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Abstract
In December 1996 a national referendum approved a constitutional reform that introduced substantial changes to Uruguay’s electoral system. We argue that this reform was proposed by Uruguay’s establishment parties to prevent the rise to power of the left-wing Frente Amplio in the 1999 elections. While successful in this instrumental goal, the policy introduced a series of changes that, paradoxically, would pave the way for a long period of Frente Amplio rule after 2004. It also facilitated the coalition formation process within the centre-right block in the last decade. In the pursuit of a short-term electoral victory, proponent parties created an institutional setting that would support Uruguay’s relative political success in the first quarter of the XXI century. We frame this reform within the concept of instrumental incoherence and discuss the implications of this example for our understanding of this concept.
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Introduction
Institutional changes are not the result of exogenous shocks external to the countries that experiencing those changes. Rather, the process of institutional reform is typically shaped by the incentives, intentions, beliefs, and capabilities of the actors that participate in a country’s political life. In this context, it is perhaps unsurprising that institutional reforms are often instrumental to the objectives pursued by some of those actors. Yet the consequences of a reform can far exceed the concrete tactical gains pursued by the reformers. As a result, the institutional framework of a country may often be accidental, in that the main features of that framework may not arise from a global institutional design process but rather emerge as the collection of decisions that were pursued by tactical – often forgotten – reasons.  We will show how this can take place by presenting a case study around the Uruguayan Constitutional Reform of 1996.
The 1996 Reform is the most recent electoral reform in the country’s history. It changed the electoral system by introducing, among other novelties, formal primaries and a second-round vote in Presidential elections. We show that this reform had far reaching consequences for the country and that these consequences were not what had motivated the proponents to propose advance this reform in the first place. To make this case, we leverage on the concept of Instrumental Incoherence introduced in Faguet and Shami (2022) and employed in other articles of this Special Issue. We first argue that the concept can be used to interpret the behaviour of proponents of the 1996 reform. Reformers wanted to use the substantial changes to the electoral system in Uruguay as a tool to avoid the victory of the left-wing coalition Frente Amplio in the next election in 1999. While successful in that tactical objective, the reform itself led to a series of anticipated and unanticipated consequences that would lead to a consolidation of a new distribution of political preferences in the country, a series of electorally successful Frente Amplio governments in the next two decades, and a period of democratic stability that would come to characterize the country in the first quarter of the 21st century. 
After discussing the applicability of the notion of Instrumental Incoherence to the case of the 1996 reform, we highlight what the reform tells us about the concept of instrumental incoherence and its implications. Two main messages stand out. The first is that a reform pursued for reasons of calculated political expediency can ultimately benefit its intended victims and harm its proponents. This is a consequence of the incoherence between the reforms intended goals and its main effects, as discussed in Faguet and Shami (2022), combined with consequences of the reform that would have been entirely unforeseen in 1996.
A second implication of this example for the notion of instrumental incoherence is more normative in nature. As with the case of the literature on unintended consequences, it is perhaps natural to believe that reforms that are instrumentally incoherent will typically lead to worse outcomes for the country involved. The fact that the reform is instrumental means that it is not pursued with the interest of the country in mind. Perhaps more importantly, the fact that it is incoherent means that it is also not (necessarily) pursued with its main effects in mind either. However, one can argue that the Uruguayan reform of 1996 ultimately led to a political system that has, in many ways, outperformed both the other nations one would typically compare it to (e.g., Argentina, Chile) and has improved relatively to its own historical trajectory. While the success of the Uruguayan polity over the last two decades cannot be attributed to the reform alone, we argue that the reform did play a role in that success. Thus, from a normative point of view, a reform that is instrumentally incoherent can result in better outcomes for the country, where better is meant in a normative sense. 
Our paper contributes to the literature that has studies the causes and consequences of the 1996 constitutional reform. Altman et al. (2011) study both the origin and consequences of the Uruguayan constitutional reform and emphasize the fact that the reform was intended to prevent the access of Frente Amplio to power in 1999. They also highlight that the outcome of the reform would then turn against the interests of the reform’s proponents. The causes of the reform are also covered in Luján (2011). The short-term consequences of the reform are discussed in Cason (2002). Our contribution to this literature is to incorporate the notion of institutional incoherence to rationalize the peculiar consequences of the 1996 reform for its proponents. 
Our paper also contributes to the nascent literature on instrumental incoherence. The term was arguably introduced to the analysis of institutional reform by Faguet and Shami (2022). Our paper presents an example institutional reform where the term is applicable. Perhaps more importantly, the example itself helps us develop the concept, both by allowing us to reflect on the implications of instrumental incoherence for both the proponents of the reform and the broader country where it is to be applied. 
Finally, our paper also contributes to the literature on the unintended consequence of institutional reform. A large and diverse set of studies have emphasized the unintended consequences of reform on European Union institutions (Moravcsik 2008), Land Rights (Hunt 2004), Higher Education (Krücken 2014) and Electoral Systems (Bronner y Ifkovits 2019) to name a few. Our paper shares with these and other studies a perspective borrowed from Historical Institutionalism, in which specific institutional outcomes are shaped not by functionalist principles or rational design but rather by historical circumstances. We differ from the literature on unintended consequences in that we also emphasize that many of the outcomes of the 1996 Reform were entirely predictable and, in a sense, still accidental. The source of instrumental incoherence that characterize the Uruguayan reformers can be attributed in part to a discrepancy between short-term tactical goals and long-term effects of the reform. 
Our argument is empirically based on secondary sources and first-hand knowledge of the case. We conducted literature review in the fields of Political Science and Uruguayan Political History, as well as press review. The article proceeds as follows. The next section provides some political and economic background. The following section presents the reformers objectives and the main aspects of the reform. The third one introduce the main effects of the reform and discuss the application of the instrumental incoherence concept to the case. The article concludes with some final considerations on the empirical and theoretical lessons of the case study.

Section I. Background
The Key Players: The Political Party Landscape in Uruguay since 1971
To explain the politico-electoral incentives that led to the 1996 Reform, we need to first introduce the key players in the Uruguayan party system and their interactions in the years before the reform was proposed. Two parties dominated the Uruguayan political landscape in the long period between independence in the early XIXth century, and the late XXth century. These were the Partido Colorado or Colorados and the Partido Nacional or Blancos. The reference to colors to denote each of the so-called Traditional Parties derived from the colors used by troops from each side in the different armed conflicts involving both parties throughout the XIXth century. A final period of relative peace and stability between both factions emerged with the XXth century. Despite long-term rivalries, these parties would progressively engage in power-sharing agreements throughout the century. The dominance of these parties would face its first serious challenge with the creation of the left-wing coalition Frente Amplio (FA) in 1971. 
[bookmark: _Ref146023870]Figure 1 – National Election Vote Shares in Uruguay
[image: ]
Note: Top panel represents national vote shares of Frente Amplio, Partido Colorado and Partido Nacional in Uruguayan Presidential Elections taking place between 1958 and 2009. Bottom panel represents national vote shares of Frente Amplio and the most voted Traditional Party (PN or PC) in Uruguayan Presidential Elections taking place between 1958 and 2009.The squares indicated in years 1958 and 1966 corresponds to the aggregated vote shares of the Communist and Socialist parties that would integrate Frente Amplio in 1971. Vote shares calculated as percentage of all valid and non-blank votes. Electoral data retrieved from Schmidt et al. (2023).

This characteristically broad coalition – literally named, Broad Front – involved a wide sector of the ideological spectrum from Christian Democrats to Communists, through Social-Democrats and Socialists. It also included progressive factions from the Partido Nacional and the Partido Colorado that exited these parties. In spite of its origin as a coalition of political organizations, it quickly developed a common institutional structure, becoming a long lasting mass political party (Pérez Bentancur, Piñeiro Rodríguez, y Rosenblatt 2019).
Results of these three political parties in national elections for the period 1958-2009 is presented in the top panel of Figure 1. As can be seen in that figure, the emergence of Frente Amplio would come to be one of the most significant political shifts in the second half of the XXth century. Moreover, as argued below, the entry of this player into the arena of Uruguayan politics is critical to understand the 1996 constitutional reform. 
A violent interruption of democratic rule came with the Uruguayan Civic-Military Dictatorship that lasted between 1973 and 1984. Following the end of the authoritarian regime, came the definitive consolidation of the three-party landscape that had begun to emerge with the creation of Frente Amplio (FA). The 1984 elections that led the Partido Colorado’s Julio María Sanguinetti to power were held under restrictions inherited from the agreements between the parties and the military leadership. Both the Partido Nacional and Frente Amplio had their most emblematic leaders barred for running. However, the party landscape that emerged from that election indicated the country had abandoned the two-party system that had dominated its political history since independence. With a vote share of 21%, a sensible improvement over the 1971 vote, Frente Amplio reasserted itself the most voted “third party” in the country’s history and showed that it had survived the intense political repression of the decade-long dictatorship. At the same time, with a combined vote share of over 70%, the so-called Traditional Parties would continue to dominate national politics for the next years. 
To illustrate this point, the bottom panel of Figure 1 shows the evolution of the vote share of both Frente Amplio and the most voted Traditional Party in each election. The pre-reform electoral system in place between the return to democracy and 1996 required a plurality of votes to secure the presidency and Frente Amplio was very far from attaining that plurality, a situation that would effectively continue for almost a decade.  
The consolidation of the electoral ascendance of Frente Amplio in Uruguayan politics came in 1994.  In that election, FA would go on to repeat its victory in the Montevideo local election, securing a second tenure in the capital after Tabaré Vázquez’s victory in 1989. Perhaps more importantly, the 1994 national election was characterized by the so-called Triple Empate (triple draw), in which the vote shares of the three parties came within less than 1.8% of each other. The election was so close that throughout the traditionally slow vote count that took place on the night of the 27th and early hours of the 28th of November, there were several instances in which either of the three parties looked poised to carry the presidency. Ultimately, even though Frente Amplio had the most voted individual candidate, the presidency was taken by Julio María Sanguinetti by virtue of the aggregation of votes across candidates within parties (a feature of the Uruguayan electoral system known as ley de lemas). Despite losing the election, the performance of FA was a shock to both the traditional parties and the Uruguayan public. If the electoral performance of the left-wing coalition continued along this trend, a Frente Amplio government would necessarily follow in 2000. It was arguably this observation, more than any other consideration, that would set the incentives for the traditional parties to pursue a constitutional reform that would recast the country’s electoral system and protect the power-sharing agreements between them that had existed for years. 



The Uruguayan Economy in the Late XXth Century
After a golden age of growth and development in the first half of the XXth century, the Uruguayan economy went through a long period of stagnation in the period between 1955 and 1973 (Oddone Paris 2010; Nahum 2012). While growth would recover during the dictatorship – led in part by a new policy of trade openness – this arguably came at the cost of a substantial amount of wage suppression, with real wages at the end of the authoritarian period being substantially lower than they were in the mid-60s. 
With the advent of democracy in 1985, the country entered a period of fairly consistent growth, with positive growth rates between that year and the 1995 recession that followed the Mexican peso crisis.  Data on GDP growth rates for the period 1985-2009 are reported in Figure 3.  The 1996 Constitutional Reform was voted in a period of relative stability, with economic growth in the order of 5% and moderate increases in real wages throughout the year. The period of stable growth would not last however, and from 1999 the country entered a long recession that would last for over 4 years and lead to what arguably was the largest economic crisis in the country recent history. This unforeseen crisis would have significant political consequences and influence the way the constitutional reform would affect the long-run political landscape in the XXth century. 

Figure 2 - Real GDP Growth of the Uruguayan Economy
[image: ]
Note: Yearly Real GDP growth of Uruguay in the period between 1985 and 2009 in percentage terms. Data from Uruguayan National Accounts available from IMF country profile through datamapper (available here). Horizontal dotted line corresponds to a growth rate of 0. 

  
Section II. Main Aspects of the 1996 Reform 
Uruguayan constitutional reforms and the 1996 reformers’ objectives
Constitutional reforms have been an important feature of the Uruguayan political game. The 1917 Constitution was a crucial milestone in the conformation of the country’s liberal democracy. It guaranteed regular and fair elections almost a century after independence. As a consequence, the historical power dispute between the Partido Colorado and the Partido Nacional, which was until then usually settled through armed confrontation[footnoteRef:1], moved to the electoral field (Chasquetti y Buquet 2004).    [1:  In 1904 the last Partido Nacional revolution was defeated by the Colorado government of Batlle y Ordónez, when the blanco leader Aparicio Saravia was killed in the battlefield. This date is highlighted by many authors as the confirmation of the Uruguayan modern State (Filgueira et al. 2003). It is an important date as well regarding the country’s democratic process: the Aparicio Saravia revolution demanded for democratic guarantees, which were granted in the 1917 Constitution.] 

During the XX century, several constitutional reforms were introduced in the country (1934, 1938, 1942, 1952, 1966) with important consequences for the electoral system and the executive power[footnoteRef:2]. The literature recognizes that, besides some normative debates, these reforms were motivated in a large extent by short term electoral interests of groups of political party fractions (Altman, Buquet, and Luna 2011; Chasquetti 2003). Interestingly, the coalitions of fractions opposed in the constitutional debates usually included both Colorado and Blanco fractions on each side.   [2:  Uruguay is a rare case in the Latin American context. Between 1917 and 1934 and 1952 and 1966 it counted with a collegiate executive branch with bipartisan representation.] 

Taking into consideration this long term feature of the Uruguayan constitutional history and the increasing electoral weight of the Frente Amplio depicted in the last section, it is not surprising that one of the main objectives of the 1996 electoral reform, according to analysts, many politicians and even the Uruguayan citizenship common knowledge, was avoiding the left wing party future victory in the 1999 election. 
Evidently, this was not the main argument publicly stated by reformers. The constitutional reform debate, which included the participation of Frente Amplio representatives during an important part of the reform engineering, revolved around other issues. Furthermore, it must be mentioned that since the 1985 democratic transition several constitutional reforms oriented to modify the political system were promoted by different political actors. The two immediate precedents were the 1992 “maxi reform” and the 1994 “mini reform”. They followed two different legal channels but both ultimately failed. They were both supported by the whole Partido Nacional and some fractions of the Partido Colorado, along with two fractions of the Nuevo Espacio[footnoteRef:3]. The Frente Amplio rejected both reforms, in spite of briefly participating in the negotiations of the “maxi reform” (Cardarello 1996). [3:  A center-left party split from the Frente Amplio in 1989. ] 

Coming back to the 1996 reform objectives, many of them were shared with the previous reform attempts. There was a general perception that the electoral system needed to be simplified in order to be more efficient and transparent to voters. Besides, and in line with the regime debates that took place all along the region since democratization, minority governments in a Presidential regime were increasingly perceived as problematic for democratic stability. Therefore, the Uruguayan evolution from bipartism to multipartism was considered by the reformers as a problem  (Linz 1990; Cardarello 1996; Chasquetti 2008). Accordingly, the 1994 election results (the triple draw) were very present during the debates. 
In a nutshell, the main purposes expressed by the reformers were the following: increasing the internal democracy of the political parties, enhancing the political parties internal coherence, clarifying electoral options for voters through the promotion of a “two blocks” electoral logic (in response to multipartyism), fostering the political moderation of the electoral offer and promoting the formation of governmental coalitions to provide Presidents with legislative majorities and ensure governability (Yaffé 1999). In order to understand the rationale of these objectives, it is important to highlight some features of the pre-reform Uruguayan political system and the specifics of the institutional reform. 

Main aspects of the institutional reform
The Uruguayan electoral system previous to the reform counted with some lost lasting characteristics that made it unique in the regional context and defined some important features of the country’s party system. Two of the most important ones were the following. 
The Double Simultaneous Vote (DSV) allowed voters to express their preferences at the same time between parties and within a party with the same ballot. For instance, in Presidential elections, each party could present many candidates. The voter had to choose a specific candidate within a party offer. When counting votes, all the votes for each party were taken together in order to define the winner party. Afterwards, the votes of each one of the candidates of the winner party were compared to define who the elected President was. As a result, a citizen that had voted for a losing candidate of a winner party would have contributed with his ballot to the election of a President who was not his first preference. Another important result of this system was that the elected President could count with less personal electoral support that loser candidates of other parties that individually gained more votes. 
A second important feature of the system was that all the country’s elections were linked and took place at the same time. On the Election Day, each voter had to support a single party to elect representatives from very different levels: a) President and vice-president, b) Senators, c) Deputies, d) Intendente (Departmental Major), e) Ediles (Departmental Legislators), e) Departmental Electoral Courts. If the voter casted ballots of different parties, his vote was annulated (Altman, Buquet, y Luna 2011, 4–5).
This electoral system was very important to foster party discipline at the same time as opening important levels of internal competition within the parties. According to Altman et al (2011, 5), the system “was designed to maintain a two-party system, allowing fractions within parties to compete with each other without hurting the party’s chances to get elected”. During most of the XX century they both covered a large portion of the ideological spectrum, counting with numerous internal fractions, which ranged from leftist to rightist positions. Nonetheless, the 1971 foundation of the Frente Amplio as a left wing party challenged the historical bipartism and progressively pushed the traditional parties to the center-right side of the political offer.  Moreover, the Frente Amplio increasing electoral weight successfully defied the historical bipartisan feature of the Uruguayan party system.
In the 1990s, it was clear for political actors that the traditional electoral system did not match well with the new multiparty system. As previously stated, the 1996 reformers argued that institutional changes were needed to increase the transparency of the elections for voters and make them more efficient, strengthening governability. The most important specific institutional changes are presented in the next paragraph. 
In the first place, the reform split the national from the subnational (departmental) elections. As a result, voters could vote for different parties between these elections. This choice aimed to provide voters with more electoral freedom (even though in each one of these elections the voters had to maintain party consistency for the different charges at stake; President and legislators of the same party, for instance). Secondly, it defined simultaneous primary mandatory elections for all parties to select their presidential candidates. Relatedly, the reform established presidential single candidates for the political parties. This change aimed to provide transparency for voters when voting for the presidency. Nonetheless, multiple candidacies through DSV were maintained at the subnational level for the Intendentes. Thirdly, electoral “cooperatives” were forbidden. In the previous system, it was permitted that a deputy candidate collected votes through different lists. As a result, there were countless lists in each party, which added votes from the bottom to the top (the Presidential election). This reform aimed to simplify the system. Finally, the simple majority presidential election system was replaced by a two round system. Through this change, reformers wanted to provide elected presidents with more popular support and promote coalition formation between the two rounds to ensure legislative majorities. As well, they expected to foster centripetal competence, moderating the political offer and a two block electoral dynamic. 

Section III. Instrumental Incoherence and the 1996 Constitutional Reform
The effects of the reform
On December 8, 1996, the Uruguayans voted in a Plebiscite to accept or reject the reform previously approved, on October 15, by the Uruguayan Congress. In spite of the special majorities reached among parliamentarians (2/3), it was a very close result: the reform was supported by 50,5% of the voters (Mieres 1999). As a result, the reform was approved and the electoral rules of the country significantly changed, producing several effects on the political system.
The main short-term effect was arguably the result of the 1999 presidential election. The inauguration of the two round election system denied the Frente Amplio a likely victory in spite of obtaining the relative majority with a 29% vote share on the first round in October. With the previous electoral rules, its candidate, Tabaré Vázquez, would have been elected. The new scenario allowed the two traditional parties to coalesce for the second round and support their most voted candidate, the Colorado leader Jorge Batlle, who obtained 31,9% of support in the first round. In the second round, Jorge Batlle was elected president with 54,1% of votes.
It was arguably a Pyrrhic victory, though. Jorge Batlle’s presidency (2000-2005) faced the harshest economic and social crisis of Uruguay modern history. A recession had already begun in 1999. Shortly after the Argentinian 2001 economic, social and political crisis, Uruguay faced its own financial collapse in 2002. The Uruguayan political system proved capable to overcome the crisis without an institutional crisis (Rosenblatt 2006), but the electoral costs for the traditional parties, and particularly the Partido Colorado, were severe. The party which dominated Uruguayan politics in the XXth century reached a historical low electoral support in the 2004 elections: 10,4% of votes. Furthermore, in the three subsequent elections it remained in the third place, behind the Partido Nacional and the Frente Amplio. 
The electoral reform only postponed the Frente Amplio’s victory. In the 2004 elections, it continued its historical electoral growth (see Figure 1) and obtained a comfortable majority in the first round, with 50,4% of electoral support. As a result, Tabaré Vázquez counted with a majority in both chambers. The party won the two following national elections, keeping the control of Congress for 15 years (2005-2020). 
Event tough it obtained legislative majorities in the 2009 and 2014 elections, second rounds were necessary, since the party did not reach more than 50% of  the votes required to win the presidency in the first round (it reached 48,3% in 2009 and 48% in 2014). This situation promoted some institutional design debate regarding the necessity of conducting second rounds when a party reach legislative control and is that close to the 50% limit in the first round. In any case, as it was expected, the Frente Amplio won both second tours and José Mujica was elected in 2009 (52,4%) and Tabaré Vázquez reelected in 2014 (53,5%). 
In the economic arena, when Vázquez took office in 2005, the economy was starting to recover, and for the whole 2005-2019 period the country experienced economic growth. The legislative majorities and favorable economic conditions were key to allow the Frente Amplio to follow its ambitious political programme, promoting a series of important reforms that strengthened the role of the State in economic and social matters (Bidegain, Freigedo, y Zurbriggen 2021). This agenda, in the general context of economic and social debacle that followed the 2002 crisis, was well received by the electorate. 
The counterfactual shows a very different picture. As already stated, without the 1996 reform the Frente Amplio would have surely won the 1999 presidential elections. The consequences for its governmental and electoral fate would have been important. On one hand, it would have governed in an economic recessive context (see Section I) and would have had to endure the collateral effects of the 2001 Argentinian crisis (Uruguay most important commercial partner at the time). On the other hand, it would not have counted with parliamentarian majorities in Congress. Therefore, its capacity to face the economic context, and more importantly, to foster its longstanding reformist programme would have been much weaker. This would had surely diminish its prospects to govern and win the following elections. 
At the party system level, the reform consolidated the two blocks political dynamic that was already taking shape due to the Frente Amplio’s growth. The two traditional parties that animated Uruguayan bipartism in the XX century, and historically represented antagonist political communities, progressively got closer as the Frente Amplio gained weight in the political landscape. The 1996 reform institutionalized the collaboration between the Partido Colorado and the Partido Nacional (Luján 2011). Under the new electoral rules, the mutual support in the second rounds of presidential elections started to be taken for granted, even though some decades before it would have been very difficult to imagine a Blanco politician campaigning for the Colorados, or the other way round.  

Applicability
Can we use the notion of instrumental incoherence to describe the behaviour of reformers promoting the 1996 Uruguayan Constitutional Reform? It is well understood that the reform by the traditional parties was introduced with the (sometimes explicit) intention of preventing Frente Amplio from winning the presidency in the 1999 election. As discussed above, the reform was indeed successful in achieving that objective. This was, arguably, a tactical success of the reformers. However, the long-term consequences of the reform would extend beyond that initial tactical objective in two ways. In the first place, in terms of the description in Faguet and Shami (2022), the predictable main effects of the policy where arguably those long-term impacts that an electoral reform of this type would entail. Moreover, there was an unintended (and unpredictable) effect of the reform that would result in unambiguously negative consequences to the parties involved in its promotion. 
Consider in the first place the predictable effects of the policy on the Uruguayan electoral landscape. By introducing second-round vote, the reform effectively forced the traditional parties to engage in circumstantial electoral coalitions that would add to the parliamentary and circumstantial agreements that had existed before the reform was introduced. This had two consequences. In the first place, it consolidated the two blocks that now characterizes the party system: Frente Amplio as a large coalition in one block and the traditional parties in the other. The time of the triple draw had come and gone, now the electoral arithmetic that would determine who would take the presidency would operate around these two blocks. Secondly, the need of traditional parties to pool forces for the second-round vote implied that any future FA government would have to rule with a parliamentary majority or not rule at all. Moreover, future traditional party governments – including the government elected in 1999 – would be forced to rely on the actions of a (potentially) fractious parliamentary coalition while in power. This was an entirely predictable aspect of the reform, and one that would have been anticipated by the traditional parties. However, in 1995 and 1996, the echoes of the triple empate meant reformers were primarily coordinating to avoid the Frente Amplio victory in 1999. Other considerations were probably second-order at the time, as victory in the next election was the only way to ensure the sustaining the traditional power-sharing agreements that had characterized Uruguayan democratic politics for decades.  Within the frame of instrumental incoherence, this means that the long-term main effects of the reform were side-lined in the search for the circumstantial side effect of facilitating victory in 1999. 
That this is the case is perhaps not surprising. As highlighted in Faguet and Shami (2022) and many of the articles in this volume, the incoherence between the main institutional effects of a reform and the instrumental effects that generate the incentives for that reform is not uncommon. What is perhaps peculiar of the Uruguayan 1996 Reform is the speed with which the incoherence became explicit, and the degree to which the effects of the reform turned against the interests of the reformers. 
As discussed above, the economic situation in Uruguay quickly deteriorated after the reform was approved. As shown in Figure 2 above, in 1996 the Uruguayan economy was experiencing a period of accelerated growth, indicating that the country had swiftly recovered from the negative effects of the tequila effect of 1994-95. The period of economic expansion would continue through to 1998. However, during the electoral campaign leading up to the 1999 national election, the economic situation had deteriorated, and the country entered a recessive period that would last all the way to 2003. The first government elected after the constitutional reform would face the worst economic and social in the country’s history. The dire situation faced by the incoming government was patently clear to President Jorge Batlle, who stated in his inaugural speech before parliament in March 2000 “I have always tried to speak clearly without measuring the advantage or disadvantage in doing so (…) the year that begins will be a difficult year for Uruguay.” An unusually gloomy point with which to begin a Presidency. The economic difficulties the country faced would last well into 2002. Ultimately, the economic crisis resulted in an electoral disaster for the incumbent Colorados, with the party permanently relegated to a distant third position in terms of electoral performance since then. Simultaneously, the crisis paved the way for the victory of Frente Amplio. 
The fact that Frente Amplio was unable to win the election in 1999, meant the left-wing coalition avoided being in power during a period of substantial economic turmoil, caused in part by the lacklustre economic performance of Brazil, and the financial crisis in Argentina.  Frente Amplio would go on to obtain a resounding first-round victory in 2004. Thus, the party that had been disputing entry into power with the traditional parties for decades had gained power commanding a parliamentary majority, facing a divided and opposition, and enjoying the recovery from the crisis that had preceded its victory. Had the 1996 reform not been promoted and approved, it is very likely that this would not have happened. Thus, one unintended consequence of the reform was that it affected the timing of the Frente Amplio victory. This compounded with the predictable main effects of the reform to the dismay of the traditional parties that had promoted it. 
Taken together, these facts indicate that the Uruguayan reformers were indeed engaging in instrumental incoherence when pushing for the 1996 reform. The incoherence arises in part because of the difference between short- and long-term predictable effects of the reform, coupled with the unpredictable impact the reform had on the identity of the parties in power at the time of the economic crisis that was to affect the country between 1999 and 2002. Ultimately, the reformers would pave the way for a successful transition of power to the long-standing entrant that had emerged in 1971. 

Final considerations 
The fact that the 1996 reforms can be characterized as being driven by instrumentally incoherent reformers has two consequences. In the first place, it tells us something that is important about the notion of instrumental incoherence. Namely, that this type of behaviour can result in negative consequences for the reformers themselves, who compromise their own future success in search for instrumental gains. The instrument can thus turn against the reformers who wield it. Accordingly, this example shows that reforms that are pursued for reasons of cynical political expediency can result in positive consequences for the political groups that are meant to be the reform’s victims. These are not simply consequences of the fact that the reform has unintended consequences but, at least in part, a predictable consequence of the reform itself. 
A second, perhaps more hopeful, implication relates to the way in which reforms translate into desirable or undesirable outcomes for the countries that implement them. Standing from the vantage point of 2023, the Uruguayan experience since the early 2000s has been arguably successful. The country experienced a period of growth, political stability and reform that has put it at the forefront of the region in terms of democratic quality and governance. The long period of Frente Amplio rule gave way to a return of traditional party in 2020 that was characterized by a smooth transmission of power. Over the last 20 years, the country experienced a substantial economic expansion and, anecdotally, was named country of the year by the Economist in 2013. When Luis Inacio Lula da Silva was re-elected president of Brazil in 2022, the Uruguayan diplomatic delegation boasted the present of the current president accompanied by 2 former presidents, all representing 3 different parties. This would be unthinkable in the divided polities of the region and, arguably, much of the world. The modest success enjoyed by the country over the last two decades was due in part to accidents arising from the 1996 reform. Thus, not only can we say that reformers were instrumentally incoherent when promoting a change in the constitution in the mid-nineties. They were, inadvertently, laying the groundwork for the country’s future success. Instrumental incoherence need not imply consequences that are negative for the countries where these reforms take place. 
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