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Abstract 
 
The paper presents the results of a research project which compares the negotiations of four 

different constitutional amendments in established democracies within very different 

frameworks. The study identifies similarities between the negotiation processes in terms of 

actors involved and their activities and interactions, which are then represented in a threshold 

model of explicit change. According to this model, in distinct negotiation phases different 

conditions are required to facilitate the continuation or finalisation of negotiation processes. 

This is owing to distinct interaction orientations of negotiators (individualistic, cooperative, 

competitive) as well as different concomitant circumstances. Since, empirically, preferences 

are often unclear or changing, strictly rationalist models of explanation focussing only on 

collective actors need to be modified by considering effects of bounded rationality, of 

temporal delegation of negotiations to sub-actors and effects of social behaviour. 

 

 

Introduction 
 

The aim of my research project “Constitutional Change in Established Democracies” is to 

examine how, and for what reasons, political actors agree to propose constitutional 

amendments.2 This is an interesting question because constitutions are the basic documents of 

                                                 
1 Contact: Prof. Dr. Astrid Lorenz, Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Philosophische Fakultät III, Institut für 
Sozialwissenschaften, Unter den Linden 6, D-10099 Berlin (Germany), E-Mail: astrid.lorenz@sowi.hu-berlin.de. 
2 The paper is based on the research project “Constitutional Amendments in Established Democracies”, which is 
funded by the German Research Council (DFG). 
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democracies, both normatively and functionally, and almost all constitutional amendments 

require large majorities. Literature, especially under the influence of veto player theory, has 

provided convincing arguments as to why such institutional change is unlikely to occur in 

established democracies, one key assumption being that rational actors “tend to prefer the 

status quo to the uncertain outcome of a negotiation process”, unless they are given 

compelling reasons to agree to an amendment. However, compelling reasons and potentially 

beneficial solutions are the more difficult to identify, ceteris paribus, the more actors, each 

pursuing their own interests, are involved in the negotiation and ratification (see, among 

others, Schultze 1997: 516; Vorländer 2003: 8). What factors, then, increase the probability 

that actors will overcome even major hurdles to agree on proposing constitutional 

amendments? 

In this paper, I will first explain the design of my research project on constitutional 

amendments in established democracies which tries to answer the aforementioned questions. 

Then, I will present and discuss the key results, including a newly developed threshold model, 

before concluding the paper with a brief discussion of the findings’ implications for 

constitutional democracy and of open issues. 

 

Design of Investigation 
 

Similarly to the models used to explain decision-making processes during elections, we can 

adopt different approaches to explain why actors decide in favour of constitutional 

amendments and which can be represented in the form of a “funnel of causality”. 

Macrosystem-oriented approaches do not refer to single actors but are suitable to describe the 

predetermined range of behavioural parameters. Microsystem- and mesosystem-oriented 

approaches show the short- and medium-term behavioural patterns of actors involved in 

constitutional change and decision-making within specific contexts of action and existing 

institutional frameworks. These actors potentially overcome obsolete traditions and reshape 

institutional structures. At this point the explanation of the why partly is combined with the 

explanation of the how, eliminating certain “blind spots” in the approaches focussing solely 

on institutional and context-specific aspects. To achieve this, the research project used an 

actor- and interaction-oriented approach (figure 1). 
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Figure 1: The funnel of causality of constitutional politics 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

With regard to methodology, I decided to examine four cases which, although entirely 

different in terms of the framework of negotiations over constitutional reform, all yielded the 

same result, that being the agreement to propose a constitutional amendment. The aim was to 

cover as broad an array as possible of occurrences for each of the most significant institutional 

and context variables of constitutional politics not included in the explanation, which would 

then allow me to use common motivations and behaviours among the actors to explain 

constitutional amendments. For if the topics addressed by the amendments as well as the 

institutional and contextual conditions were different and yet the same certain motivations or 

behavioural patterns were observed among actors before proposing constitutional 

amendments, it seems plausible to assume a causal relationship between the two phenomena. 

Even if this not the case, the existence of these similarities could still be typical of the 

constitutional politics of many if not all democracies, since this method ensures that the 

commonalities observed in the decision-making process are not merely commonalities of 

specific similar cases (for example, in one region) (Przeworski/Teune 1970; Abromeit/Stoiber 

2006: 31f.). 

Although the aim of the study was to gain a general understanding of constitutional 

amendment politics in established democracies, an analysis of only a few cases would 

increase the probability of error (Ragin 1987: 44 f.). Therefore, the case selection method was 

designed as a complex multi-stage procedure. In order to assess the possible influence of 

different contexts and institutions on the constitutional amendments under investigation, I first 

derived a number of specific hypotheses from the existing literature on constitutional politics 

and examined their empirical plausibility3. The primary objective of the research project being 

to determine what increases the probability that actors agree on proposing joint constitutional 

amendments, the dependent variable was the frequency of such agreements within a certain 

                                                 
3 This was necessary because almost no empirical comparative studies exist (with the exceptions of Lutz 1995; 
Rasch 2003; Rasch/Congleton 2006 and a few others), but a minimum quality of case selection was to be 
ensured. 
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period of time. I examined the correlations under investigation for all established democracies 

with populations of over 1 million during the period from 1993 through 2002, all of which 

were rated by Freedom House as consistently having “free and fair” elections and being free 

of armed conflicts during said time. As Table A-1 shows, there was no or insufficient 

evidence that would confirm the majority of hypotheses. In bivariate and regression analyses, 

significant effects were only produced by four variables. These variables, as shown in table 1, 

possibly shape the behaviour of the actors and by this the outcome to be explained, the 

constitutional change (for a more detailed account, see Lorenz 2008). 

 

Table 1: Empirical findings regarding the influence of institutions and contexts 

Variable Statistic effect on constitutional amendments 
Unitarism/ 
Federalism 

The frequency of constitutional amendments in unitary states is lower than in federal states, showing a 
lower cumulative extent of the amendment. 

Parliamentary 
dominance 
structure 

The frequency of constitutional amendments is lower in parliaments (or lower houses) where one 
dominating party has at least 50 per cent of the seats. Conversely, the higher the average effective 
number of parties in a parliament (or lower house), the higher the frequency of constitutional 
amendments. 

Rigidity 
The higher the rigidity, the higher the probability that no constitutional amendments are proposed at all. 
Statistically, the number of constitutional amendments and their cumulative extent tends to be lower, the 
higher the amendment hurdles, though this is likely to be influenced primarily by other factors. 

Age The number of amendments to both very old and very recent constitutions is generally lower than the 
number of amendments to other constitutions. 

 

I chose countries ensuring as wide a variance as possible of other variables which may have 

potential influence on constitutional politics. From all constitutional amendments in these 

countries between 1993 and 2002, I then chose four amendments which covered a varying 

range of topics and which were also more or less representative of the long-term 

constitutional development in each of the countries.4 This was done to vary or hold constant 

the variables presented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2: Basic variables of the applied concordance method 

Varying context Assumed non-
varying context 

Phenomenon to be 
explained 

System: Federalism/Unitarism, distribution of power (veto 
players, fragmentation), frequency of constitutional 
amendments 1993-2002, extent of constitutional change, age 
and rigidity of the constitution 
Case: Topic, extent, amendment procedure 

Motivations, 
actors’ interaction 

behaviour 

Agreement upon explicit 
constitutional amendment 

                                                 
4 Case 1 refers to Canada. The Constitution Act, 1999 (Nunavut) of 11 June 1998 secured the political 
representation of the new territory of Nunavut at the national level. Case 2 refers to Greece. The Constitutional 
revision of 16 April 2001 included changes concerning party and election funding, parliamentary activities, 
decentralisation, individual rights. Case 3 refers to Ireland. The Twenty-sixth Amendment of the Constitution 
Act, 2002 of 7 November 2002 permitted the State to ratify the Treaty of Nice. This permission is part of the 
Constitution. Case 4 refers to Germany. The Amendment of the Basic Law of 20 October 1997 tackled financial 
self-responsibility of communities and the assignment of tax revenues. All of the amendments changed the 
constitution moderately, only the greek amendment may be characterised as a reform. In this way, the cases 
together represent the typical pattern of explicite constitutional change in established democracies. 
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In examining the different cases I focussed on the actors’ behaviour, all the while assuming 

that their decisions were generally based on rational choice, since this is a fundamental 

prerequisite for long-term survival in the system (Rescher 1994).5 In addition, according to 

the assumptions of rational-choice theory, individually distorted perceptions or “errors” (that 

is, aberrations from the preference order under the condition of perfect information) balance 

out one another in the decision-making process of collective actors. As a result, all collective 

actors act more or less efficiently in accordance with internally agreed objectives and political 

programmes, which is particularly true for collectives with a relatively homogeneous member 

structure (Lau/Redlawsk 2001: 951f.; Shepsle/Bonchek 1997: 53 ff.). The following basic 

patterns of behaviour were expected: 

Actors with little substantial prospect of profit or benefit from the proposed 

constitutional amendment) and with little negotiating power refuse to cooperate, while actors 

with little prospect and strong negotiating power cooperate only if modifications are made to 

the proposal which serve their own benefit or provide considerable non-substantial advantage. 

Rational actors with a greater substantial prospect and little negotiating power, on the other 

hand, are likely to demonstrate a greater willingness to cooperate and compromise on the 

matters at issue. Actors with a greater substantial prospect and strong negotiating power are 

very likely to demonstrate a general willingness to cooperate, but are probably less willing to 

consider far-reaching compromises (see Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2: Willingness to cooperate to be explained by prospect of benefit and negotiating power 
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5 Rational action is defined as a reflected choice between alternatives that is limited by lack of resources. 
Rational actors pursue interests, from which they derive objectives, and use instruments to achieve these 
objectives. They endeavour to avoid risks and minimise transaction and decision-making costs (see, among 
others, North 1990; Czada/Windhoff-Héritier 1991; Kirchgässner 1991; Richter/Furubotn 1999; Voigt 2002). 
Decision-making is rational if actors, pursuing the goal of maximum self-benefit, evaluate a constitutional 
amendment initiative and its problem horizon using comprehensive information and evaluation criteria; 
formulate their preferences; anticipate the positions and behaviour of the other actors involved, particularly those 
with negotiating power; formulate acceptance zones for the negotiations; and derive options for action (Scharpf 
2000: 93).  
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However, the expectations themselves were empirically substantiated for the different times 

of negotiating processes as well, as were central rationalist assumptions, particularly6 the 

argumentative balance of positions and the stability and order of preferences. In addition, the 

existence of preferences itself had to be prooved. Unclear constitutional preferences suggested 

a conflict between assumptions of rational-choice theory (which generally does not consider 

an absence of preferences) and certain postulates of socio-psychological research. The strong 

application of the principles of rational choice tends to lead to the rejection of an initiative, 

whereas the principles observed in social psychology tend to favour approval (Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: Conflicting explanations of voting behaviour, given unclear preferences 

 
 

A process-oriented approach is widely considered an appropriate method, as both policy field 

and legislation research (Laffin 2000: 535; Cohen/March/Olsen 1972; Hilpert 1998; Beyme 

1997; Trampusch 2006; Kingdon 1995) as well as individual studies on constitutional politics 

                                                 
6 Giving the limited scope of this paper, I had to leave out many aspects of the project. 
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(among others, Schultze 1997; Benz 1993) suggest. In contrast to these, my study focussed on 

different modes of interaction and their assumed influence on the course and results of 

negotiations.7 I decided to establish four ideal-type modes of interaction, according to the 

actors’ individual calculated benefit and their willingness to compromise to reach an 

agreement, that is, to move from their original position (see Figure 4). These ideal-type modes 

of interaction are also found in other studies of interaction and conflict research.8  

 
Figure 4: Possible modes of interaction 

 Relation to calculated benefit 
Actors’ benefit Relative benefit 

Willingness to 
compromise* 

Considerable Altruistic Cooperative 

Limited Individualistic Competitive 

*Compromise is understood as a shift towards the position of other actors. 
 

An individualistic mode of interaction, as understood in this context, is a form of behaviour 

that is solely geared to maximising an actor’s self-benefit, potentially bordering on hostility. 

This mode of behaviour is most consistent with the rational-choice approach. Actors’ 

interaction orientation is altruistic when they agree on institutional change for the benefit of 

one or more other actors and when they are willing to move from or even ignore their own 

original positions to the advantage of the other actor(s). An interaction orientation is 

competitive when actors, although intending to maximise their own benefit, are willing to 

balance their own benefit in relation to the benefit of others. Here the primary goal is to 

achieve a better performance than other actors. Cooperative interaction orientation is defined 

by the actors’ general willingness to consider joint decisions and at least temporarily abstain 

from their own maximum benefit. 

 Table 3 contains those variables for which I examined not only aspects of interaction 

orientation, but also the array of occurrences with respect to the course of the constitutional 

negotiations. Cases of corresponding variables and interaction behaviour during the entire 

negotiation processes suggested a lower significance of process analysis in the explanation of 

constitutional amendments. In such cases, the fact that actors agreed upon explicit 

                                                 
7 Phases differentiation is often made either according to institutional, organisational and other characteristics 
(agenda setting phase, decision phase, implementation, etc.; prenegotiation, negotiation, renegotiation; idea 
phase, policy formulation, politics), or with relation to learning processes (with “feed-back loops”, etc.) or the 
problem solution status (problem identification, problem solution). 
8 This is to some extent similar to findings of Scharpf (2000: 152f.), who does not use the category of 
cooperative interaction orientation, however, but instead distinguishes between solidarity, altruism, hostility, 
individualism and competition, and of Maki et al. (1979), who distinguish between the social motives of 
altruism, cooperation, individualism, competition, aggression, sadomasochism, masochism and martyrdom. 
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constitutional change would be adequately explained by either reduced rational-choice models 

or “process-blind” institutionalist or context-oriented approaches. A phase model emerged 

where occurrences were significantly different in all cases, according to which certain 

occurrences of certain variables must exist in order to exceed the threshold to another phase 

characterised by different interaction behaviour.  

 

Table 3: Criteria for the analysis of negotiation processes 

Actor 
Arguments for/against the constitutional amendment 
Dominant evaluation criteria 
Depth and breadth of the arguments 
Risk aversion or risk acceptance 
Delegation of responsibility to individual actors? 
Sensitivity to those formally uninvolved 
Interaction 
Conflict issues, conflict types, conflict intensity 
Contact between the actors 
Willingness to cooperate 
Type and binding force of agreements on action 
Delegation of responsibility to special committees? 
Sensitivity to those formally uninvolved 
Effects 
Diversity, argument depth or modification concepts 
Preference stability over time 
Structure of the victims or beneficiaries of the constitutional 
amendment 
Purposefulness of the process 
Compliance with procedural rules 

 

The study included those collective actors who had a demonstrable influence on the course of 

the negotiations, which means the focus was not on the (institutional) veto players. The study 

analysed those interactions of national level actors, which manifested on the outside, such as 

in the form of statements, actions and decisions of the politicians representing the actors. 

Here, the representing politicians were classified into three types: leading politicians, expert 

politicians and regional politicians, while internal preference formation processes, factional 

disputes and procedures during party meetings prior to voting were largely ignored. 

In terms of content, the main investigation began with the preparation of a 

constitutional amendment initiative, which, however, requires no formal introduction.  This 

slightly vague provision allows for the fact that negotiation process may begin before bills are 

actually introduced in parliament (Rose 1973; Hogwood/Gunn 1984; De Winter 2003) – a 

point that, while often overlooked, particularly by institutionalist studies, seems to play a 

significant role in the adequate understanding of the political processes.9 The investigation 

                                                 
9 Different approaches may produce different results in terms of  the duration of negotiation processes and 
phases, the identity of the real initiators, and the actors’ benefit from the result of the constitutional amendment. 
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ended with the successful acquisition of the required majority for the approval of the proposed 

constitutional amendments. 

In a final step, the results of the qualitative case comparison were cross-checked with 

failed constitutional amendment proposals, in order to reduce the risk of incorrect 

interpretations. This also helped to rule out that the conditions found to play an important role 

in reaching agreements on constitutional amendments which might not have as much 

explanatory power as initially believed, because they were also observed for failed 

constitutional amendments (Ragin 1987: 34 ff.; Aarebrot/Bakka 1992: 64). This cross-check 

was performed by analysing cases of failed constitutional amendments which were carried out 

under conditions similar to those of approved constitutional amendments (more detailed in 

Lorenz 2008). 

 

Results 
 

The result of the analysis was that – as shown in figure 5 - agreements on constitutional 

amendments may be explained by distinct occurrences of actor- and interaction-related 

variables which are responsible for the continuation or finalisation of the negotiation process. 

 

Figure 5: General principle10 of the investigation results 

 
(a, b, c) – configuration of observed characteristics relevant for the explanation of the process result 
 

While the negotiating power was generally a determining factor as to who participated in the 

negotiations, reasons for why an agreement is reached can only be elucidated through a 

process analysis. Moreover, the rationalist basic assumptions and the expectations derived 

therefrom had very little grounding in reality, and actors were able to compensate at least 

                                                 
10 A, b, c are to be confirmed, since the ranking of influence of the variables can not be more than a tentative 
conclusion drawn from the case studies. See below. 

Ti
m

e 

Interaction 
behaviour I1 

(a, b, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I1 

(a, b, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I1 (a, 
b, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I1 

(a, b, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I2 

(a, b) 

Interaction 
behaviour I2 

(a, b) 

Interaction 
behaviour I2 (a, 
b) 
 

Interaction 
behaviour I2 

(a, b) 

Interaction 
behaviour I3 
(a, c) 
 

Interaction 
behaviour I3 

(a, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I3 

(a, c) 

Interaction 
behaviour I3 

(a, c) 

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Established 
democracies 

Real type 
Phase 1 with I1 
(a, b, c) 

Real type 
Phase 2 with I2 
(a, b) 

Real type 
Phase 3 with I3 
(a, c) 



 10 

partially for insufficient negotiating power by maintaining a higher level of substantive 

motivation, i.e. motivation related to the subject of the proposed constitutional amendment. 

Indeed, the observations concerning motivation are one of the most important benefits from 

the partially inductive method, since rational choice theory does not give a hint that this could 

be important. Although motivation, like the (rationalist) construct of “interest”, is not directly 

observable or measurable (Fischer/Wiswede 2002: 99), it can be evaluated by examining its 

effects, that is, the extent of practical engagement for a matter.11 

Similar to Table 3, the following section presents the results in the order: actors – 

interactions (by phases) – results of the constitutional amendment. 

 

Actors 
With regard to the actors, the analysis showed phase-dependent variations in the degree of 

their influence, with variances between the political systems relating to the point in time when 

influence was exerted, rather than to the extent of their overall influence on the negotiation 

procedure (see Table 4). If an actor or representing actor type (leading politician, expert 

politician or regional politician) had a measurable influence on the negotiations of a phase, 

they were assigned the value 1 for this phase, with the value 0 being assigned in the case of no 

measurable direct influence. The right column for each of the different phases contains the 

average of the values assigned to the actors in this phase, while the far right column shows the 

average number of times influence was exerted in each phase, thus quantifying the average 

influence each of the actors exerted throughout all phases of the negotiation process. 

 

Table 4: Influence of different actor types on the negotiation processes 

Actor Individualistic phase Cooperative phase Competitive phase  Total 
Ø Cases C1 C2 C3 C4 Ø C1 C2 C3 C4 Ø C1 C2 C3 C4 Ø 

Political actors 1 1 1 1 1.0 1 1 1 1 1.0 1 1 1 1 1.0 1.0 
- Leading politicians 1 1 1 1 1.0 0 0 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1.0 0.8 
- Expert politicians 1 1 1 1 1.0 1 1 1 1 1.0 1 1 1 1 1.0 1.0 
- Regional politicians 1 0 0 1 0.5 1 0 0 1 0.5 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.4 
Ministerial actors 1 1 0 1 0.8 1 1 1 1 1.0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.6 
Courts/Public prosecutor 0 0 1 0 0.3 0 1 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.2 
External experts 1 0 0 0 0.3 1 0 1 1 0.8 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.3 
Interest groups 1 0 1 1 0.8 1 0 1 1 0.8 0 1 1 0 0.5 0.7 
Media 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 1 0 0 0.3 0.1 
Electorate (referendum) 1 0 1 0 0.5 1 0 1 0 0.5 0 0 1 0 0.3 0.4 
Legend: 0 = no influence; 1 = influence. Italicised values indicate that no unambiguous assignment could be made. Ø = 
Average of assigned values. 
 
                                                 
11 Just as interests and objectives can be derived from statements, it is possible to draw conclusions about the 
substantive motivation based on the observed degree of activity (introduction of own initiatives, references in 
speeches, emphasis). 
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Overall, expert politicians had the greatest influence on the outcome of initiatives. However, 

the coding of the values somewhat obscures the significance of the general role of leading 

politicians to the decision of whether or not to enter into negotiations and to continue dialogue 

during the individualistic and competitive phases. The influence of expert politicians, on the 

other hand, became manifest in the concrete content of their fundamental positions, which 

was obviously not without influence on the success of initiatives. In addition to the 

institutionally advantaged political collective actors of the governmental system and the 

expert and leading politicians representing them, interest groups12 and ministerial actors 

evidently had certain influence on the result of constitutional amendments as well, albeit 

primarily during the individualistic and cooperate phases. Other actors were found to have 

only little influence. 

The case analyses also show that, despite the large number of actors involved and 

affected at different institutional levels, the negotiations were ultimately conducted by a rather 

limited circle of political actors, with the result that it was possible to reduce the sometimes 

unclear and confusing institutional negotiation structures and constellations of interest in the 

four cases under investigation to a very similar general pattern. The most decisive factors 

influencing the continuation and finalisation of negotiation processes were the dualistic 

interactions between an initiator (poss. in concert with coalition partners) and the actor or 

block of actors with the (next) highest negotiating power, the latter not always being the 

institutional veto players, because motivations and the routines of everyday politics played a 

role in determining the dominant negotiating party as well. Third parties had only temporary 

relevance during the cooperative phase. 

 

Interaction behaviour 
With regard to interaction behaviour, three of the four ideal types: the individualistic, 

cooperative and competitive, were observed empirically. The fact that not only the key actors 

(Initiator I and the actor with the next highest negotiating power, A1), but also most of the 

other actors involved showed remarkably similar modes of interaction at certain points in time 

made it possible to divide the negotiation processes into different phases. In the second phase, 

the actors’ initially strongly individualistic interaction orientation during the individualistic 

                                                 
12 However, this is only true for (thematically or practically) affected interest groups. In addition, all actors not 
being provided with a formal mandate to negotiate or decide were only heard or involved if this was supported 
by an institutional actor. Thus, thematic or practical involvement and the compatibility with the interests of not 
formally mandated negotiators had an influence on which social actors in established democracies participate in 
processes of constitutional change. 
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phase was replaced by a considerable tendency towards cooperation, irrespective of the nature 

and extent of conflicts and general political polarisation. In the last observed negotiation 

phase, the competitive phase, the pursuit of benefit was once again the dominating driving 

force, if in a relative, competitive form. Figure 6 describes a typical negotiation process as 

observed in my empirical research. 

 
Figure 6: Observed course of negotiations of constitutional amendments in established democracies 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Individualistic phase 

In the first negotiation phase, neither an unpopular status quo nor the popularity of a 

constitutional amendment initiative were enough to get the negotiation processes underway. 

Actor with the (next) highest 
negotiating power ** 

Rejection by political 
leaders; Concentration on 
few political and content-
based objections 
politische und sachliche 
Einwände 

Search for internal 
consensus/compromise 
variants (incl. coalition 
partners) 

Initiator* 

Constitutional 
amendment initiative 

Insistence on objectives 
and appropriate means of 
achieving objectives Amendment initiative 

remains unmodified 
Resistance; Extension of 
objectives while maintaining 
limited complexity; Reference 
to third parties previously not 
consulted 

For priority objectives: 
Responding to objection, 
invitation to cooperate; 
superficial third-party 
contact 

Amendment initiative 
remains unmodified Indication of willingness to 

compromise while 
broadening the range of 
political and issue-based 
topics and demands 

Facilitation of the 
achievement of political 
control objectives; brief 
argumentation 

Greater openness to 
arguments/objections, 
supportive suggestions 
while maintaining 
compatibility with own 
party programme; 
Expansion of cognitive 
complexity if expert 
politicians/officials 
dominate; Involvement of 
third parties; Attempt to 
split A1 

New decision perception; 
Greater openness to 
arguments; Supportive 
suggestions/demands while 
maintaining compatibility 
with own party programme; 
Expansion of cognitive 
complexity if expert 
politicians dominate; 
Involvement of third parties 

Amendment initiative 
with a possible set of 
modification options 

In
di

vi
du

al
is

tic
 p

ha
se

 
C

oo
pe

ra
tiv

e 
ph

as
e 

(Tendency towards 
communication instead of 

sequential unilateral 
statements; Determination 
of the discourse structure 

by the stronger party) 

C
om

pe
tit

iv
e 

ph
as

e 

Reactivation of the 
initiative by political 
leaders in case of approval, 
(Increasing of/reference to) 
pressure of time 
Insistence on objectives and 
appropriate means of achieving 
objectives; Protest against 
renewed objections by A1 

Consensus/compromise 
variant of the 
constitutional 
amendment initiative 

Distribution wishes; General 
topical political demands 

Consensus/compromise 
variant, poss. with minor 
last-minute 
modifications Approval 

* Mostly from the government side; ** Opposition parties, etc. 



 13 

The initiators’ approach of keeping the scope of initiatives as narrow as possible and 

providing only brief explanations did not save them from an enormous number of objections 

relating to the purpose of the constitutional amendments, the nature of the underlying 

objectives, the way of achieving these objectives and other decision-relevant aspects. The 

actors strived to obtain great absolute benefit, consistently refusing initiatives when 

prospective benefit was uncertain. As expected, the observed mode of behaviour in the 

individualistic phase thus came closest to the rationalist postulate of benefit maximisation and 

the principle of risk avoidance, although variations were observed in these cases as well. 

For example, the strategic positioning among actors only played a minor role. 

Although only one of the four reform initiatives had a greater extent (Gr), none of the actors 

were able, at first, to do so much as develop a coherent position. Criticism, alternative 

suggestions and demands were rarely based on an overall concept, which is largely owing to 

the highly complex nature of the issues affected by the initiatives and the associated multi-

dimensional decision structures. Although the existence of programmes – or, at least, certain 

political routines – detailing the purpose of a constitutional amendment initiative, as well as 

the fact that actors involved both are affected by and informed of the issue(s) under 

consideration, do facilitate the development of clear preferences and negotiating positions, 

this principle was undermined in all cases due to the occurrence of other phenomena. In some 

cases, the actors had not yet developed clear preferences as to certain decision dimensions; or 

preference-related conflicts arose; or unintended or unrecognised effects of previous decisions 

had occurred in the meantime; or new tools to achieve objectives were proposed or considered 

necessary; or new objections to the use of traditional tools of achieving objectives were raised 

(more details in Lorenz 2008). Very little evidence was found that the purpose-related 

information was reviewed extensively and evaluated according to predefined criteria, or that 

actors anticipated the other players’ behaviour. In effect, it was scarcely possible to 

exhaustively validate and weigh the impacts of constitutional amendment initiatives. 

The initiators of constitutional amendments were not able to use their knowledge and 

organisational advantage over the other actors, the latter reacting to uncertain decision 

situations with disapproval or trying to include demands in the negotiations that bore no 

relation whatsoever to the actual proposal but more clearly promised benefits. Even so, thanks 

to a higher level of motivation, these actors remained steadfast in the pursuit of their interests, 

defending the specifics of their proposals while avoiding counteraccusations and pressure to 

make quick decisions despite sometimes harsh criticism from other actors. In all cases, the 

result was a succession of demands and counter-demands between the initiator and the actors 
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with the (next) highest negotiating power, in which the latter would formulate a set of 

maximum demands and the former would only gradually offer certain options for 

compromise, which were not accepted by the initiators without controversy and thus remained 

somewhat fragile. Although their assistance was requested in some cases, third parties were 

usually not, or only incidentally, consulted by the initiators. In comparison to all of the other 

negotiation phases, this was usually the longest one.13 

Due to typical programmatic differences between political actors and a certain status 

quo orientation resulting from their risk aversion, the acceptance zones overlapped only in 

individual decision dimensions, if at all. In addition, the context (simultaneous political 

efforts, processes, general public sentiment) had an influence on the perception of the 

initiative itself, possible bargaining and package deals as well. With events during this phase 

not being covered by the media14 and without any public debate, it was left almost entirely to 

the political actors themselves to develop such a generalist overall view of options for action, 

being almost immeasurably influenced by any media coverage in doing so. 

If there was no perceived overlapping of the preferences of the initiator and the actor 

with the (next) highest negotiating power that allowed the parties enough room to negotiate 

certain key points of the initiative, the continuation of the negotiation process was possible 

only when a mixed-motivational constellation was created by promising compensation 

payments or package deals. The latter, however, occurred far more often than did the 

overlapping of preferences, which means that, in addition to the (absolute) substantive 

considerations, non-substantive considerations played an important role for the continuation 

of the process as well. However, this made the rational calculation of prospective benefit for 

each of the collective actors even more complex, rendering the measurement of policy 

coherence and the policy distances between actors practically impossible as well. 

 

Cooperative phase 

In the cooperative phase, non-initiators only began to concern themselves with the other 

actors’ views of the decision situation and to accept decision dimensions outside their own 

priority interests as relevant when or after the transition to a mixed-motivational game was 

successfully accomplished. In all of the cases, there was a striking contrast between the 

individualistic and the cooperative phases. The number of explicit points of conflict decreased 

abruptly, while the competency demonstrated during negotiations increased considerably, as 

did the level of problem-solving orientation and the ability and willingness of the actors 
                                                 
13 The phases defined by distinct behaviour did not begin and end at the exact same time for all actors involved. 
14 with the exception of case C3 in Ireland. 
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involved “to set off the different dimensions of benefit observed against one another” 

(Prittwitz 2007: 15), which is a precondition for political compromise. While, initially, in the 

first phase, there was doubt as to whether the initiative should be given a chance at all, the 

result of applying the principles of risk avoidance and maximisation of benefit was now that 

actors began to formulate concrete demands regarding the design of the initiative, rather than 

rejecting initiatives outright, even though major conflicts of goals had not yet been resolved. 

However, conflicts were now no longer related as much to the initiatives and goals 

themselves, as they were related to the suitability of the means of achieving objectives, the 

concrete design of the constitutional amendments or underlying objectives and the distribution 

of goods and competences. In all cases, the initiators aimed to achieve formalised conflict 

resolution. 

The sudden change in the agenda of the negotiations is closely connected with a 

change of both the actors involved and the mode of negotiations. In the cooperative phase, the 

collective actors involved in the negotiation processes delegated the negotiations to the expert 

politicians who participated in regular meetings of smaller committees. Whenever the 

preferences of the actors involved were unclear in the decision dimensions, socio-

psychological mechanisms played a significant role in the cooperative phase and had a lasting 

effect on the results of constitutional change as well. Factors that helped increase the 

willingness of non-initiators or their representing expert politicians to consider approval 

included competence trust; the impression to be provided with comprehensive information on 

the matter and to be taken seriously as a negotiating partner; the strong commitment of 

initiators to their cause which elicits understanding of their objectives and a repetition bias; 

and a clear willingness of the other actors to cooperate. This seems to corroborate the findings 

of socio-psychological research regarding the behaviour of actors, which promote a positive 

view of the initiative. 

Openness to and the acknowledgment of other actors’ views was observed mainly for 

decision dimensions or aspects of the constitutional amendment initiative, which did not 

concern any clear programmatic definitions or fixed negotiating positions of the collective 

actors. Whenever there were any such definitions, particularly when assigned higher priority, 

the collective actors rigidly insisted on these positions, trying to drive a wedge between the 

opposing actors. Here, in addition to the initiator and the actor with the (next) highest 

negotiating power, substantively highly-motivated third parties played a significant role as 

well. On the one hand, these third-party actors had made the very same suggestions during the 

individualistic phase that would be repeatedly referred to during the course of the 
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negotiations, for the actor with the (next) highest negotiating power would readdress certain 

issues to which the initiator would be expected to react. On the other hand, at times they 

repositioned themselves in relation to the initiator and the actor with the (next) highest 

negotiating power, in order to present themselves as a “moderate alternative”, thus moving 

one step closer to achieving their objectives (“triangulation”, cf. Weaver 2000: 58). 

Overall, the cooperative interaction orientation clearly had a negative effect on the 

individual cost-benefit balances (cf. also Prittwitz 2007: 108), because, as previously 

described, the actors primarily evaluated the inside options, that is, the best design of 

potentially approved constitutional amendments. The considerations and negotiations were 

therefore primarily concerned with the initial proposal and one of the first counter-demands, 

while entirely new ideas concerning the constitutional amendments were not introduced in 

this phase. As a result, the interaction behaviour in the cooperative phase showed the most 

significant deviation from the rationalist behaviour forecast in Figure 3. At the same time, the 

collective actors experienced a slight loss of control, for on one hand, they were unable to 

control the effect of the social mechanisms and, on the other hand, the complex political 

issues under negotiation had become increasingly difficult to convey to non-expert politicians 

and experts. 

 

Competitive Phase 

Once a proposal seemed to be more or less secure to be passed, the leading politicians of the 

collective actors activated a mechanism of attempted error correction at the start of the 

competitive phase, which basically corroborated the assumption that individual errors in 

group decisions were at least partially compensated (Lau/Redlawsk 2001), although what 

would be considered an error from a rational choice point of view was only corrected and, 

importantly as well, compensated to a certain point. In the competitive phase, the decision-

makers did not focus on achieving absolute substantive objectives, but rather deliberated 

about options with respect to other actors. In addition, considerations which did not concern 

the actual content of the constitutional amendment initiative such as image building – again 

played a more significant role for their decision behaviour. Parallel developments (e.g. events, 

main political topics) and media coverage could thus have an indirect influence on the course 

of the process. In view of the event character of the impending decision15 and the sort of 

conflict orientation typical of this phase and conducive to media rationality, media coverage 

                                                 
15 What is meant here is that a formal decision is easier to identify than a complex, partly informal process with 
an uncertain outcome and a higher level of newsworthiness. 
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of the initiative increased for the first time, which at times indirectly intensified conflicts 

between the political actors. 

The discussion generally adhered to the original initiative, but due to the higher 

sensitivity to the context, and despite the compromise reached and the investments made, it 

remained unclear whether the relevant actors would indeed approve the constitutional 

amendment until the final voting. Selected aspects of the decision were re-evaluated, 

previously raised objections were reactivated, compromises achieved were called into 

question, and recent, often off-topic, arguments were brought forward (recency bias) which 

distracted attention from previously discussed problems. Even at this point, however, 

substantive alternatives still played a minor role in the formulation of the draft itself, which 

means that “error correction” in this phase had no sufficient rational founding. 

 

Requirements for the passage of thresholds 

As to be seen, many of the criteria for the analysis of negotiation processes contained in table 

3 have shown different ocurrences in the phases observed (table 6). 
 

Table 6: Variance of interaction characteristics 

 Individualistic Phase Cooperative Phase Competitive Phase 
Contacts among the actors Limited Regular to quasi-permanent Limited 
Willingness to compromise No High Limited 

Form of governance - (elements of competition at 
the end) 

Negotiation, network, 
hierarchy* Competition 

Conflicts extensive, link-ups to other 
matters Extensive to intensive 

Intensive, few aspects 
(esp. distribution 
matters) 

Attempt to solve the conflicts 
Initiator indicates options for 
negotiation, reference to side 
benefits 

Transformation of the main 
(normative) conflicts to 
technical, legalistic matters, 
search for compromise partly 
including third parties 

Minor modifications; 
focus on side-benefits 
not related to the 
amendment (including 
symbolic politics) 

Agreements related to the 
matter/process No or non-binding Yes, but no predetermination 

of decision Yes 

real costs of non-negotiation low Low Low to medium 
social costs of non-
negotiation low Medium High 

Sensitivity to context 
(politics, media, elections) Medium to high Low Medium to high 

* Hierarchy refers to the ministries and administration 
 

Because of this co-variance, it is not possible to explain the decision to leave party’s 

position and agree without high benefits clearly by one or two variables. However, the case 

studies gave a preliminary impression of causalities. Four conclusions regarding the 

conditions of possibility to achieve agreements on constitutional amendments in established 

democracies may be drawn, three of them formulating conditions for crossing the threshold 

from one mode of interaction to another: 
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(1) The threshold from individualistic to cooperative interaction orientation is crossed if 

(a) the actor with the (next) highest negotiating power is generally in favour of the 

initiator’s objectives, also in reaction to parallel developments; if (b) the initiator 

signals willingness to compromise on certain aspects; and if (c) at least one of them 

expects an additional benefit from a package or barter deal. 

(2) A smaller group of negotiators in the cooperative phase, the communicative 

involvement of actors, the provision of comprehensive information and the insistent 

repetition of key statements by the initiator are all factors which might increase the 

chances of reaching an agreement, especially if there is no strong substantive incentive 

for the actor with the (next) highest negotiating power is involved. 

(3) The threshold from the cooperative phase to the competitive phase is crossed when the 

collective actor with the (next) highest negotiating power considers the negotiation 

results as suboptimal and attempts to correct errors. 

(4) An agreement on a constitutional amendment is reached during the competitive phase 

if (a) the actor with the (next) highest negotiating power does not fully evaluate or 

utilise initiative-related benefit maximisation options due to a low substantive 

incentive; if (b) considerations regarding party competition do not stand in the way of 

approval in the given context; and if (c) the initiator is willing to compromise on last-

minute modifications if so required. 

 

Effects 
With regard to the effects of actors and interaction behaviour on the outcome of 

constitutional politics, the study suggests that especially the non-exploitation of possible 

maximum benefits is a major catalyst for reaching a consensus between interest-oriented 

actors in democratic societies, even though all actions were generally based on the principle 

of rational choice and the actors clearly showed competitive behaviour during the last 

negotiation phase. However, the asymmetry of benefit is obvious: All of the constitutional 

amendments which were eventually passed were supported by actors who derived only 

marginal benefit or no benefit at all – including actors with high negotiating power who were 

in a position to prevent the passage of the bill, as well as actors with little or no influence on 

negotiations, whose approval was not required and who typically had an otherwise different 

political agenda than the initiators. 

Table 7 shows on a scale of 0 to +++++ the benefit, representing how closely the 

constitutional amendment corresponded to the original positions or the programmatic party 
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policies of the initiator and the actor with the (next) highest negotiating power, and what non-

substantive benefits, such as a higher reputation, were derived. In the “Costs” column, on a 

scale of 0 to -----, the table shows how far the outcome deviated from the original positions or 

the programmatic party policies, as well as actual costs, such as governmental costs of 

reforms. The breakdown of costs and benefits shows considerable benefits for the initiators of 

constitutional amendments (irrespective of their negotiating power16) which were only 

slightly lower than originally expected, as well as small benefits or even losses (benefit minus 

costs) for the actors with the (next) highest negotiating power (more detailed in Lorenz 2008). 

 
Table 7: Costs and benefit of the constitutional amendment for the initiator and the actors with the next 
highest negotiating power 

Case Actor Benefit Costs 

C1 I: ITC (Interest organisation of the Inuit) + + + - 
A1: Federal governments of Progressive Conservatives, Liberals + - - - 

C2 I: PASOK government + + + - 
A1: ND parliamentary group + - -  

C3 I: Fianna Fáil government + + + - 
A1: Electorate (referenda) + - - 

C4 I: CDU/CSU, FDP federal governments, CDU/CSU parliamentary groups + + + - 
A1: SPD parliamentary group, SPD-led Länder + - - 

I = Initiator, A1 = Actor with the (next) highest negotiating power 
 

In any case, the number of actors who actively or passively supported the constitutional 

amendments was high, even though there was no benefit to be gained. In particular, actors 

with no fixed constitutional preferences – who ultimately constituted the majority – decided 

not to maintain strategic disagreement during the final decision phase which they could have 

used to keep their distance to competitors (Weaver 2000: 59), but either strived to achieve 

harmonisation with the formal initiator or create a moderate mixed variant which involved the 

approval of a constitutional amendment, despite some criticism. 

Even if we assume that actors give approval to constitutional amendments at least 

partly as a result of learning when assessing the persuasiveness of the better arguments (for 

which there is little evidence in the case studies), it must be noted that in all cases the 

initiators were more successful in persuading other actors than were non-initiators. 

The proposed threshold model not only explains how the sequence of phase specifics 

lead to an agreement on constitutional amendments, but also why the asymmetry and the 

reduction of the number of negotiators to two actors or actor blocks after the cooperative 

phase does not lead to conflict or protest. However, despite the intended systematic approach 

                                                 
16 This is particularly true for case C, where the small and weak interest organisation of the Inuit, which had no 
institutional power, achieved the establishment of a self-governed territory within Canada with a constitutional 
status similar to that of the provinces. 
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of the research project, it is not possible to determine with certainty whether the observed 

phases always occur in the same order, and whether or not the previously mentioned 

conditions always (or, at least, usually) have the described effects. 

 

Conclusion and Outlook 
 

Based on the empirical comparison of a few distinctly different cases of constitutional 

amendments, we can conclude that rational choice is a valid model to explain negotiation 

processes in constitutional politics if clear, stable objectives exist that are pursued with a 

medium to high level of commitment, so that the actors are able to control their actions in the 

long term. Where this is not the case – as seems more typical of the normal constitutional 

politics in established democracies – the behaviour of collective actors is based on boundedly 

rational choice17 and political decisions are not entirely free from the influence of social 

mechanisms. Under these conditions, the achievement of agreement on constitutional 

amendments can be explained by means of the previously presented threshold model that 

includes the effect of different dominant modes of interaction of negotiators on the further 

course and finalisation of the negotiations. 

The principle of strictly rational choice is most relevant in the individualistic phase, 

with preference formation, however, apparently being too difficult for the actors. During the 

cooperative phase, factors which increase the actors' willingness to reach an agreement 

include a smaller group of negotiators, the delegation of actions from collective actors to 

expert politicians, the communicative involvement of third parties by the initiator, the 

provision of comprehensive information about the initiative and the insistent repetition of key 

statements. In the competitive phase, though again more strongly interested in evaluating their 

own cost-benefit situation, the participants are influenced by interim results of the negotiation 

processes, showing a lower tendency to disapprove amendment initiative than they would in 

the individualistic phase. 

What is most often criticised about the phase models of policy research is that they 

postulate a straightforward linear development (see, among others, Nakamura 1987; Rüb 

2006: 20). However, it is not the intention of this paper to establish such a proposition 

concerning predictable linear developments. Throughout all of the phases we observed the 

risk that initiatives under negotiation might fail (partly) due to lacking conditions of 
                                                 
17 The limited rationality of the actors is neither equal to irrationality, nor a form of rational action superior or 
inferior to the model of strictly rational choice, but rather just a specific form that does not fit the strictly 
theoretical model of individual rational action (Gigerenzer/Selten 2002: 4 ff.). 
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possibility. Also, with the model being based on the empirical comparison of only four cases, 

and despite the methodological effort of case selections and the obvious parallels between the 

analysed negotiation processes, it remains unclear whether the findings and the model actually 

hold for other cases as well, and whether the empirically observed sequence of phases is 

typical of processes of constitutional change in established democracies. 

I think it is worthwhile to examine this question further, for if the findings hold for 

other cases as well, the functionality and normative significance of constitutions in established 

democracies would have to be re-evaluated. Or, to put it polemically: Non-initiators might 

approve so many constitutional amendments simply because they are not motivated, have 

little interest, due to sheer complexity and pressure of time, and therefore do not control their 

actions appropriately. Particularly in the seemingly unspectacular character of the individual 

constitutional amendments (which mostly do not aim at far-reaching reforms) a certain risk 

exists with regard to their cumulative effect on the political order. At any rate, the 

institutionalist assumption that higher majority requirements for constitutional amendments 

serve as a shield against interference from daily politics, apparently does not hold in practice. 

This would also jeopardise the binding force of constitutions for parliaments and governments 

in the long term. Likewise, it is doubtful that the requirement of larger majorities can indeed 

protect the constitutional norms from unilateral interest politics. 

 

Annex 
 
Table A 1: Hypotheses not (fully) confirmed in the comparison of free democracies 

1 The higher the constitutional rigidity, the lower the frequency of constitutional amendments. 
2 The frequency of constitutional amendments is lower in countries where referenda are required. 
3 The more detailed and extensive the constitution, the higher the frequency of constitutional amendments. 
4 The older the constitution, the higher the frequency of constitutional amendments. 
5 The frequency of constitutional amendments in unitary states is higher than in federal states. 
6 The frequency of constitutional amendments in countries with one dominant political party in the 

parliament (or lower house) is higher than in countries with no such dominating party. 
7 The more fragmented the distribution of seats in a parliament (or lower house), the lower the number of 

constitutional amendments. 
8  The higher the level of socio-economic development, the lower the frequency of constitutional 

amendments. 
9 The frequency of constitutional amendments in homogeneous societies is lower than in heterogeneous 

societies. 
10 The frequency of constitutional amendments is lower in Westminster-derived parliamentary states than in 

other democracies. 
 



 22 

References and Sources 
 

Aarebrot, Frank H./Bakka, Pal H. ²1992: Die Vergleichende Methode in der 

Politikwissenschaft. In: Berg-Schlosser, Dirk/Müller-Rommel, Ferdinand (eds.): 

Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft: ein einführendes Handbuch. Opladen: Leske + Budrich, 

51-69. 

Abromeit, Heidrun/Stoiber, Michael 2006: Demokratien im Vergleich. Einführung in die 

vergleichende Analyse politischer Systeme. Wiesbaden: VS. 

Benz, Arthur 1993: Verfassungsreform als politischer Prozeß. Politikwissenschaftliche 

Anmerkungen zur aktuellen Revision des Grundgesetzes. In: Die öffentliche Verwaltung 46: 

881-889. 

Beyme, Klaus von 1997: Der Gesetzgeber. Der Bundestag als Entscheidungszentrum. 

Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag. 

Cohen, Michael/March, James/Olsen, Johan P. 1972: A Garbage Can Model of 

Organizational Choice. In: Administrative Science Quarterly 17: 1-25. 

Czada, Roland/Windhoff-Héritier, Adrienne (eds.) 1991: Political Choice. Institutions, Rules 

and the Limits of Rationality. Frankfurt a.M./New York/Boulder: Campus/Westview Press. 

De Winter, Lieven 2003: Government Declarations and Law Production. In: Döring, 

Herbert/Hallerberg, Mark (eds.): Legislatures and Policies: A Cross-National Exploration of 

Labour Market Flexibilisation. New York: St. Martin's Press, 35-56. 

Fischer, Lorenz/Wiswede, Günter ²2002: Grundlagen der Sozialpsychologie. München/Wien: 

R. Oldenbourg. 

Gigerenzer, Gerd/Selten, Reinhard 2002: Rethinking Rationality. In: Gigerenzer/Selten (eds.): 

Bounded Rationality. The Adaptive Toolbox. Cambridge/London: MIT Press, 1-12. 

Hilpert, Ulrich 1998: Regieren und intergouvernementale Beziehungen. Neue Formen 

politischer Gestaltung durch sozialen und ökonomischen Wandel. In: Hilpert/Holtmann, 

Everhard/Meisel, Dirk (eds.): Regieren und intergouvernementale Beziehungen. Opladen: 

Leske + Budrich, 23-48. 

Hogwood, Brian W./Gunn, Lewis A. 1984: Policy Analysis and the Real World. Oxford: 

Oxford UP. 

Kingdon, John W. ²1995: Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. New York: 

HarperCollins. 

Kirchgässner, Gebhard 1991: Homo oeconomicus, Tübingen: Mohr. 



 23 

Laffin, Martin 2000: Constitutional Design: A Framework for Analysis. In: Parliamentary 

Affairs 53: 532-541. 

Lau, Richard R./Redlawsk, David P. 2001: Advantages and Disadvantages of Cognitive 

Heuristics in Political Decision Making. In: American Journal of Political Science 45.4: 951-

971. 

Lorenz, Astrid 2005: How to Measure Constitutional Rigidity: Four Concepts and Two 

Alternatives, in: Journal of Theoretical Politics 17.3: 341-363. 

Lorenz, Astrid 2008: Verfassungsänderungen in etablierten Demokratien. Motivlagen und 

Aushandlungsmuster. Wiesbaden: VS. 

Lutz, Donald S. 1995: Toward a Theory of Constitutional Amendment, in: Levinson, Sanford 

(ed.), Responding to Imperfection. The Theory and Practice of Constitutional Amendment. 

Princeton: Princeton UP, 237-274. 

Maki, Judith E./Thorngate, Warren B./McClintock, Charles G. 1979: Prediction and 

perception of social motives. In: Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 37: 203-220. 

Nakamura, Robert T. 1987: The Textbook Policy Process and Implementation Research. In: 

Policy Studies Review 7.1: 142-154. 

North, Douglass C. 1990: Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance. 

Cambridge: Cambridge UP. 

Prittwitz, Volker von 2007: Vergleichende Politikanalyse. Stuttgart: Lucius & Lucius. 

Przeworski, Adam/Teune, Henry 1970: The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry. New York: 

Wiley-Interscience. 

Ragin, Charles C. 1987: The Comparative Method. Moving Beyond Qualitative and 

Quantitative Strategies. Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California Press. 

Rasch, Bjørn E. 2003: Rigidity in Constitutional Amendment Procedures. In: Smith, Eivind 

(ed.): The Constitution as an Instrument of Change. Stockholm: SNS, 111-125. 

Rasch, Bjørn E./Congleton, Roger D. 2006: Constitutional Amendment Procedures and 

Constitutional Stability. In: Congleton, Roger D./Swedenborg, Birgitta: Democratic 

Constitutional Design and Public Policy: Analysis and Evidence. Cambridge/London: MIT 

Press. 

Rescher, Nicholas 1994: Warum sind wir nicht klüger? Der evolutionäre Nutzen von 

Dummheit und Klugheit. Stuttgart: Hirzel/Wissenschaftliche Verlagsgesellschaft. 

Richter, Rudolf/Furubotn, Eirik G. 1999: Neue Institutionenökonomik. Eine Einführung und 

kritische Würdigung. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck. 



 24 

Rose, Richard 1973: Comparing Public Policy. In: European Journal of Political Research 1.1: 

67-94. 

Rüb, Friedbert W. 2006: Die Zeit der Entscheidung. Kontingenz, Ambiguität und die 

Politisierung der Politik – Ein Versuch. In: hamburg review of social sciences 1.1: 1-34. 

Scharpf, Fritz W. 2000: Interaktionsformen. Akteurszentrierter Institutionalismus in der 

Politikforschung. Opladen: Leske + Budrich. 

Schultze, Rainer-Olaf 1997: Verfassungsreform als Prozeß. In: Zeitschrift für 

Parlamentsfragen 28: 502-520. 

Shepsle, Kenneth A./Bonchek, Mark S. 1997: Analyzing Politics. Rationality, Behavior, and 

Institutions. New York/London: W. W. Norton & Company. 

Trampusch, Christine 2006: Sequenzorientierte Policy-Analyse. Warum die Rentenreform 

von Walter Riester nicht an Reformblockaden scheiterte. In: Berliner Journal für Soziologie 1: 

55-76. 

Voigt, Stefan 2002: Institutionenökonomik. München: Fink. 

Vorländer, Hans 2003: Politische Reform in der Demokratie – Zur Einführung. In: Vorländer 

(ed.): Politische Reform in der Demokratie. Baden-Baden: Nomos, 7-13. 

Weaver, R. Kent 2000: The Politics of Institutional Reform in the United States and Canada. 

In: Schultze, Rainer-Olaf/Sturm, Roland Sturm (eds.): The Politics of Constitutional Reform 

in North-America. Coping with New Challenges. Opladen: Leske + Budrich, 47-81. 


	Negotiating Constitutional Amendments: A Threshold Model
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Design of Investigation
	Results
	Actors
	Interaction behaviour
	Effects

	Conclusion and Outlook
	Annex
	References and Sources


