variance of the causal pathways at work according to the combination of the type of process and the nature of the reform. It is possible to summarize the findings by presenting the six combinations of types of reforms and types of processes, with empirical illustrations in the form of the successful and unsuccessful reforms that have occurred in Ireland, France and Italy. Most crucially, I will discuss the mechanisms behind these reforms. Note: ++ means that the reform is adopted by a majority going beyond the parties supporting the government, + that the reform is adopted by the majority/by a small margin, -that it is rejected or abandoned, --that it is rejected and that there are defections inside the majority.

Consensual reform, externalised process

For this type of reform, the general logic is to involve all actors in the process of reform as much as possible, including those outside of the political system. As it concerns consensual reforms enjoying a great deal of popular support, and therefore bringing about positive outcomes for all of the actors within the political system, the dominant strategy consists of making sure that credit can be claimed for the reform, and therefore of ensuring involvement in the process. I have also argued that in such configurations, adoption should be relatively easy. These reforms are not actually expected to be very frequent: there would be many reasons to expect that, whenever possible, the government will try to claim credit for a popular reform idea by controlling its elaboration (see 4.3-). To date, at least, no instances of such reforms can be found in the three case studies. This might be the case at some point if topics such as voting rights for Irish emigrants are effectively implemented in the near future, based on the work of the constitutional convention; such measures appear to have the support of many Irish citizens and political parties. However, most of the reforms that are currently on the agenda of the constitutional convention are actually divisive (see 4.4-). This seems to confirm and expand the impasse already apparent to those who have studied citizens' assemblies: these devices are primarily created in order to deal with contentious issues such as electoral systems, or in the case of Ireland, the length of the presidential term, voting age, etc. They don't tend to deal with consensual issues. Yet, at this point, the Irish case doesn't seem to provide decisive proof that externalised processes of reform make the adoption of consensual reforms easier either, insofar as the reformers appear to have little motivation to delegate the elaboration of consensual reforms. Indeed, given the fact that consensual reforms are dominated by outcome-contingent logics and credit-claiming strategies, the externalisation of consensual reforms would amount to deliberately sharing credit with external actors for the initiation of a popular institutional reform.

Consensual reform, supermajoritarian process

This second configuration of reform was encountered in the French case study, in relation to the shortening of the presidential term. This was the result of the country's particular institutional situation after the 1997 election, with the cohabitation of a Socialist PM and a

Gaullist president. This situation of "divided majority" compelled the French political elites to collaborate, as both the president and the prime minister have some prerogatives regarding institutional reforms when they require constitutional change, as it was the case in this instance.

Empirical evidence points towards a mix of collaboration between the majority and the opposition during the phase of elaboration of the content of the reform, and of the competition to be seen as the actor "responsible" for the reform during the adoption phase. The hypotheses that the dominant logic is one of credit-claiming (H2), and that the final outcome is the adoption of the reform by a large majority (H8), regardless of the number of veto players or the referendum requirement (H4) are confirmed by the empirical evidence.

The reform to introduce the quinquennat illustrated the double logic of competition and collaboration. The president of the Republic and his camp (the opposition) did indeed cooperate with the PM and his allies (the majority) in order to pass a popular reform in the parliament, but this was followed by a phase of competition to claim credit for a reform which had been supported by the vast majority of French people for decades. The credit-claiming logic was abundantly clear, and actors were quite self-aware of this imperative. This was well evidenced by the fact that Chirac chose to support the reform after all, despite being against it personally, as it was popular both among the public and within the Parliement. Secondly, this is evidence by the lack of involvement of the left-wing parliamentary majority in the constitutional referendum called by the president, and therefore by the opposition. It shows clearly how the main political actors tried both to claim credit for the reform and to minimise (in the eyes of the public) their opponents' degree of involvement in the final, positive outcome. Conversely, Chirac's decision to hold a referendum that was not constitutionally required for the adoption of that particular constitutional reform was a consequence of his fear of being excluded from the benefits of a popular reform. The reform was passed by a very comfortable margin, both in the parliament and during the referendum held a couple of months later (73% of voters in favour, despite a low turnout of 30%), as a result of the agreement between the majority and the opposition on its merits.

In this second configuration of reform, the cooperation between the majority and the opposition in France was forced upon them by the constitutional character of the modification, and the situation of a divided majority. In all likelihood, as illustrated by the reordering of the electoral calendar (4.6), such cooperation would not have taken place if no institutional constraints had compelled the actors to act together. Going beyond the French case, it is arguable that situations in which the government and the opposition collaborate to pass a consensual institutional reform may actually be, if not exactly frequent, then at least relatively common.

Indeed, in many countries, reforms of the core democratic rules, and constitutional reforms in particular, require a special procedure more stringent than that for the passing of ordinary legislation in the parliament. France, Ireland and Italy illustrate the consequences of the referendum requirement. However, supermajorities are also often necessary to pass a constitutional reform in parliament: in the US, for example, any constitutional amendment requires a supermajority of two-thirds of both houses of the Congress, and ratification by three-quarters of the states! In such cases, reformers who fight for the adoption of a given modification have greater incentives to work closely with the opposition, in order to have its support, notwithstanding the credit-sharing implicit in this set-up.

Consensual reform, majoritarian process

This case of reform is particularly interesting, and I believe it to be much more common than the two configurations mentioned above. This would suggest that the topics at stake are perceived as being popular with the public, and that the government decides to retain the upper hand on the elaboration of the reforms.

Thus, contrary to the previous configurations, the government here chooses not to collaborate with the opposition during the phase of elaboration of the reform, and therefore to claim credit for the reform without sharing the spoils with its main contenders. I argued that there is a particularly big chance in this situation that the opposition will switch positions before the process is over, being in favour at the beginning, and opposed at the end, particularly when a referendum is to be held during the final adoption phase, again as a result of outcome-contingent motivations. The rationale behind this assertion was that this would be a consequence of the exclusion of the opposition from the elaboration of the reform, and of the difficulty they would then have in claiming credit for the reform. Several examples of such reforms have been outlined

in the case studies: the abolition of the Seanad in Ireland, and the vast majority of the reforms that have been debated in Ireland since 2011.

The failure to abolish the Seanad in Ireland resulted, to a large degree, from the successful re-framing of the reform debate, which turned a consensual issue into a divisive one through criticism of the motives behind the referendum, and linked the issue with other contentious issues within the Irish institutional system, such as the matter of executive accountability. In the context of economic and political turmoil, the Irish upper house served as a cheap expiatory victim. The Seanad, its functioning, and the lack of added value of an upper house in its existing form had been criticised for decades, but most of the conclusions of the debates called for a profound reform of the Seanad. The decision to abolish the Seanad if Fine Gael went back to power was taken unilaterally by Enda Kenny and his advisors in October 2009. It was soon directly or indirectly endorsed by all of the major political parties, as the idea was shared by a wide majority of the political and of the people at that time. 4 During the official campaign before the referendum took place on the 4 th of October 2013, the reform has been antagonised by the main opposition party, Fianna Fáil, by some ex-Fine Gael and Labour politicians, by the Greens, as well as by influent civil society advocates.

The "yes" side, on the other hand, was supported by the government coalition (Fine Gael-Labour), but also by Sinn Féin. The coalition against the reform has attempted and succeeded in de-legitimising the reform, denouncing the cynical motives of Enda Kenny who had campaigned on the idea that the voters should get rid of senators costing €20 million a year. The opponents have all argued that the Seanad should be reformed rather than abolished. They have also replaced the question of the Seanad in a wider frame, insisting on democratic accountability and linking the issue with Dáil reform, showing that the abolition of the Seanad was meaningless without the reinforcement of the lower Chamber. Eventually, the negative campaigning over the Seanad issues had led many of the undecided voters and experts to choose the "no" side on the referendum. In the end, against all odds, and despite the polls which consistently predicted the abolition of the Seanad by a comfortable margin, 5 Kenny lost the referendum with 51.7% of the voters who casted a ballot against abolition. The turnout has been among the lowest ever registered for a referendum in Ireland, with only 39.2% of voters who went at the polls. The result of the vote can be thought to be a mix of sanction against the government and Kenny's cynical motives behind Seanad abolition, of the lack of mobilisation, but also of the successful referendum campaign.

This example illustrates how the opposition, which had been excluded from the elaboration of the reform, felt the urge to hold a distinctly separate position from that of the majority, and partly or totally re-framed the issue at stake in order to weaken the position of the government. However, in the case of the Seanad referendum, the reformers actively re-framed the debate in order to turn a single issue into a more complex one, embedded into multiple other dimensions of reform. Thus referendum failure is in line with the hypotheses presented above. In particular, this shows that it is harder to adopt a consensual reform when it is framed as a multidimensional issue, as it is highly likely that the existing consensus on a specific point will disappear when this issue is embedded into a wider frame. Moreover, the consequences of the exclusion of the opposition seem to be far less important for the outcome of consensual reforms when the final adoption takes place in the parliament, rather than in a referendum. Indeed, in such cases, the final outcome ultimately depends on the parliamentary majority: if this majority has enough seats in the parliament to pass the reform on its own, there is only so much that the opposition can or would want to do in order to reverse the final outcome on an issue that enjoys broad agreement. This was illustrated in Ireland by the easy adoption, thanks to the compact and strong parliamentary majority of several reforms, the most emblematic being the adoption of gender quotas of 30% (40% in the future) of women candidates in the party lists (Buckley 2013).

Indeed, insofar as the reforms of the core democratic rules tend not to be very popular with the general public, the credit-claiming logics are much less strong for issues that remain purely in the parliament. The conclusions may be different, however, in countries where reforms require supermajorities to pass: in such instances, it is probably a risky strategy for a government to attempt to claim credit for a consensual reform on its own by bypassing the opposition.

Divisive reform, externalised process

I have argued that such a configuration is particularly likely when the government is trying to shelve a topic that it considers too important not to deal with, but where the government actually prefers the status quo. This may be the case, in particular, when a given agenda of institutional reforms is imposed upon the political elites by external pressures, as was the case in Ireland in 2011. It is quite striking to see, for example, how all of the experiences of citizens' assemblies on electoral reform eventually failed to lead to positive outcomes. The constitutional convention launched in Ireland on the 1 December 2012 is a telling example to disentangle the dynamics behind this apparent paradox. At the time of writing (April 2014), the convention has made 24 recommendations, going much further than the initial narrow agenda it was handed over. However, none of these recommendations have led to concrete action so far.

Even though the existing Irish legislature is far from being over, there is evidence that the setting-up of the constitutional convention was a way of getting rid of certain important and divisive topics regarding institutional reform, such as electoral system reform in particular, but also other aspects, such as voting age and the length of the presidential term, or gay marriage. On all of these issues, no agreement could be found between the two coalition partners when the Programme for Government was elaborated in 2011. As a consequence, most of the issues that have been assigned to the constitutional convention are divisive, as evidenced by several polls. In 2011, for example, only 27% of the people surveyed agreed with the idea that "the electoral system should be replaced" (Coakley 2013, 15). 6 In 2012, when asked how they would vote on a referendum on the topic, 46% of the people surveyed only said they would vote yes "to reduce the term of the president from seven to five years", and 56% said they would vote no "to reduce the voting age to 17". 7 In June 2013, 49% were in favour of the removal from the constitution of the references to the woman's life as being in the home, and 62% were opposed to the reduction of the voting age (Coakley 2013, 16). 8 Only issues concerning the right to vote for Irish emigrants in the presidential election appear to benefit from a wide support (Coakley 2013, 16).

The heterogeneous agenda of the convention can be explained by a series of disagreements between Labour and Fine Gael, making it easier to "kick it to touch" to the convention. The government has allowed a certain number of issues to be on the agenda of the constitutional convention, either because they were divisive for the coalition (gay marriage) or because they did not really care about implementing them in the first place. The choice of calling for a referendum certain issues such as voting age is strange given the strong opposition of the public opinion. Yet, one must not forget that the general election is planned in 2016, and that there is no way to know whether the government will still be in place by then. The most likely outcome is that there will be a lack of time, political resources, and momentum to implement most of the suggestions of the convention. The current strategy therefore largely consists in moving the issues forward in time, later in the legislature. Therefore, the empirical evidence largely confirms that the most likely outcome of divisive reforms, when an externalised process of reform is put in place, is either the non-adoption of a reform proposed by the body to which the government has delegated the elaboration, or the non-discussion of the reform in the parliament, which is even more likely. This empirical evidence is completely in line with the findings on citizens assemblies conducted in Ontario, British Columbia, and the Netherlands, where divisive electoral reforms have failed to be adopted or even put to a vote (Fournier et al. 2011).

Divisive reform, supermajoritarian process

Of all of the six configurations of reform, I believe this one to be the least likely to lead to a positive outcome "in the real world". What is more likely, however, is that the process will begin with collaboration between the opposition and the majority on a divisive issue, that this collaboration will end in the middle of the process, and that this will lead either to the abandonment of the reforms at stake, or to a switch to a majoritarian process of reform.

The example of the third Bicamerale in Italy presided over by D'Alema between 1999 and 2001 offers a good illustration of how the opposition and the majority failed to collaborate until the end of a project of constitutional reform that would have necessitated many substantial changes of the core democratic rules. Many of the provisions discussed over the course of the Bicameral Commission were abandoned altogether, whereas others led to a majoritarian process of adoption on the topic of federalism. The reason why these reforms are particularly unlikely to succeed is straightforward: it is just very difficult to bring together the interests of the majority and of the opposition on divisive issues. The interests of these actors are likely to be totally distinct, and if such a reform is not particularly popular with public opinion, self-interested logics tend to prevail. This to some extent explains why, despite numerous attempts to reach a shared solution (shared by the majority and the opposition) on constitutional reforms in Italy, the antagonistic interests represented in the Italian Parliament were always a stumbling block.

Overcoming the barriers to reform represented by such a configuration would imply both the opposition and the majority sharing of a set of "selfish" interests, a situation that could arise if "within-block" divisions inside the majority and the opposition prevail over "between-block" divisions. Some examples exist, such as the 4% threshold for European elections adopted by the big parties (PD, PDL) in 2009 in Italy in order to weaken their numerous, small coalition partners. However, this situation is still quite exceptional, particularly in democracies based on a strong bipolar and alternating logic.

Divisive reform, majoritarian process

The last configuration is also probably the most frequent when it comes to the discussion of institutional reforms. It concerns divisive reforms, and processes during which the majority chooses to lead the process. When the majoritarian process is chosen to deal with such reforms, there are a number of possible final outcomes, which ultimately depend on the unity of the parliamentary majority.

The easiest situation is when the government can pass the reform on its own with the support of the parliamentary majority, because the majority is in agreement on the content of the reform. This implies, again, that no supermajority is required to pass the reform. In this case, the outcome is relatively straightforward: the opposition opposes, while the majority adopts the reform. The reordering of the electoral calendar in 2000 in France is a typical example. In 2002, for the first time and because of fortuitous circumstances, the legislative elections were to take place for the first time in the history of the Fifth Republic right before the presidential elections.

All of the parties tailored their positions on this topic according to the belief that they had better chances to win the presidential (PS, half of the UDF), or the legislative elections (RPR, half of the UDF, small parties), confirming that self-interested strategies are paramount when it comes to divisive reforms (H1.) Despite the fact that the RPR, particularly in the Senate, tried to slow down the reform in every way possible, as long as the Socialist Party, with the help of the centrists, had enough votes to pass the law in the parliament, the outcome was certain.

A second possible situation concerns moments when the majority supporting the government is divided on the reforms at stake, with opposite positions. In such cases, as the Italian case shows, both for the constitutional reform (at the parliamentary stage) and for the electoral reform, the crucial factor that enabled the reform to pass was the ability of the majority to construct a bundle of reforms offering mutual concessions and "spoils" to each member of the coalition. Figure 2 shows that the positions of the four centre-right coalition partners (FI, AN, UDC, and LN) on the three main themes that structured the constitutional reform (form of government, bicameralism, federalism) and on the electoral reform were widely divergent.

Therefore, the negotiation in the parliament has mainly consisted in offering to each of the four coalition partners some concessions, expanding considerably the scope of the reform.

For instance, whereas the project of constitutional reform presented by the government in first reading comprised the modification of 29 constitutional articles (an already considerable number resulting from difficult negotiations in summer 2003!) the final project comprised the modification of no less than 43 articles of the constitution! The multifaceted character of the reforms, together with the uncertainty about their actual effects, and the actors' misperceptionseach of whom believed that they had been the canniest of all, successfully led to the adoption of complex and substantial reforms, at least in the parliament. It is also important to note that in such cases, a positive outcome may occur at the expense of the general readability and efficiency of the reform, and that reform can only occur when the different actors have different priorities.

Otherwise, it is not possible to distribute the "spoils" in such a way as to satisfy everyone.

Figure2. Initial positions in summer 2003 of the four parties of the majority on the four main institutional themes

Note: the text in bold indicates the leading priorities of each party. For example, the priorities of the Lega Nord related to bicameralism and federalism

The third possible outcome is that the government has no majority with which to pass the reform, or that this majority changes during the final stages of the adoption. The 2006 referendum on the constitutional reform in Italy provides a good illustration. The reform was successfully adopted in the parliament thanks to the construction of a bundle of reforms during the parliamentary phase. Yet, the reform failed to pass the final hurdle, the referendum, as the 2006 election led to a switch of government majority (with the return of the centre-left), and to the defection of many centre-right voters. This also evidences the importance of timing for the final outcome of reforms. Rahat and Hazan suggest that, in the case of electoral reforms, delaying tactics serve as barriers to reform (2011, 487-488): procedural barriers, and the disagreement over content. Although the authors argue that these tactics cannot completely block a reform, the case studies suggest that they may be able to delay them for so long that the conditions favourable to a positive outcome may change.

Conclusion

To conclude, this analysis shows that the mechanisms leading to reform and non-reform are not the same according to the type of reform at stake and the process of reform used to conduct it, leading to the elaboration of a six-category typology to predict the outcome of reform.

One can wonder how these empirical and theoretical findings could be expanded to other cases of reform. The empirical results on divisive reforms could certainly also be applied to major electoral reforms. For instance, the bundling logic found in the Italian case both for the electoral and the constitutional reform can be applied to other Italian reforms, including for instance the 1993 electoral reform where an agreement was also reached by accommodating in the text multiple incentives and priorities (Bedock 2011). I have also mentioned that the findings on externalised processes for divisive reform clearly echo the findings of authors who have worked on citizens' assemblies. We could multiply the examples, although a more promising research track could be to use a different method in order to investigate the applicability of these findings.

In particular, the use of configurational methods and qualitative comparative analysis (QCA, Rihoux and Ragin 2009) seem particularly appropriate: the dependent variable is dichotomous (adoption/non-adoption), and a limited list of independent variables has been identified (the type of process, veto players, the type of reform, and its multifaceted character). It may therefore be possible to list a combination of variables observed in a larger dataset than the case studies presented here, in order to identify more systematically the conditions leading to reform and nonreform. More generally, these conclusions also lead to pay more attention to the processes of reform, and not only to the context of emergence in which they are put on the agenda.

Interview guide used in Ireland

Role of the interviewee in political reform 1-First of all, I would like you describe me a little bit what has been your specific role in the process of political reform that is (now) happening in Ireland. I know you were involved in…, but I would like to know more precisely was your "function", and when and why you started to focus on political reform. 2-What, personally, do you think are the most urgent political reforms to conduct in Ireland?

Period going from the 1990s to the crisis in 2008 Before going to the most intense "moment of the debate", I want to understand what was the importance given to the issue of political reform before the crisis, so roughly in the last two decades before 2008. So, quickly, can you tell me… 3-Who were the actors / parties interested in political reform back then? Who was pushing for it? 4-What were the topics that were debated? How did these topics emerge in the agenda in the first place? /Who pushed to discuss these topics in the Parliament in the first place? 5-Where did the discussions about political reforms take place? /For politicians: how was work organised in the committee? Was it only in the parliament, or between academics? Was there some interest among the general public? 6-What were the preferences of the actors promoting reforms? Were there really consensual, or on the contrary quite contentious, or were parties quite indifferent? For politicians: What was the preference of your own party on this matter? And the other parties in Parliament? 7-There were quite a number of early parliamentary reports that were released, by the All-party committee on the constitution, then by the Joint committee on the constitution between 1997 and 2002. What happened with the recommendations of these reports? Were they followed by any action?

Discussions on political reform in the legislature 2008-2011

Then I would like to focus on the period that preceded the election of 2011, so roughly 2008-2011.

8-Was there a "before" and "after" crisis in the debate on political reform? When did non-political actors start to get interested in the topic (like the civil society and academics)? And when did the citizens and the general public start to become interested in this? 9-For politicians: When the Joint committee on the constitution was set up, what was it you were asked to debate? For example, why did you review the electoral system? And what did you intend to achieve back then?

10-What were the positions of the main parties in the parliament about political reform at the beginning of the last legislature? And at the end? Do you think that this position changed? Why? 11-Did the agenda of the things discussed concerning political reform in the parliament change over the course of the legislature?/Do you think that the leader of your party, or of other parties became more interested in political reform before the election? 12-What happened with the recommendations released by the committee, such as the establishment of an electoral commission, or commitment for women participation and reinforcement of the Dail? Were they followed by action? Were they used to fashion the manifestos, or the programme for government? /How and who fashioned the manifestos for the section on political reform in your party?

Political reform since the election of 2011

There are now clear commitments to political reform in the Programme for Government, and the government is preparing the launch of a constitutional convention right now.

13-Who are the actors involved in the debate on political reform since the election of 2011? Did new actors emerge? 14-What are the preferences of these actors? Do you believe for example that the governing coalition, the opposition parties, and the civil society are pushing for the same agenda for reform, or that there are differences? What are they hoping to achieve with it? 15-Would you say that there are now strong expectations of the citizens towards political reform, or is the crisis still mainly an economic crisis? For politicians: When you talk(ed) to your constituents, do you have the feeling that political reform is an important topic for them, compared to other issues? Is there a demand for it? 16-What are the different arenas in which political reform is debated today in Ireland? 17-Some of the most important measures announced by the PoG include the abolition of the Seanad, the reduction of the size of the Dáil, more powers to the Dáil. Who is responsible for the content of the Pfg, and where do the main ideas come from? For example, how did the idea to abolish the Seanad appear? 18-Why do you think that the government made the choice of delegating a part of the decision about reform to the constitutional convention? Why not staying within the parliament? Where does the idea of Citizens' assemblies come from? 

  Tsebelis argues that: "the veto players theory expects policy stability (impossibility of significant change in the status quo) to be caused by many veto players, by big ideological distances among them, or by high qualified majority thresholds (or equivalents) in any collective veto player" (Tsebelis 2000, 464, emphasis added). Regarding the specific issue of referendums, he considers that the possibility of a referendum is equivalent to the introduction of a new veto player, who is the median voter of the population(Tsebelis 2002; Hug and Tsebelis 2002). Hug and Tsebelis argue about the possibility of the elimination of veto players through referendums: "if the same actor (whether it is an actual veto player or not) controls both the formulation of the question and the triggering of the referendum, other veto players lose their ability to veto outcomes and hence the number of veto players actually decreases"(2002, 467). Tsebelis also underlines the power of the agendasetter, who can "consider the winset of others as his constraint, and select from it the outcome he prefers"(2002, 34). Tsebelis believes that the agenda-setting power usually belongs to the government as a whole, for two reasons: a positional one (as governments in multiparty systems are supported by a majority or are centrally located in the policy space), and an institutional one (the government has institutional instruments to actually control the agenda) (2002, 109).

  

Table 1 .

 1 Comparison of the three bundles of reform investigated

		Reform	Emergence	Nature of	Process of	Outcome Multifaceted	Referendum
				reform	reform		reform?	
		Discussion of an	Exogenous	Both	Externalised	Negative	No	No (so
		agenda of reforms		consensual		(so far)		far)
		by the constitutional		and divisive				
	2011-16	convention Seanad Abolition of the	exogenous Endogenous/	Consensual	Majoritarian	Negative	No	Yes
	Ireland	organisation of elections, of the Dáil Reform of the	Exogenous	consensual and divisive Both	Majoritarian	Positive	Yes	No
		and of the local						
		government,						
		transparency						
	France 1997-2002	electoral calendar Reduction of the presidential term from 7 to 5 years Reordering of the	Endogenous Consensual Supermajorita rian Endogenous Divisive Majoritarian	Positive Positive	No No	Yes No
		Constitutional	Endogenous	Divisive	Majoritarian	Negative	Yes	Yes
	2001-06	reform of the second part of the constitution						
	Italy	replacing MMM Electoral reform	Endogenous	Divisive	Majoritarian	Positive	Yes	No
		with PR with bonus						

Table 2 .

 2 Expected outcomes for different combinations of types of reform and types of process

	Consensual reform	Divisive reform
	Externalised process	++	-
	Ex: none in the case studies	Ex: most of the reforms
			discussed in constitutional
			convention in Ireland since
			2013
	Supermajoritarian process	++	-
	Ex: Quinquennat in France in	Ex of attempt: Third
		2000	Bicamerale in Italy, 1997-98
	Majoritarian process	+/-	+/-
	Ex: Seanad reform in Ireland	Ex: constitutional reform of
	of 2013		2005 in Italy
	"small" Irish reforms 2011-13	Electoral reform of 2005 in
	Federalism reform of 2001 in	Italy
	Italy		Reordering of the electoral
			calendar in France

  ConclusionThank you, again, for these insights, and for giving me this interview. Before I leave,19-Do you know other people, or do you have access to documents that might help me to better understand the process of political reform in Ireland? Who do you think I should talk to? Interview guide used in France Rôle de l'interviewé dans le processus quinquennat/calendrier, préférences, et prévisions a-Premièrement, j'aimerais que vous me décriviez quel a été votre rôle spécifique dans le processus qui s'est déroulé entre 2000 et 2001. Quelle a été votre « fonction », et à quel moment avez-vous commencé à vous impliquer dans ces deux questions institutionnelles ? b-D'un point de vue théorique, pourquoi pensiez-vous (ou non) que les réformes du quinquennat et du calendrier étaient importantes à mener ? Par quelles réformes auriez vous voulu les voir complétées ? c-Au moment de l'adoption du quinquennat et de l'inversion du calendrier, quels effets anticipiez vous ? La genèse du quinquennat Avant que nous commencions à parler du moment le plus intense du débat j'aimerais comprendre quelle était l'importance accordée à l'enjeu de la réduction du mandat présidentiel avant 2000, disons depuis 1973, moment où le sujet est débattu au parlement. Pouvez-vous me dire, en deux mots :

See Appendix

Cf. infra.

The case of the Burgerforum (Civic Forum) in the Netherlands, where ordinary citizens reviewed the existing electoral system in 2006, would not meet the criteria I have set: indeed, before the citizens' assembly was set up, the government made no commitment to implement or discuss its recommendations[START_REF] Fournier | When Citizens Decide: Lessons from Citizens' Assemblies on Electoral Reform[END_REF]).

In 2011, 

58% of the people surveyed agreed with the proposition "the Seanad should be abolished'. The survey has been conducted by the Irish National Election Study of 2011.5 On the last major poll of Ipsos MRBI published, when undecided voters were excluded, the proposal was backed by 62% and rejected by 38% of the individuals surveyed. When including the undecided, 44% backed the proposal, 27% said they would vote to retain the Seanad, 21% did not know what they would vote, and 8% said they would not vote. Beesley Arthur. "Seanad referendum set to pass as voters back argument for cost savings". Irish Times, 30 September 2013.

Source: Irish National Election Study of 2011.

Source: Survey of 2012 Ipsos -MRBI poll, "Ireland 2012: out changing attitudes and values".

Source: Ipsos-MRBI poll published in the Irish Times on the 15 June 2013.

Appendix: list of the interviews conducted and interview guides

This presentation is ordered in the following way: name, function held during the sequence of reforms considered (for politicians and councillors), current function (for experts), other relevant functions (when applicable), party (when applicable), date of the interview, location of the interview, city in which the interview was held.