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2. From particracy to authoritarian corporativism

A recent history between corporativism and “europeism”

A 1966 law had replaced the dismissal freedom there was in the 1942 civil code with the justified reason or right cause, but only for enterprises with more than 35 employees If the dismissal had been recognised as unjustified from a Judge, the firm could choose between hiring again the fired employee in three day from the sentence or paying him an indemnity equal to 5-12 month salary.    

What really contributed both blocking the labour market and creating other political subjects, TUs, was the Workers’ Statute, valid for all the enterprises with more than 15 employees. In it, the rehiring became compulsory, in case of unjustified firing. In addition, the Workers’ Statute created a series of individual and collective rights inside enterprises with more than 15 employees, rights representing both costs and obstruction for the enterprises. And, the TUs gained, by State and enterprises funds, an autonomy made them political subjects even stronger, in certain fields and conjunctures, than political parties. Next step were other waves of underdevelopmental corporativism, in the given context and since the absolute prevailing of anti-capitalist cultures also inside TUs.     

In 1969, in Italy, where already pensioners abounded, the most favourable retreat pension system of the word was introduced. There were generally miserable salaries (but with great costs for the enterprises, because the gross salary was high), for the workers’ mass, but they were preserved and since a relatively young age. It was possible to become a pensioner with 70% of the last salaries and independently from the age, or with a maximum of 80%
 (but in net terms it was near 100%) of the last salaries at an age of 60 for men and 55 for women.
 Naturally, if one wanted to regularly work when a pensioner, that was discouraged. It was more profitable to work in black. The “development” model was to have the greatest number of pensioners for creating, in this way, disposable places for young people: an absolute stupidity but TUs, people and politicians believed in it, and in fact they produced Italy’s decaying.   

For instance, since these pension regimes perhaps did not seem sufficiently adequate, in 1981 more favourable regime was introduced for employees. If men at 55 years old, if women at 50, employees could become pensioners if fired from industrial enterprises of the non-building sector. The law was initially valid until December 1981, later until 1987, later until nowadays.
 

In 1969 there was another demagogic measure, since political pressure: the abolition of the “salaries’ cages”. Workers stated to gain the same salaries independently from the living costs of the area they lived in.
 The same monetary salary was a de facto different real salary. But it was very demagogic to tell that finally one gained everywhere the same salary for the same position and working time.  

Already in 1965 Constitution was reinterpreted and the prohibition of uncovered expenditure became the free deficit and debt. It was a kind of bastard Keynesism that whatever the public expenditure it was always productive expenditure, so deficit and the growing State debt became a duty for whoever wanted people prosperity.
   

In 1970, the unemployment rate was 4.9% in South Italy and 2.3% in Centre-North Italy. Thanks to the blocked labour market and to the continuation of the massive but senseless expenditure and “investments” in the South, in 1979 the unemployment rate was 10.9% in South Italy and 6.2% in Centre-North Italy. Main aspiration of the Italian educated young people became, even more than before, to be a civil servant for a miserable salary, miserable but “sure”.
 In was an authentic misery’s philosophy, not knew in the Latin spaces where, nevertheless, a lot of people and classes happily speculated on the other people misery and absence of opportunities.

Even worse were the further results of these [un-]social policies. For 1980 to 1998, the unemployment rate passed from 11.5% to 22.8% in South Italy, and from 5.8% to 7.5% in Centre-North. In 1998, the national unemployment was 12.5%.
 That despite Italy was one of the countries with the lowest activity rates. Expenditure in R&D was clearly at the lowest levels, and the 1.2% GDP there was in 1994
: when too many funds are spent there is never anything for the really essential expenditures.  

In 1968, inflation had been 2%, in 1974 19%. In 1975, the GDP lost 4%, and in recession also inflation declines a bit. In 1976 the speculative heavy attack against lira obliged to suspend its quotation for 40 days. Reopened quotations, lira had suffered a new heavy devaluation. The vicious circle devaluation-inflation-indexing drove the inflation until 21.2% per year in 1980. In 1970, the public debt was 38.1% GDP, in 1980 58.1%: just for wastes and subsiding monopolies because they become greater and greater. In 1976, Italy and PCI, whose consensus progressed with the progressing of Italy wasting away, were ready for PCI inside the government area. And the national solidarity (1976-1979), the regime’s even formal unite front, was finally launched.

In February 1978, at the three political TUs meeting in EUR, Rome, there was the moment of the first neo-corporative implicit pact, according to (Ferrera 1999). In practice, TUs followed the way of the workers’ control while government sustained the usual monopolies and continued in the clientelist expenditure but with clientelist favours for the TUs.
 It was sufficient to change name to things and what before was “DC clientelist” (always with PCI substantial support in Parliament) now would have been “social and development investments” also for the PCI and its TU.    

When, in 1978, on Franco-German initiative the EMS was created the PCI was against. Although the EMS was not an absolute obstacle to the usual industrialists-promoted devaluation policies as tool for recreating competitiveness, instead of curing the technological excellence and competing on vanguard sectors, the EMS was anyway an inhibition of the circle inflation-devaluation-competitiveness. As usual the PCI defended the industrialists immediate interests, their tendency to form of rents. Italian government, or at least its majority, was for the adhesion to the EMS. On this point, the government area majority broke up and the PCI went back to opposition. Italian lira went into EMS in December 1978, even if with a greater oscillation band, 6% instead of 2.25%. In early 1979, the PCI went out from the majority, without having ever participated to government with his Ministers.
 

Finished national solidarity with its first corporative pact, common clientelism did not finish. Italy remained without opposition, as always in its post-war history. From 1980 to 1990, public debt passed from 58.1% to 104.5% GDP
. According to IMF data it was 98% in 1990 and 101.5% in 1991, the last year totally free from the financial and other powers’ Prosecutors’ political and managerial Centre annihilation. Despite all propagandistic claims on reclaiming, perhaps only at half 2000s decade, public debt will go back to the 1991 relative level. If one consider that the perhaps only real advantage for Italy of the participation to euro consisted in the reduction of interests on public debt, one understand what means the permanent increase, in absolute terms, of the same public debt. In practice, with the euro constraints, Italy could increase the net [from interests] State debts more than it could have done with the duty of paying heavy interests. The Italian State could spend more than it would be able to do without participation to euro.   

The “Europe” merits are entirely from the side of the judicially purged and defamed political class. It was the PM Craxi, in 1985, in occasion of the European Council of Milan, to isolate and oblige to a minority position the British PM Thatcher. It was the PM Andreotti to isolate and oblige to a minority position the British PM Thatcher in 1990, during the European Council of Rome, when the preparatory work for Maastricht was made. In 1991, the Ministers Carli and De Michelis fought for creating the formal conditions because Italy was admitted to Euro in 1997, despite its non uniformity with the budgetary parameters.
 It was the BankItalia Governor Ciampi to promote, in June 1990, under the pressures of the Eugenio Scalfari lounge, the lira joining of the 2.25% EMS oscillation band, instead of letting the previous 6%. What created the conditions for the 50,000 billion liras lost in September 1992, for unsuccessfully defending the lira positions.
 It was Prodi who unsuccessfully run, in 1996/1997 for trying creating a south-Latin block for delaying the Italy participation to Euro. Failed the manoeuvre, he and Ciampi should engage for the accomplishment of the course defined from the Craxi and Andreotti governments. 

The yearly financial law introduced in 1978, the institution, in 1988, of the DPEF (the Document of Economic and Financial Programming), the 1988 reform of the two Chambers regulation for introducing the non-secret vote on expenditure laws, were too a shy tools for establishing budgetary rigor. In the given context, the public vote could be easily used from different lobbies for controlling the voting of expenditure bill at their advantage from each MP. What in other system in normal transparency, in the Italian institutional frame could play against budgetary rigor. In fact, financially uncovered expenditure bills continued to be approved. If the BankItalia Governor Ciampi pressed for such measures, as (Ferrera 1999) suggests
, he pressed for inadequate measures could only increase the control of his friends of the financial powers (the Repubblica lounges) on politics, and nothing more. The budgetary problems of the Italy were clearly responsible governments with electors’ direct legitimacy and so which could show what they had made and had not made, instead of dirty tricks just smoke for popular masses and naïve academicians. 

A confused set of laws, all TUs “successes”, now as on the actually not done [but equally well paid] unemployed and workers education and qualification, now on benefits for enterprises, permitted the vast and wasting public expenditure for compressing development.
 And public debt increased.   

For (Ferrera 1999), from 1992 to 1995, the activity rate passed from 37.5 to 35.3%. In 1995, the unemployment rate arrived to 12%, of which 21% in South and 7.8% in North Italy. In 1998, the unemployment rate was to 12.3%.
 

For (Ferrera 1999), after the February 1978 neo-corporative pact, concertation
 continued with force in the 1990s becoming real tools of policy making: from the Amato government agreement in July 1992, to the Ciampi government agreement in July 1993, to the Prodi agreement labour pact of September 1996, to the D’Alema government development pact (the Christmas pact) of December 1998. In the 1980s, the PCI TU, the CGIL, ferociously launched against the PM Craxi for his anti-inflationist correction of the salaries’ indexing. In 1992/1993, the TUs, CGIL included, quietly accepted the salaries’ indexing abolition from the first two Scalfaro governments, the Amato and Ciampi ones.
   

(Ferrera 1999) quotes also the 1983-1984 concertation.
 But then the PCI fraction of the CGIL ought to oppose the Craxi government for political reasons, and tried using his usual veto in such cases, unsuccessfully trying opposing the anti-inflationist reform of the salary indexing. 

All the other concertation achievements do not seem to me of any value, if one goes to see what they have concretely meant behind boasting names and concepts. Since Centre and Centre-right government were not less “social” than the other ones, it seem evident a bias behind concertation or, anyway, negotiation. What TUs were disposable to concede to underdevelopmental policies, they were not disposable to concede it to governments wanted create a modern country. “Sacrifices” were accepted in name of the perpetuation of forms of underdevelopment. Reasonable agreements were not accepted from modernising governments. Evidently, TUs were too attached to their veto power and clientelist relations. What they did not concede to the Berlusconi government in the pensions field, was accorded without problems a few months later to the Dini government only because supported from Scalfaro, the PDS and the monopolist milieus, which liked weak and provisional governments with transformist majority.

(Ferrera 1999) quotes what actually was the classic demagogy of “great reformers” in reality selected from lobbies wanted just a puppet for their private interests, and supported from a pro-immobilism front of parties, the PM Prodi designed Onofri Commission, the Commission for reforming welfare State. The PM Prodi named it in January 1997, with President Paolo Onofri. The Commission worked rapidly because a complete analysis and organic report for change was ready yet at end February 1997. It was just printed-paper. Nothing was made.
 The Prodi government had not the majority, either the political support, for making anything, and Prodi knew it when powerful lobbies selected him as “lefts” leader. It is not possible to reform anything with ex-Stalinist remained anti-capitalist and with the most anti-capitalist fractions of the Catholic left. Such were the political bases of the financial lobbies selected Prodi.   

In fact (Ferrera 1999) concludes that, for instance, apart from that the “social expenditure” was finally lower in Italy than in the other main EU countries, at end century the State-paid pension system was one of the most costly of the world relatively to GDP, with tendency to worsening in the following years.

 However, for claiming the concertation’s benefits, and specifically the 1990s one, (Ferrera 1999) declares that as for it would be taught from game theory and social psychology that cooperative and consensual relation systems would be superior in terms of welfare. For (Ferrera 1999), they would stimulate learning and looking for innovative solutions.
 Whether and why the political goals, and the veto and ultimatum, methods of both TU bureaucracies and judicial bureaucracies would be “cooperative and consensual relation systems”, is a mystery. They seem war relations. There are other problems too, relatively to cooperation and consensus. Is cooperation for doing or for not doing? Is it speaking of consensus ex-ante (static consensus) or consensus ex-post (dynamic consensus on collective real enterprises)?     

Anyway, for (Ferrera 1999) the Italy irresistible evolution toward full concertation would have produced extraordinary results as the reclaiming of its State budget, an incisive modernisation of bureaucracy and of labour market.
 Unfortunately, nobody in Italy perceived this golden era, neither did it electors who, for the first time in the Republican Italian history, rejected government, despite Lefts and monopolistic block wide control of media and an incredible defamation campaign against the Centre. Not only the 1990s judiciary defamation and purge of the political Centre had not permitted the emergence of a successful concertation. Apart from the ephemeral 1996 success (but not in consensus), it did not permit the consolidation of the powerful but minority block had promoted the same judicial destabilisation. In fact the “successes” listed from (Ferrera 1999) were unsolved question continued to dominate the new legislature (2001-?) and the new government. 

The para–Fascist 1990s corporativism  

In history, also in short periods, there are never clear-cut ruptures, but substantial continuities. Only appearances may suggest different conclusions. 

The 1990s successful game of the most backward old regime forces was, in Italy, the submission of Italy to international needs while increasing the corporative nature of the Italy’s order. The enterprise was not really difficult because a consistent minority
 of Italy, its most organised fascio/bundle of personal and corporations’ interests, was from the side of the perpetuation and increasing of individual and corporative privileges. This minoritary-corporative internal dictatorship was intertwined with a substantial leap in the penetration of foreign powers and relative private interests inside the Italian economy. The cession of key parts of the Italian economy to foreign interests was bargained with the foreign support to the backward corporative block, and its minoritary dictatorship, guarantee at the foreign eyes of subordination to the world order. 

The 1990s’ destabilisation and coups permitted the definite, but not necessarily stable and eternal, passage to a Fascist
-corporative-style regime. Parliament was reduced to centre of formalisation of, or even of preventive submission to, decisions assumed outside it, and without its participation, from TU and great monopolies. For Ilari, a rightist-catholic judicialist
, the Leftist-judicialist regime was created for permitting the Fascist (the fascium of ‘the volunteers’, ‘the environmentalists’, ‘the women’, ‘the youth’, ‘the pensioners’, etc.) 1/3 people exercised their dictatorship on the other 2/3
. 

From the one side, relevant social strata (those roughly represented from the CAF) were disarticulated in their political representation: disarticulated not really deprived; political representation of class interests is more complex than banal parties or fractions, and without liquidation of the concerned classes it always find the way of replicating, whatever party spectra be actually allowed and/or present. It was the destruction of democratic tools without the real passage to an Anglophone-style liberal authoritarianism and totalitarianism and their relative political efficiency. On the contrary the Italy’s political efficiency, already very scarce, further reduced. 

From the other side the outcomes of the bargaining among the monopolies’ and families’ capitalism corporations, the most guaranteed (what does not mean more affluent) working force and pensioners represented from the political TUs, and the public bureaucracies and their political and apolitical TUs, replaced the politics centrality. Inter-corporations ‘tables’ replaced Parliament, reduced to register office, with government (which in Italy was a wide bureaucracy with wide powers, if it wanted to use them) as register office coordination. So instead of the necessary powers shift from Parliament to government, the powers shift was from Parliament and government to corporations-bureaucracies ‘tables’. The shift from the Craxis and the Andreottis to the Soros-De Benedetti-Agnellis-Unilever-etc. consultants and to the party functionaries was the indispensable change of political personnel from the politics centrality to the corporative-bureaucratic one. One passed from the Lenins to the Charlie Chaplins of Modern Times.     

From a static point of view, the 1990s destabilisation and destructuration was suppression of formal-political representation. More precisely the political and social representation was in part suppressed, in part reduced, was that of the productive and other strata were not represented from monopolistic and oligopolistic capitalism, and from the TUs and other social organisations and corporations. This was realised under the slogan, and the program developing from the 1970s, propagandist Eugenio Scalfari, of the alliance of the productive classes: alias the State and para-State economy and society, the parasitic
 and/or partially-parasitic para-State classes. It may be rightly claimed that pre-1990s particracy, and the pre-1992 possibly of the multiple-candidate-vote was more formally democratic than the mono-candidate-vote and later of the 75%-Westminster. It permitted personal relations and social pressure on each single elected and relative political currents and parties, the post-1992 system permitted only to the great socio-economic corporations. The 75%-Westminster considerably increased the central selection of the candidates from ruling classes’ lounges, dramatically reducing the people selection and choice of political personnel. Nevertheless the de facto political ban of the majority of the people of the country was realised from the judicialist aspects of the coup, essential for imposing the change of the material Constitutions, and also of some formal aspects of the political order. The question of the political representation of classes is, again, more complex of its technical bans.     

The 1990s politics destruction was more than a pure reaction, than a restoration, relatively even to the same limited breaks of this kind of corporative concertation meaningfully had been stricken from the 1980s Craxi governments. Evidently also International and Jew Finance, which strongly supported the 1990s destabilisation and coups in their Italian county, after having strongly fought the Craxi re-accession and Andreotti permanence in office, reputed their interests were decidedly better tutored from this Fascist-corporative-style political and social regime apparently hegemonised from the 16/20%-votes PDS/DS, than from the politics primacy. 

Concertation, fully restored from the Ciampi government in the summer 1993, meant backward pacts between big entrepreneurs and TUs, against development, unemployed people and consumers. The costs of this politics were in Italy, but also in the other continental EU countries, very high. Financial markets remained at the level of real socialism countries. Consumers could not enjoy of the advantages of concurrency but they were submitted to monopolist and para-monopolist prices. Unemployed people had to face a blocked labour market, with TUs protecting only the miserable salaries of the specific strata of the already employed people they directly tutored. Relatively to these latter, the ‘advantages’ of the TUs ‘defence’ were very relative because the relative security of the job, or at least of the revenue, was overbalanced from low salaries and scarce perspective of professional improvement and salaries improvement. Careers in such environment became, or continued to be, dependent on TUs, not on skills. Concertation gave, in substance, further contribution to the absence of competition and growth.
 Certainly, both monopolistic industry and finance, and TUs, had decisive private advantages. Observing but the percentages of fiscal pressure increment and how privatisations were carried on, it is possible to understand where enormous rents were produced and redistributed, also for micro- ad macro-bribing of who/which needed to be bribed, naturally with the usual judicialist protection of such practices, where impunity was necessary.

The judicialist 1990s alteration of the Parliament function, in direction of its subordination to corporative ‘tables’, was testified both from the further reduction of Parliament to legislative harried super-production factory and from the Parliament expropriation of the right to inquiry. Parliament was declassified to legislative super-production factory both because government did not become real direction of bureaucratic apparatuses, did nor become real policies maker, and since the greater (relatively to the first-Republic) micro dealing with group and micro-groups interests, alias the greater clientelism, implicit in the 1990s specific corporative order. In fact where government strongly governs, Parliament limits to a few and clear frame laws, while their application is government concern. This, for being realised efficiently, implies a government with managerial real powers, because, differently, the legislative hyper-production simply transforms in regulatory hyper-production, what is not a real advantage. In Italy the two aspects, in fact, mixed. Both Parliament and govern were further reduced, in the 1990s, in normative hyper-producers were decision were assumed from extra-institutional ‘tables’ of the main corporations, but also with ways of representation of the minor ones.       

The Parliament right to inquiry and to check and control, also by this, is common to hyper-Parliamentary (Italian-style) regime and to regimes with Parliament strong controller of a strong Executive (US-style). In Italy this right was decisively reduced in the 1990s. When the PCI/PDS was at the opposition, it asked, on each affair, parliamentary Commissions. The DC, generously, always accorded them. They were both a form political struggle inside the same government majority, and decisive symbol of respect of the Parliament centrality and control function. The PDS/DS in office became, coherently with the corporativisation of politics and society it promoted, but also since the intimate weakness of the judicialist-corporative regime, allergic to all form of Parliament control. It refused the Commission on Illegal financing and corruption for the entire 1990s. D’Alema promised it only in the early 2000, as way for getting some benevolent neutrality of the Italian Socialists, whose votes needed for the survival of his government without stable majority. But the promise was betrayed by the usual PDS submitted to the judicialist clans. It was a luckiness that the Centreleft dissolution, and D’Alema government collapse, archived all Commission on Politics Financing and neutralised the last misery: after having claimed that butchers and victims ought to be excluded from the Commission there was a sudden upturn for Di Pietro as President of a pseudo-Commission (of some months and without powers) would have needed to inquiry also on him. Lefts and judicialist clans could not tolerated a Commission would have inquired on their long coup d’État. Equally the Commission on the Soviet-PCI espionage networks in Italy was refused as intolerable, because it would have involved key personages supporting government and perhaps also inside it. When the Lefts inaptitude, corruption and Clans connections exploded also in relation to the Albania and Kosovo expeditions, the Lefts again refused all Parliamentary control. The original argument was that they Parliamentary Commissions would have interfered with the magistracy work. Since the tale of the possible ‘interference in the magistracy work’ was judicialist 1990s sudden invention, it was as to confess tell that suddenly, in the 1990s Parliament ought to be fully submitted to magistracy. ‘Magistracy’ meant in practice some Prosecutors.  What was consistent with the corporative course relatively not only to the social relations, but also to the institutional relations. All bureaucracy was considered as autonomous clan determining his own policies and bargaining freely with the other clans. Parliament would have been just formal sanction of what elsewhere decided. And government was considered as tutor of these corporative abuses on institutions.   

Also the existing Inquiry and other Commissions of Parliament showed the decisive reduction of their power in front of corporation, and also micro-clan. Symptomatic cases were when a simple circular of a Prosecutor to a Police and/or Ministerial structure was sufficient to obstruct the Parliament possibility to acquire evidence would have been decisive for institutions and without any damage for any running inquiry. It verified relatively of the jukebox justice collaborators awards in correlation with the utility of the depositions against political enemies and institutions. A Caselli circular was stronger than the Parliament request to the judicial-police structure administered this matter. It was a way to hide militant crimes of Prosecutors, who showed more powerful, also in these details, of the Italian Parliament. What was further evidence of the dramatic alteration of all institutional equilibria and of degradation of the Parliament role had verified in the judicialist and corporative 1990s.        

The transition from particratic order, to the corporative one, was dealt in different ways, from its main actors, from the point of view of its representation. The way of the open arrogance of the deception was that of D’Alema and Veltroni, the two PDS/DS leaders both at party and government level. The Classic secondary school diploma titular D’Alema did it emphasising, by his more Southerner than para-classic rhetoric, his proximity (but only during conferences, conventions, dinners and holidays, never in policy choices) with Blair and Clinton. Clinton guaranteed a decade of US astonishing development without any concertation with the TUs. Blair the head of a Labour Party constitutionally founded on the TUC, firstly caged the TUC, secondly won general elections asking consensuses on middle class values, thirdly promoted entrepreneurship and the UK grandeur. D’Alema was Party-son of a party came directly from history, not from rank and file workers, for which workers were just the first intervention sector to dominate militarily for moving to the conquer of the entire society, so with its TU branch tightly subordinated to Party, not differently from all other mass organisation. D’Alema finally became leader of such party and than to this position, later, by an equivocal operation, PM, was a PM escaped and abjured whatever just the CGIL leader Cofferati shook disappointed his head. But in front of Blair and Clinton he illustrated his ‘liberalism’ conjugated with rhetorical images of ‘social justice’: underdevelopment (the 1990s Italy knew a long stagnation, and lost of international positions) is the negation of social justice. The Cinematography secondary school diploma titular Veltroni represented his deception on his party role claiming his enthusiasm for John Kennedy of whom he felt reincarnation, his passion for US movies and inventing as slogan of the Statist and judicialist DS January 2000 Congress (symbolically celebrated in the Fiat-Agnelli symbol-factory of Torino Lingotto, a PCI-PDS homage to one of its new owners) a doubtful “I care”, of whom its meaning was not relevant but that it was in American-English. In office and as party leader Veltroni was submitted to militant magistracy, Fiat-Agnellis, De Benedetti, TUs and the most backward bureaucracies not differently from the Prodi government in which he was deputy-PM in full harmony with his PM. Pro-Kennedy in the politics as theatre, in concrete policies he practised judicialism and corporative concertation and submission. The way of the country parish-priest-like false humility was that of the Catholic Leftism, the Cathocommunism, of Dossetti (an original, at the limit of craziness
, mystic) inspiration, of Prodi and Parisi
: an appearance and an attitude of resignation and inevitability in front of human events mixed with the substantial arrogance of who had never a real party behind him/her, but, exactly for this enjoyed the strong support of powerful interest knew could totally control them. These (the ex/para-Stalinist, in its ‘social-democratic’ fraction of D’Alema and ‘democratic’ one of Veltroni, and the para-parish all-purposed-good of Prodi-Parisi) attitudes were not, in the 1990s, pure individual characters marks (in this case they would have not been of any relevant interest for our analysis), but social characters of the phenomenology of minorities powerful interests ‘obliged’ to govern against the people majority. These social characters reflected the 1990s ‘specialisation’ between the political personnel of the old Left promoted uniquely for the war against strong politics, and for emergency situations as NATO needs, as in occasion of the aggression against Belgrade, and political personnel without real parties behind them, with only virtual parties (frequently grouped because no more than micro-fractions) and created in the elections moments, with percentages below 10%. However these latter were, since their absence of autonomous consensus, and since having already been on the payrolls of private groups and their favourers (Prodi was a typical case), the ones really deputed to govern in powerful interest account and favour. Both ex-PCI and ex-DC-Lefts political and para-political personnel were guarantor of the Parliament expropriation in favour of the para-Fascist corporativism.        

The PM D’Alema passage from concertation to mono-‘concertation’
 

The corporative concertation line became in some way pathetic when the designation of a Confindustria liberal leader, D’Amato, in March 2000, let the D’Alema government to ‘concert’ itself only with the TUs, and overall with the CGIL, the PDS TU. 

An unreliable D’Alema loved, inside his complex attempt to build his PM private party, to show himself, but only internationally and in innocuous conventions, as a liberal. He evidently thought, in his purely political-Byzantine approach to government, that empty discourses would have been sufficient, linked with government dirigism, for conquering the Centre of the political arena and so finally transforming a convulsed minority in a stable majority.  

D’Alema asked Clinton and Blair, during frequent meetings, what was necessary to do for being a liberal. Learnt the lesson, D’Alema started to repeat it, but only verbally, without translating it in government initiative. The most evident case was in March 2000, when D’Alema signed, with Blair, a letter to the EU governments supporting (in the perspective of the 23/24 March 2000 European summit of Lisbon) a modest liberalisation of labour market and of industrial relations devolution. What happened was exemplary also relatively to the kind of monogamist and unilateral, concertation had finally created in Italy. 

The news of the letter was given by the Saturday 18 March 2000 Financial Time. On Monday 20 March 2000, it was sufficient the decided disapproval of the CGIL General Secretary Sergio Cofferati, of the DS Left, staring from the Labour Minister Salvi (actually the author of the official document, the same D’Alema accepted and reaffirmed his agreement with, of the Italian government for the Lisbon summit), PDS/DS EMPs and of the Far Left of RC and PdCI, because D’Alema, ridiculed from the same his Leftist critics, in practice declared that he had joked. He declared that the letter signed with Blair was a simple ‘contribution to the discussion’. ‘Contribution to the discussion’ was the Italian expression used overall inside the Lefts when one discussed without any practical consequence. In fact the Salvi-prepared official position of the Italian government, of which D’Alema was PM, was the usual stuff on concertation and on ‘policies for innovation’ (actually the political obstruction of innovation, in the specific case), plus vague references to the need to intervene on pensions. If D’Alema was anxious, in London, to align, at least verbally, with Blair, in Rome he ought to submit to Cofferati and his CGIL. 

The same day Cofferati had ridiculed the D’Alema ‘liberalism’, showing what concretely it was, the same Cofferati had just arrogantly declared that Telecom, a formally ‘privatises’ company inside the D’Alema area, might not cut 13,500 jobs, not even under the usual form of anticipated retreat pensions, because, if Telecom had insisted along that way government would have rejected the proposal. Evidently the Cofferati CGIL not only decided, in the field of industrial relations, the government position, but the same Cofferati was allowed to speak in government name. Nobody dared to remember to Cofferati that he was just the Head of a private association. 

If D’Alema in practice declared he was joking when he had signed the common letter with Blair, such was not the British point of view. An embarrassed British government, which cannot denounce as unreliable the inept but subordinate to international interests D’Alema, limited to reply that the letter, signed from two PMs, was clearly not a joke, either an unofficial text. Differently it would have not signed from two PMs. Perhaps Blair could not fully understand that, for D’Alema, to sign letters with him was only the specification of his international subordination, and that in Italy D’Alema could not assume any modernising measure, not even a moderate public statement as the one signed with Blair, if he wanted to remain in office. 

Also the ‘American’ PDS/DS Secretary Veltroni forgot his Kennedian postures and declared his astonishment for the D’Alema signature under the common letter with Blair. Just Cofferati sneezed, also the PDS pri-Democratic party fraction of Veltroni couldn’t not to relegate the Veltroni Kennedian posture to more innocuous circumstances. Veltroni interpreted the initiative as D’Alema was again working, since the near regional elections, for the defeat of the Lefts coalition. All the political games of the period were centred on the 2006, not on the 2001 general election (unanimously judged lost, for the Lefts), and the cleverest politicians worked for not remaining burned from the 2001 defeat, what might make likable some previous defeat justified being without first line responsibilities in 2001. In addition, since D’Alema had become PM, and also a bit before
, he had started to work for the Veltroni and PDS liquidation, in the perspective of a personal party. It was not in fact the first time that D’Alema, a 100%-calculator, abandoned to some liberist claim in the imminence of some relevant election. Such declarations could not, since their emptiness without practical consequence, to attract consensuses on the right, while they produced irritations and lost of consensuses on the Left. D’Alema had already used, in occasion of the election of the Bologna Mayor, finally lost from the Lefts, the tactic of launching one of these empty claims, then on the pension laws universally denounced, apart from from the TUs, as needing reforms in harmony with the demographic changes. Anyway, while these ‘great’ PDS ‘strategists’ were thinking of their great manoeuvres, the mono-‘concertation’ was well alive and fully working. 

The same Anglo-Saxon-style and pro-Craxi liberal PM Giuliano Amato, who had replaced the PM D’Alema on 25 April 2000, was obliged, since the approaching of the 2001 general elections, to the submission to the corporativism of the TUs, staring from the Cofferati CGIL. Amato, Treasury Minister when the D’Alema-Blair case verified, had just been protagonist of the D’Alema government attempted ‘inflation suppression’ by decree
, and of a senseless attach to Berlusconi declaring that his supposedly supply-side economic policy vision would have been a menace for the Italian respect of the EU parameters. In fact the same Amato avoided all support to the moderately liberal contents of the Blair-D’Alema letter. With sure coherence, relatively to the corporative-conservative social base supported government, the Amato Treasury Minister of the D’Alema-2 had assumed ultra-dirigist positions on the gas ‘liberalisation’ and passed the Acquedotto Pugliese to the formally private ENEL without any negotiation, so violating all market and EU criterion.
 ‘Europe’ was an immanent claim of Lefts politicians and Statesmen, but EU concurrency rules were systematically violated, in Italy, for the entire 1990, although with EU excessive clamours. Apart from normal procedures occasionally opened, the support to the destabilisation social and political block was perhaps judged more important than the respect of common rules. 

On 21 March 2000, Blair signed a new letter to the European PMs on the liberalisation of the labour market, but this time with the Spanish PM Aznar. It was similar to that Blair-D’Alema, but this time nobody abjured it. On the contrary, the Spanish government proposed, in addition, a wider program of EU modernisation, while the Socialists Jospin and Schröder defended the traditional Statist parasitism had made continental Europe land of backwardness and subordination to the Anglophone areas. It was finally clear how, not only and not overall since the D’Alema personal unreliability, but since the social block backed him and the mono-‘concertation’ reduced to the CGIL long hand on government, that there was more distance between Blair and D’Alema than between Blair and Aznar. Claimed political colours were irrelevant in the dialectic modernisation-backwardness. Only programs and coherent acts were significant  

On 17 December 2001, D’Alema received the French Légion d’Honneur.

Opportunistic arguing on electoral laws
 

In the 1990s discussion and practice there was the continuation of the previous arguing and division between who emphasised the key point of governance and who/which on the contrary wanted anyway to participate to govern, and, if eventually pushed outside it, wanted to be rapidly in condition, since adequate backing powers, to overthrow the polls result. Previously the judiciary destabilisation, in practise the only Craxi called to the ‘great reform’ in direction of the presidential republic. Apart from part of modernising sectors of the DC, and minor fractions, the proposal was considered with suspect from the large majority of the political world preferred consociativism. Economic forces and their media claimed continuously on governance and stability but when finally they engaged strongly on something, it was on the electoral laws, the most irrelevant details of an institutional frame and uncorrelated with governance. In reality the preference was always for an institutional frame weak so that clientelism and low political trafficking could have the supremacy on politics as administration. Overall the opposition Lefts were always, from 1944, for consociative solutions and political instability: it was the best way for being equally in same way in office. The attitude continued in the 1990s, when in fact no institutional reform was realised, despite the claims on their indispensability. Although in the new climate of Lefts now obliged from powerful interest to be in office, but incapable to conquer the Centre, so to gain the numerical majority, the attention moved to electoral techniques for assuring in some way the dictatorship of minorities, and the destabilisation of majorities had eventually succeeded to be in office. To make unequivocally explicit that these technicalities were concern of powerful interests were their same media who permanently campaigned precisely for that. It was not only question of insisting that only the minorities around the PDS were the only deputed to be in office: electors did not really care of this massive propaganda, as powers did not care of the electors vote. Concrete techniques were discussed and proposed as the best of the best, were concretely introduced with also more professionalism from professional politicians evaluated all possible aspect, were claimed as overcome and useless when not any more adequate to assure the dictatorship of the minorities, and the introduction of new techniques was finally not realised only because the strength of the PDS-judicialist apparatuses disintegrated.         

Since the relative irrelevance of the electoral systems, and only their eventual tactic convenience, even a new system introduced for opportunistic reason, may reveal perfectly acceptable. What is further destabilising is not the permanence of the new system, but the pretence to change it just tactic needs of a political force were been looking for tricks for continuing to cheat other parties and electors. The majoritary system would have been useless without the judicial assault and ban of the Centre. New elections in 1994 (or also in 1997, at their natural expiration) without 2 years of judicial-gaol way to the PDSism
, and with the Craxi government was in the agreements, would have seen the electoral crisis of the party without identity, the PDS, attracted both on his left and on his right. A majoritary system would have accelerated its crisis and attracted its fractions and minor parties of the Centre and their electors to the Craxi PSI. In fact the 75%-Westminster
 was only a genial complement of the 1992/1993 pogrom against the Centre.    

The 75%-Westminster was functional, in the given context (judicial destruction and ban of all the parties, or their fractions, of the Centre), to the dictatorship of the 16%-PDS transformed in aggregation party. The 1992/1993 PDS was very skilful in assuring protection, places, and election to the political personnel accepted its leadership. It was not equally skilful in dissolving itself for reconstituting as a 30/40% party, what anyway would have not been liked from the forces of the destabilisation: dissolving a 30% for finding another 30/40% party would have not been a great achievement for who/which wanted a weak politics. On the contrary a 16%-PDS eventually pushed to the 20%, but inside a 30/40% magma would have been guarantee both of political weakness and of conquer of political power, if all competitor would have been erased. The constituency system would have permitted the transformation of this minority in institutional majority. A 100%-Westminster would have been a drastic cut with the running consociativism and more functional to a possible
 perspective of radical change in a possible direction and of bi- or tripartitism. The 75%-Westminster was functional to this perspective of PDS with magma around it, the PDS with bushes. Bipolarism was a great mystification presented as solution of the previous weakness. In reality the same concept of Pole implies the non-overcoming of political fragmentation. A Pole is the coalition of fragments. However a Polar system was functional to a politics under blackmail from stronger powers, since the greater facility, relatively to a party, to disassemble a Pole or to move its centre from a ‘horse’ to another one. The blackmail power of 1%, or also more reduced parties, is exalted in Polar system with majoritary, relatively to a proportional system. Even if the new order ought come out from the 1992/1993 pogrom and transformism was a mono-polar order, with PDS and Cathocommunist in its centre, the mono-Pole, and an opposition fraction on his left a strategically minoritary AN opposition on his right. So, the 75%-Westminster was function both of the power of the minority and of the same weakness of the PDS inside this minority it ought to gather. Although without not only the judicialist support but a partisan Presidency of Republic (during the Scalfaro era) adequately submitted to the destabilisation needs, the all political transformation would have been impossible. The possibility to dissolve or not to dissolve Parliament, and to designate PM and governments, following the conveniences of the political weakness, was not less indispensable than the 75%-Westminster for the global result of trying to replace the DC by a small PDS core with vast bushes. 

It was the sudden Berlusconi apparition, but also more the incapability to reason in terms of social relations, to show how such genial construct was not too genial. Without FI, perhaps both AN and the PPI would have been greater, as people consensus, than the PDS, and the quantity of votes makes parties different, because change or correct their social base. Perhaps without the front Berlusconi created as reaction to the PDS Pole, then without the Cathocommunist not yet sufficiently purged of centrist fractions, the 75%-Westminster would have simply restricted the number of parties, not exactly the political weakening had been in the intention of the destabilisers. But also the Freedoms Pole, without the partisan decisive action of the Scalfaro Presidency would have restored a politics even stronger of that just erased from the judicialist terrorism. What showed how uncertain was, for achieving a stable political instability, the only 75%-Westminster too dependent on who was President and how much judicialist violence was any more practicable after its short golden season.    

So the big interests were behind media had developed the propaganda on the great virtues of the ‘majoritary’ system and of ‘polarism’ passed to develop, overall the second half of the 1990s, a corrective propaganda along two different axes. One was that that all guiltiness of the continuing political confusion was of the residual 25%-proportional (with 4% barrage). The other one was that perhaps different electoral system (the French one, for Sartori, whose pen was hired for promoting it) would have been better. The two arguments received different emphases since practical reasons. In addition it is important to centre the analysis on the tactical meanings of the two proposals, when there was a tactical meaning different from the meaning the specific system had by itself. Finally there was the operation of creating, thanks to Sartori, an incredible confusions between bi-tri-partitism and bi-tri-polarism, for suggesting poles were better …actually because they were more manipulable.    

The practical differences there were between 100%-Westminster and the French system was that the former was claimed as introducible by a referendum, while for the second the Parliament agreement was necessary. Parliament always showed, apart from when under judicialist fire in 1992/1993, that it was organically incapable to produce any electoral law. The situation had not changed for the entire 1990s. So, in normal circumstances, it was illusory to imagine the introduction of the French system. It may be even supposed that it was given wide space to the Sartori opinions, who for a period addressed directly to D’Alema as informal (on powers account) advisor, only for eventually trying to create breaks between D’Alema and Berlusconi in all the moments (Bicameral Commission, but also later) they de facto cooperated. Anyway it was not thinkable a real and further electoral reform would have been concretely possible. On the contrary an adequate media campaign (but finally the Italian electors revealed as less idiot and manipulable than supposed from powers) was supposed had permitted to erase the 25%-proportional by referendum. In reality the suppression of the 25%-proportional by abrogative referendum was not the 100%-Westminster but only the distribution of the 25% MP among the losers in the constituencies. If one considers limit situations (2 parties, one with 99% votes and conquering all the constituencies, and the other one with 1% votes, no conquered constituency, and so participating without concurrence, to the allocation of the remained 25% seats) it is easy to see how the claimed ‘increased majoritarianism’ could have revealed a minority prize. In reality this 25% to share among losers would have been attributed casually, with even the possibility to alter the results of the competition in the constituencies, and to make winners who had gained both fewer constituencies and fewer votes. So propaganda on the increased majoritarianism by referendum was again deceiving people. All the media of the family capitalism did that, also in this occasion. The propagandistic technique used in such cases is to invent a devastating alternative to the proposed fraud: the PDS political scientist 29 March 2000 Augusto Barbera insisted that the alternative to the ‘perfecting’ (by the 25% casually allocated) of such devastating ‘majoritary’ system as the Italian was, was a pure return to the for him obscure 1980s.
 Electors were not so terrified. 

The tactical meaning of the proposals depended on the situation of dissolution of the Lefts front. In practice the suppression of the 25%-proportional would have permitted, in the moment the Lefts seemed condemned to a long opposition, after the 2001 (if called at the time of the Parliament normal expiring) general elections to have the dictatorship of the PDS on the opposition, what, since the intentions of not allowing Berlusconi to govern, would have been an advantage, from this point of view. In addition, contrarily to the claims on the increased majoritarianism, there was some simulation that such a system, eventually corrected with the justification of the ‘spirit of the referendum’, might have favoured the losers of the elections (alias the PDS and bushes) where they would have been supposedly without any elected candidate in the constituencies, as supposedly in the North. In reality behind all the truth revealed directly from God claimed by ‘great’ political ‘scientist’, there were these banal calculations: how many seats to guarantee to a Lefts opposition, which ought obstruct the governing of who was not on the De Benedetti and Agnellis, or Soros, payroll, even only as eventually occasional ‘consultant’. 

Not casually, Andreotti, theorist and practitioner of the political mediation and manoeuvre, but also hoping in some reconstitution of an autonomous Centre, was coherently in favour of the proportional system. There was always a congenital-recursive reason in the Andreotti insistence of the indispensability of the Centre: the Andreotti current and person were the most classical median voter relatively to the DC (the Italian pivot- or State party for half a century) , with the relative rent position derived to the Statesman Andreotti also since his possibility to determine now Leftist, now Centrist, majorities inside the DC. For Andreotti, the desire to liquidate even the little had survived of political parties, and in this direction moved for him the PDS and great press aspiration to liquidate the 25%-proportional, was the project of full return to the pre-1919 situation, the Liberal Italy without mass parties, with Parliamentary transformism and political personnel directly selected and imposed from the different powers.
 It was the vision pursued in different ways from the different Centrist fractions of the PDS/DS, specifically the one of D’Alema and the one of Veltroni, and of Cathocommunist micro-fractions at powers hire as that of Parisi-Prodi. When, some months later, at end August 2000, Andreotti declared in favour of the overcoming of the great parties, this was inside the historically absolutely correct noticing that Italy remained country of Cities and Towns. He declared that the link between territorial entities and ‘political life’, institutions, should be realised by the intermediation of municipalities.
 It was a banal truth, and banal model of federalism conform to the Italian reality, everybody had avoided to claim when agitating ‘federalism’ as an all-purpose word for the entire 1990s.  

Not less greedy than the unconfessed reasons were behind the frequently deceiving quarrelling on the 25%-proportional, but more grandiose in its greediness was the ‘Sartori’ French system. France is, since the 1789 revolution, the land of the coups d’État. That its political system had any stability is a non-sounding tale. But also it was an undiscussible truth, that the French electoral system by itself had the power to create governance and institutional stability (without of the other structural-historical elements made France country with some virtues, in addition to its megalomaniac pretences) in whatever country is pretence without any base. Finally, the Sartori claims the French system would have been nearer to ‘our’ traditions was the antechamber of truth: it would have been in fact a trick for introducing even more political disorder of what existed with the pure proportional system. In practice, in front of the failure of the 75%-Westminster for the take-over of the minorities, one wanted a system also more confused and with micro-parties and macro-fractions blackmail power than the pure proportional one. The powerful interests of the destabilisation, by the suggestion of the ‘Sartori’ French system, were looking for another device of political destabilisation and confusion. Naturally Sartori claimed its perfection. Later, if introduced, his pen would have been hired for claiming that the confusion it would have produced was due to some guiltiness of somebody/something else. With the same adaptive attitude of who/which is looking just for devices permitting to enjoy of destabilising tools, Sartori, and who hired his pen, became partisans, in the spring 2000, of the ‘German’ proportional. What is absolutely normal. Everybody in Italy was looking for tools now against Italy now for defending its interests, and so point of view rapidly changed, apparently without any logic if one limited to the naïve observation and reporting of the political little theatre. 

For understanding the interest block alignment of Sartori it is necessary always to remember that he wrote on a Corsera before of the Agnellis and later of Cesare Romiti, but only as President, without the full ownership. Romiti formally and publicly discharged the Lefts, D’Alema included, as irremediably inept, only during his 7 October 2000 intervention to the industrialist convention in Capri. The Agnellis were politically represented from a Gianni Agnelli who rhetorically repeated that the Lefts were better because they could done rightist politics the ‘Right’ would have not been allowed to do: actually the Lefts did pro-Agnelli laws and realised an Agnellis favouring the Centre would have never done. Romiti was in reality a rightist decided to support in same way a D’Alema acted not in contrast with the Romiti interests. Sartori was one the numerous Berlusconi-phobic intellectuals. In its rhetoric there was always the irresistible impulse to ridicule Berlusconi and the insistent denial he was allowed to govern stably whatever the people vote. At the same time Sartori was very attentive, also when in the substance criticised Lefts single positions, to avoid all negative (even subliminal) message against the Lefts and its leader ha invited now to assume a position now another one. Overall, in its commentator activity he frequently posed as intellectual conditioners of D’Alema and Veltroni fractions of the PDS.                       

Yet on the March 2000 Corsera, the Columbia University Professor Giovanni Sartori, turned columnist on powers hire, developed his propaganda on the new solution in front of the Westminster system failed not because deceptively suggested and practically managed from the same powers now denounced it, but since the evil nature, for Sartori, of Italian politics and electors. The new real solution was, for Sartori, the French-style double-round. The used arguments, perfectly justifiable as propaganda devices, were aberrant if rationally examined. 

From the one side, Sartori, despite his apparently down on earth and colourful language avoided, even to name the PDS, which had been before for the 75%-Westminster and later, with Di Pietro, for the 75%-Westminster with casual, instead of proportional as before, assignation of the remaining 25%. A Berlusconi-phobic, Sartori could not rebuke Berlusconi, since this claimed as not working 75%-Westminster. So he avoided all reference to the PDS in function of which the 75%-Westminster was created and imposed, and also more avoided to refer to who was the real responsible of the failure of the 75%-Westminster: a Scalfaro subordinated to the PDS needs. Professor Miglio had already told how one passes from a political system to a new one on the basis of an innovative electoral law: by a rapid succession of elections. Perhaps, after the 1994 ones, an early 1995 would have been sufficient, or in case of not clear results another one a bit later could have permitted a new clear political frame defined, if the will would have been political stability instead of partisan interests. Certainly, elections have some material costs, but the 1990s long economic depression linked to the political-institutional destabilisation was considerably more costly than the relatively miserable costs of some general elections. In fact Professor Miglio, an old political scientist, was not hired as Corsera columnist. The transformist Sartori, each time launched in pro-powers crusades, was more functional to private myopic interests. The perfection of the French system was not casually claimed also from the ultra-judicialist magazine MicroMega, of the De Benedetti group. 

From the other side Sartori claimed that the French system would have permitted the pre-selection of the candidates-parties and the second-round confrontation between the two bests. Actually the Westminster system would have been also better because it would have permitted to elect immediately the more voted candidate-party, without second-round confused coalitions and relative bargaining. There was only a detail Sartori avoided to underline. In Italy, simply, that had not verified. If confused coalitions, and party proliferation, instead of well disciplined parties as in the Anglophone area, had confronted in the 75%-Westminster, there was no reason to believe, in the given institutional context, either the 100%-Westminster or the two-round, French-style, system would have induced, for same magical reason, the parties to avoid alliances already in occasion of the first-round. An ultra-minoritary social block, made of the same interest supported Sartori and Sartori supported, would have organised, in the given context, already from the first round for winning the electoral competition, without waiting the second round for collecting tens of 1% fractions as it had been the case of the Italian Lefts in the 1990s. The first round, in which elector would have expressed ‘sincerely’ the vote, according to Sartori, for their candidate-party, was impossible because the same concept and reality of political party had been overcome, in the interest block used the Lefts. The concept and living reality of political party was, overall in the Lefts side, a quarrelling magma of the most backward corporations and clans gathered just from the fear of the modernisation. This front had benefited of the liquidation of the Centre’s old parties without building more modern ones, and it was daily kept together from the government pure control, and the relative clientelist parasitic benefits. More modern parties there were only on the other side, that of the liberal Centre and of the Centre-Right, where in fact the party fragmentation was not exasperated as on the side of the para-monopolistic-corporative front. But the Berlusconi-phobic Sartori could not analyse these aspects. The Lefts magma was the perfection, which, just endowed of the perfect French system, would have ‘sincerely’ voted the first-round, and disciplined voted, the second-round, for the PDS candidates would have been among the best voted in the first-round. If parties and their electors had been so ‘sincere’, why not to present as parties, not as Poles, already in the 75%- or also 100%-Westminster as in the UK? Or better, since perhaps, some ethnic propensity to indiscipline why not to limit to campaign for a simple correction of the 75%-Westminster: the single vote for the party-candidate of the constituency, instead of the existent double vote, one for the candidate of the front, the Pole, the other for one party, not necessarily of the same-front candidate. The single vote for the candidate-party would have created real competition among parties, instead of the Pole confrontation (with relative blackmail power of micro-fractions), with the total disappearing, in Parliament, of the parties incapable to get elected candidate in single constituencies and incapable to reach the 4% of global votes. What would not have hampered these ‘disappeared’ from continuing to exist al local level, and to be more successful in later general elections, in case they had not simply flowed into major parties. Technically it was impossible to hamper that parties realised desistence
 pacts. However this would have altered the global votes number got from each party, and it would been legitimate to suppose that finally electors would have not liked this kind of games. But also if they had liked them, there would have been no real inconvenient. Electors are finally sovereign. However, if with the double vote, the elector vote for the RC candidate because there is a desistence pact, but also for his/her party, for example the PPI, in a single vote system one votes for the RC, or PPI, o DS, or other candidate but also for that party. In this simple correction of the 75%-Westminster, the single vote, the incentive to the party presence in all constituencies and to the ‘sincere’ vote was the 25%-Westminster, apart from the real possibility, for major parties (FI, PDS, AN, LN, RC), to have elected candidates in a certain number of constituencies, would have been real, while there was no incentive to the Sartori ‘sincere vote’ in an Italian French-system. The ‘sincere vote’ would have been senseless also since the remaining blackmail power of small fraction was actually the real interest of who/which proposed such system: it was the odd Polar logic versus the normal party competition. In the Polar logic, in reality a degeneration, already in the election moments, of the small fraction blackmail power typical of the Italian traditional coalition governments, accounts are made before polls. The Sartori first-round ‘sincere vote’ was both a falsity and a precaution measure. In case the French system had been really introduced, Sartori could have claim that its disastrous results derived not from the oddness of the system in the Italian reality but from the ‘insincerity’ of the Italian electors and party incapable to submit to the Sartori first-round ‘sincere vote’, and our here could have started campaigning for some other politico-institutional oddness. The Sartori campaigning for the French system was only the usual illusion continuing transforming a 35-40% magma in majority by tricks, and the hope that a fractioned politics would have offered more possibility to buy fractions and individuals and so to overturn electoral and government outcomes not liked to powers. The French system would have been, in the given context, the worsening of the 75%-Westminster. 

If Sartori had some coherence in pursuing the achievement of an electoral system (he also before the 1992 referendum had expressed in favour of the double-round single constituency system) guaranteed the most controllability of Parliament from real power, he adapted his arguing to purely propagandistic needs. Before the 1993 referendum, which proposed the majoritarian system, and while Parliament was trying to realise itself an electoral reform for avoiding referendum and its limits, he did not declare against the Westminster system. He simply suggested that a Westminster-style system, but with a French-style double-round would have been better. The used argument was symptomatic. Sartori wrote, on the 11 November 1992 Corsera, that organised criminality had more possibility to have conditioning weight in the single-round Westminster.
 He did not write and express it, naturally, on the Anglophone press. It was a sounding (in the Italian climate made of continuously invented emergencies as domination technique), but unprovable argument, which was just propaganda for populace and coded message sent to institutions. Rationally, it is in a system founded on exhausting bargaining (the double-round) that small groups can become determinant, so the ‘criminal’ groups may have conditioning power. The Sartori arguing suggested that the real ‘criminals’ were those who opposed a solution would have permitted the real powers’ determination of the candidates should be elected: the double-round ‘Westminster’ Sartori and the Agnellis’ (and later Romiti’s) Corsera continued to let Sartori to propose for the entire 1990s and later.    

The 75%-Westminster showed in practice extremely complex, and in evolution, from the point of view of the blackmail power of small fraction. From the one side the blackmail power there was. From the other side, electors did not show so subordinate as the blackmail game would have needed. Parties rapidly appeared in occasion of the European elections, where the mechanism was, in Italy, substantially proportional, and collapsed in some weeks and months when the same parties presented as pretended ‘third Poles’ in internal elections, even only at local level, were the electoral logic was majoritary. Clever advertising techniques and promising opinion polls were not sufficient for getting decisive results when votes were counted. Finally the blackmailing power of the small fraction is a double cutting edge knife. A supposed some-% party of fraction may menace to let one political side to be defeated. In the moment the blackmail is refused there is the risk, for the blackmailer, to be erased from electors. The blackmailer aligned with the losing side may have no real advantage from its operation. Governments formed from too many conflicting fractions reasoning only in terms of how much they can gain are not very profitable from the point of view of the further consensuses attainable from each one of the many fractions forming them. In front to this complexity of the 75%-Westminster, the ‘Sartori’ French system would have the advantage, from the point of view of the destabilisation in the Italian context, of institutionalising factionalism and political confusion.        

That Sartori, and the interests backed him, were only interest in political confusion was evidence from his arguing to and with objections. In the same March 2000, during the electoral campaign for the electoral referendum, Sartori had suddenly self-designed in Bonino advisor on the Corsera columns: Sartori was not allowed to criticise the PDS/DS, so he criticised Bonino. To the Bonino objections that only bipartitism (for Bonino simple achievable by the 100%-Westminster) and not bipolarism was the Italy’s institutional modernisation, Sartori replied by dialectic games. The Bonino claims were coherent with the US model, Radicals seemed to propose, even if the electoral system was just a detail of such model, not the element automatically self-creating that model, contrarily to what Radicals seemed to suggest. Sartori opposed to the Bonino proposal of the US, or UK, bi-partitism, by pure majoritary electoral system, that the French system was as primaries elections. And in primaries elections people vote for parties not for coalitions. Sartori, in his research of purely rhetorical arguments, forgot the in the US primary elections people vote for one fraction of a party of which they act as militants intervening in candidates selection, and that late people vote for parties not for fronts. That the US parties be great collections of fractions and local specificities should not hide that in the USA there are institutional mechanism favouring clear choices and personal responsibility of politicians, what is the opposite of the irresponsibility and political confusion a French system would have only further favoured. That the French system were, also in France, like the US one, was a sufficiently miserable factual falsity. What was further evidence that the arguing only was functional to the Sartori campaigning for techniques permitted the perpetuation of Poles, which, with other further weakening devices, were fully functional, to have a politics easily manoeuvrable from different powers. This was the Sartori ‘good majoritary’
: the passage from a confused system to an even greater confused one. In fact also Sartori, not differently from the all the academicians enjoyed of the possibly campaigning on the main media, avoided underlining that simple technical corrections
 of the 75%-Westminster would have in reality permitted the real party simplification and the dissolution of the confusion the ‘polar’ system had increased.   

If Radicals frequently assumed positions whose extremism might have been both pure attempt to attract attention and voluntary or casual service of other wills, Sartori was always of an absolute coherence (from the point of view of the interests he served), in his changeable and opportunistic logic. Finally, on the 22 April 2000 Corsera Sartori was clearer. He declared he opposed the referendum suppressing the 25%-proportional because in such a system the Lefts would have conquered, according to the Sartori calculation, about 1/3 of the Deputy Chamber in occasion of the 2001 elections. The monopolist powers would have perhaps remained orphans of the government full submission to their private interests, and of adequate, for their interests, political instability. What was not anyway so sure since also the political block of Centre and Centre-Right, traditionally representing the electors majority, was not such a granite absolutely resilient to all attempt to dissolve it. Anyway the side interested to the political instability wanted to have an opposition stronger, or less weak, than possible for trying to paralyse government. This was the real goal of all discussion and initiative on the electoral system. On the contrary the interest of a country is that governments selected from electors, and not changed each year from hidden powers, could fully develop their programs without being under permanent blackmail. The political ‘science’ of the Columbia University Professor Sartori, and the press hired his pen, had not this elementary concern. 

In front of a referendum-fraud (the lag between the declaration on the referendum consequences, and what the electoral referendum really was) Berlusconi called for an implicit referendum on the Lefts regime. Berlusconi simply invited to remaining home for sending such a regime home. The also explicit supplementary message was that, after powerful interests had blocked all Constitutional reform, it was a fraud to deceive people that political rules could be changed by a referendum. Overall when the Lefts front fractions which supported the referendum declared that to win the referendum was necessary both for producing an electoral law totally different from the referendum outcome, and as a form of retaliation against the people majoritary support to the Berlusconi front. In practice the referendum should have been the people legitimacy for trying some law would have banned Berlusconi and attempted, by some trick, to transform the minority in Parliament majority in occasion of the 2001 elections. Part of the same forces had launched in the referendum crusade had clearly let to understood that an eventual success of the pro-‘majoritary’ referendum would have been used as legitimacy for an electoral law would have permitted some proportional representation of the minor parties: incredible but true. And that because the Lefts minority needed in some way the support of the external, but not too much external, bushes of the Far-Left, the same had constantly paralysed all Lefts government innovative action: evidently it was well happy to be paralysed and wanted continued to be paralysed. In occasion of the 21 May 2000 referenda call there were also liberist referenda. About them, in part the Berlusconi launched the propagandistic, but also clearer position, of ‘remain home, we’ll do liberalisation’, in part there were also elements of ambiguity in the Berlusconi position, although in politics simple messages are considerable better than inviting to vote for some referendum and not to vote for other ones, with the concrete possibility there would have been of frauds relatively to the electoral referendum. In addition all past liberal victory at referenda was immediately frustrated from politics. So the referenda way to liberalisation was not so credible, since the Lefts in office, as in the past it had not been credible since the immediate reaction of the DC-PCI consociative regime. The act of remaining home had an unequivocal refuse of the game imposed from the coup d’État front. It was a silent massive civil protest. 

The stake of the 21 May 2000 referendum on the electoral law was the Centre, the passage, or not, in perspective, from what below (and in the literature) is called the median voter problem to what I have below called the two wings voter or (using an Andreotti expression) the two ovens policy. From the side, with different motivation, of the oddness (oddness relatively to the institutional normality of party, even only two or thee parties, central representation) of the ‘polar’-galactic system there were the PDS/DS, the micro-fraction of Cathocommunist of Prodi-Parisi, a Di Pietro then again more engaged in the constitution of his own party for getting a seat at the next elections, the Fini-AN and also Casini, Confindustria, the media of the financial and economic powers, the previously claimed choice of Ciampi to vote, the political scientists (not only Parisi), liberist fractions of the FP perhaps more for the symbolic meaning of the yes-vote and for reinforcing themselves inside the FP. Generally the interests were well detectable. For the PDS the polar system was a way for imposing his ‘military’ supremacy on a broader area, while the reconstitution of the Centre would have marginalized it. The same problem of the marginaliation explains the AN alignment. Prodi-Parisi and also Di Pietro expressed the point of view of the financial powers, with relative autonomy of Di Pietro who preached that the eventual victory would have been legitimacy for different electoral law not really majoritary. What was perhaps only a tactical choice was the position of Casini, a Centre politicians, leader of an ex-DC fraction of the FP, who probably was in favour of the majoritary because he would have been anyway a winner, but in case of success of the referendum he might hope to gain more political space, with Fini, inside the FP at Berlusconi expenses. Which might be roughly defined as the coup d’État-powers side got about 32% voters. It was not only a defeat. In the given context, it was a total disband, outcome of the pure destruction they had imposed to the country along the 1990s. All the Centre vast area damaged from the 1992/1993 pogrom and following coups had interest to launch the symbolic message of the people rejection of electoral systems wanted to liquidate the Centre. Apart from the Cathocommunists of the tiny PPI compressed between their Centre social base and their ‘military’ subordination to the PDS/DS, who declared against the referendum but without really campaigning for it and going to vote, the political personnel of the Centre, included that of the Catholic-Left fractions opposing the subordination to the PDS/DS, was generally against the suppression of the residual 25%-proportional. Also who/which was against the PDS leadership on the Far-Lefts, it was the RC case, was against the referendum, and in favour of a proportional electoral system. For De Mita the failure of the electoral referendum was the failure of imposing bipartitism by violence
. In was precisely the meaning of the effects of a referendum success, for what concerned the Lefts area. At least tactically, Berlusconi was considerably reinforced from the 21 May 2000 outcome, while the PDS/DS tactically defeated. In fact, just the PDS/DS lost the 21 May 2000 referendum, its reaction was that all electoral and institutional reform had been sabotaged from that outcome. In reality the Olive Tree, when it existed, program had concretised only in pro-Agnelli and pro-powers measures, instead of in political and State reform and people welfare. Electoral and institutional reforms cannot be made by abrogative referenda. Just failed the 21 May 2000 referendum, and its goal of favouring the PDS/DS, President Ciampi, coherently with his role inside the coup d’État front, by an unconstitutional
 initiative, reservedly pressed on political parties for a proportional reform would have avoided a too devastating defeat of the Lefts (for what then was forecasted) of the Lefts in occasion of the approaching 2001 general elections): the excuse was an electoral reform for assuring better governance but in the given context all change of rules would have opened the way to tricks for weakening future governments (since, then, the forecast of Berlusconi victory). In fact, on 3 October 2000, a Freedoms’ House without any trust for the Lefts minority imposed to an apparently optimist Berlusconi to break the table of the institutional reform dialogue with the Lefts. If Ciampi had been really interested in better governance, he would have called new elections when it was clear, at the end 1999, or also before, that the D’Alema government was without stable majority: the Chambers dissolution, and the relative calling of new elections, was President Constitutional faculty.   
The night of the further PDS-High Finance defeat and Berlusconi victory, immediately after the 21 May 2000 referenda focalised on the one on the suppression of the party-list attribution of the 25% MPs, Sartori suddenly converted. The German electoral system (proportional with 5% barrage) with majority prize and government stability techniques (at least the constructive defiance, or forms of direct election), proposed from the Berlusconi FI and others, became suddenly the absolute perfection for Sartori but only if the German system would have been ‘pure’. Sartori continued to oppose all direct election of the PM. In reality the German system became for Sartori his new crusade for trying to limit the damage of the supposed future defeat of the Lefts front, and so for preserving political and institutional instability. Stronger the Lefts opposition, and stronger the PDS inside it, greater would have been the hope to try to block Parliament and institutions. With adequate internal and international powers support, and the usual militant Prosecutors, sufficiently discredited but always very strong, there was the perspective to do some replay of the 1994 operation. Ciampi was less openly partisan than Scalfaro, but he was key personage of the powers interests in the 1990s events. Berlusconi and the Berlusconi partisans were pleasantly excited from a President at least avoided to attack them everyday, but the Presidency continued to be dominated from the so-called Gifuni doctrine, and also from the person of Gaetano Gifuni, the Presidency General Secretary had dominated already the 7 years of Scalfaro, the years of the destabilisation, and reconfirmed in his position from Ciampi. Consequently all the operations for trying being in the best conditions for continuing manoeuvring against the people will, whatever the elections results, were not innocuous fantasies. If they had been fantasies, the Corsera would have saved the money for hiring the pens also of propagandists of the political weakness. Anyway, the Corsera, which was not the judicialist gazette Repubblica, hired also the pens of different critical supporters of the Berlusconi Centre. More interests are internally rooted, more they need to be inside governments and opposition, overall in a para-State economy. 

That all institutional discussion on the electoral system was finalised only to immediate interests of the reference milieus was even clearer in the 6 June 2000 Repubblica. In it, Claudio Rinaldi candidly wrote that the direct election of the PM would have been inadmissible because it would have risked giving more power to a directly elected Berlusconi. More generally, for Rinaldi, the submission of all PM change to the people vote was inadmissible because, for Rinaldi, electors were too easily deceivable. Not casually Rinaldi quoted the example of end 1994 when if the collapse of the Berlusconi government had led to immediate new elections a new and more solid Berlusconi majority would have been the outcome. Rinaldi used the usual argument of the plebiscite, alias of people democracy, for him something terrifying. Repubblica preferred governments formed and overthrown from private real powers and interests in their lounges without the uncertainty of the people vote.      

In practice all the propaganda, ‘intellectual’ included, but also all practical effort, despite the absence of real majorities for doing anything inside Parliament, was concentrated on the perpetuation, with eventual worsening of the 1990s political achievements: the suppression of representation without any trade off from the point of view of governance. The two aspects are not necessarily connected. The simplification of representation traditionally realised in the Liberal countries is not necessarily representation suppression/cut but only its restructuring in frames where the attention to consensus is more efficient, so greater than in weaker State formations, where sometimes hyper-representation is only surrogate of weak integration. Anyway, the arduous operation of the 1990s Italy had been the reduction of representation with the reduction of governance, with the de facto devolution of governance to private clans and centres controlled from the different corporations, without any improvement from the side of integration mechanisms. The reduction of representation was realised more by the devaluation of the majority representation de facto realised by the climate of judicial terrorism, than by the ban of the Centre parties realised in 1992/1993. If the ban had been occasional, it would have been rapidly overcome, what on the contrary realised only partially. Elections and daily working of parties under judicialist campaigning intimidation is cut of representation. The reduction of governance realised by the corporative substitution, or further substitution, to the Parliament and Government powers and political responsibility. These processes were already present, and only their aggravation may be charged to the 1990s judicialism, the Lefts, their backing forces. Also the previous Centre, overall the DC fractions too linked to perfect proportionalism and to Parliamentary governments, had already worked, with the PCI, for weak Parliament and weak Government. The ‘American’ Craxi, since his being partisan of the Presidential Republic, was a ‘fascist’ for the Repubblica, alias for the DC Left, and for other DC fractions (Andreotti despite his prudence relatively to such adjectives, he did not use, was always an hyper-proportionalist, with Parliamentary government), not only for the PCI. The 1990s Lefts arrived until the direct elections of Mayors, Provinces Presidents, and in the year 2000, of the Regions Presidents/Governors, even if without real powers on the local bureaucracies. But they remained absolutely irremovable in the negation of the direct elections of the Executive Power. On the other side, the media, while denouncing the political weakness, in reality avoided to concentrate the attention on the key point of the government form. The discussion was kept aseptic, differently from the emphasis posed on the relatively irrelevant electoral laws. Political weakness was simply played against politics for weakening and keeping it weak, with the Lefts well happy of the rent position ephemerally enjoyed from the resultants of this situation. 

Also inside the political personnel the exact relation between electoral system and governments’ stability did not seem really understood, or if it was understood this understanding remained private and secret achievement. The ex-magistrate and ex PCI/PDS MP Imposimato quoted, for showing agreement, that the European Council recommended the proportional system, eventually with barrages for assuring governance, and that the proportional system was more democratic as political personnel recruiting-selection system. Imposimato underlined also as there was interest to claim in permanence a metaphysical ‘Europe’ while this aspect was hidden from media to the large public, and that specifically the media of the clans selected the political personnel participated to that deception.
 

In reality it was really important which system abstractly was, or was claimed, as more democratic. An electoral system is a technique of legitimacy and it is inside a formal and informal institutional frame. The electoral system is not the only technique of legitimacy. Governance derives from a complex of mechanisms at different levels. The same restriction of representation realised by a barrage, for example of 5%, for the access to Parliament is not guarantee of greater governance and greater political stability, if it not associated to other mechanisms.   

Imposimato evidenced that the restructuring of the institutional power and of the entrepreneurial one proceeded in parallel, and that only the big capital and financial speculation had right to the political representation, while the political representation of small and medium firms was banned. For Imposimato the bipolar/bipartite system permitted this suppression of political representation.
 

However, this was not product of the electoral system but of the whole corporative order created under the Scalfaro Presidency, with the correlated judicialist and para-PDS dictatorship, and continued, softer in form, with the Ciampi one. The 75%-Westminster was a very useful, in the given context, but occasional complement of these restructurings, the same powers were well disposed to replace by a new proportional system just the 75%-Westminster did not work anymore for preserving the Lefts minorities in office. However, even who liquidates as absolutely evil the 1993 75%-Westminster did not try to simulate what would have happened in 1994, with the same elections, after the same judicialist offensive, without any change of the electoral law, eventually apart from the majoritary correction of the Senate electoral law
 introduced by the referendum, imposed by the media campaign. In reality the DC-Left was more functional, as the following developments revealed, to the powers interests. It is difficult to say whether the interests and the dynamic imposed de facto, as resultant, a ‘military’, but not political, PDS dictatorship, had been really wise, from the point of view of powers interests. Without FI, Berlusconi created because terrorised from the PDS aut-aut, either submission or expropriation, threat the 75%-Westminster made concrete, what would have been the outcome of the 1994 elections? PDS and Cathocommunist, eventually with the Milan political Pool, would have created a new government, with some other Lefts and/or LN participation or support, and with the powers in full condition to impose their men and their policies, thanks to Di Pietro, more than thanks to the 75%-Westminster. Also if the PDS was assumed as guarantee of stability while the government parties were destroyed, in reality Scalfaro, the TUs, the State apparatuses were well more decisive. However it was as in 1993, when thanks to the judicialist assault, nearly everything was imposable to Parliament, only the military-style logic of transforming the 16%-PDS in 51% front, by tricks, was pursued: a kind of new DC, as result, but without the roots and the stability of the DC. While, in reality, the habitual mechanisms of Parliamentary and institutional lobbing, would have worked better and without excessive trauma and publicity. What induces to the legitimate question whether also the traditional lobbing work was under fire, from somewhere, in favour of some new direct lobbing through the PDS top levels. Anyway practice shows that traumatic, and too much alien manual-style, interventions on institutions open dynamics of impossible control, relatively to the intentions of who/which eventually intervened. And further complication was the introduction of a spurious system instead of a 100%-Westminster, or of a 25%-proportional linked to the votes for the constituencies’ candidates, although perhaps the 1992/1993 Parliament was not submittable until that point. An analyst attentive also to symbolism, Professor Ilari, insisted, in different occasions, on the interpretation of the 18 April 1993 electoral referendum as also symbolic revenge on the 18 April 1948 victory of the DC, by its absolute majority, against the pro-Russian Lefts. 18 April 1993 would have been a kind of historical vengeance of 18 April 1948. For what I have just argued the 18 April 1993 referendum, and also considerably more decisively the electoral reforms formally introduced, the months following it, from Parliament, had been, against all intention and clamour, decidedly obstructive of the destabilisation: electoral reform outcome was de facto the formation of the national resistance block around Berlusconi. Even if, hypothetically, Berlusconi had equally launched on the political arena in occasion of 1994 elections with the old electoral system, he would have been Mr. Nobody (as perhaps when, in the 1970s/1980s Umberto Agnelli became DC MP
 for trying creating and directly leading a DC modernising fraction, or supposed such): a post 1994 election government would have been controlled from the New Centre-Left, Cathocommunists-PDS. It is too complex, and also sterile, to try arguing here on the too complex interactions of interests and initiatives, but the outcome of the 1993 electoral reform was functional, whatever the strategic intentions, to the shifting of the political pivot from the Milan PO political cell and DC-Lefts, in direction of the PDS, as it was universally evident also at the times of the running events: what should induce prudence, for example, in imagining liberal-referendarian parties evil conspiracies against previous particratic-consociative perfections. The Di Pietro-variable, fully operative from more than one year at the time of the 18 April 1993 referendum and of the following electoral reform, did not need the electoral reform. The electoral reform, without the Di Pietro-variable, would have favoured political simplification. Perhaps the formal-institutional and electoral extreme conservatism of the Liberal-Anglophone area derives from the interiorisation that it is institutionally and systemically more profitable to realise coups and solve confrontation inside institutions in eventually more radical but systemically risk-free ways, and far from clamours. Alteration of institutional equilibria and of political competition rules can open uncontrollable scenarios.     

The same party proliferation, which was de facto outcome of the judicialist destabilisation and the relative disintegration of the political system, might be superficially and maliciously read as increased political representation. Micro-technical reasons favoured it. The new mechanisms of the State financing to political parties permitted the funds’ State provision even to parties of one MP. So in 1997, 1998 and 1999, 45 parties were financed from State. Of them, only 8 (PDS, FI, AN, LN, RC, Prodi List, CCD-CDU and Dini List) were parties coming out from the 1996 general elections. In fact only 8 parties overcame, then, the 4% votes barrier.
 However when micro-mechanisms permit this kind of phenomena there are reasons why these micro-mechanisms are created. As and also more than in the previous republican history there were evidently blackmail powers from minor parties accepted, whatever the reason, from the major ones, which reflected, in this case, at level of party State financing laws. 

For Imposimato, the destabilisation developed from the judicialist clans saved the financial and technocratic oligarchies, which expanded their power to the areas let free from the weakened politics. Consequently they tended to become, with the saved Clans, the ‘red’ Coops, the PCI/PDS enterprises, and the bureaucratic clans (magistracy included), exclusive arbiters of the public works sharing, realised in violation of national and European concurrency norms. Also for Imposimato, the possibility of private interests to control the State machine increased, in such a context.
  In substance, while, for Saverio Vertone, new economy and globalisation would have needed greater institutional and governance skills,
 what in reality happened was that monopolistic and bureaucratic powers had imposed their private interests and their corporative leadership.     

What was anyway a reality data was that, in the 1990s, there was relevant increasing of the quota of Italian citizens did not feel represented from anybody, or were indifferent on who represented them. Also the reduction of the electoral participation was evidence of that. However it would be deceptive to reduce that to the changes in political representation. Political representation interacts with other aspects. Entrepreneurs, as well as consumers, needing adequate, and economically managed and priced public services, simply did not get them in Italy. What, with the increasing of communicational flows, and the knowledge of possibilities elsewhere existed, were perceived as, and were, State inaptitude, and responsible of the rapid decreasing of the Italy’s competitiveness, consequently of its wealth relative levels.
 Political representation, also before being, or finding itself, ‘reduced’, faced very serious pitfalls and failures, in its Italian concrete expressions.     

Judicialist bans and tricks without conquering the Centre    

The median voter problem, and the two wings one  

There is no necessary connection between the violence against part a previous political order and the failure to occupy the political area of the banned parties. The judicialist destruction of the Centre might have been preliminary to its conquest from different political personnel, alias from the PDS, in the specific case. If this did not verify, despite the judicialist violence also against FI, it did not depend on the FI presence, but on the PDS failure from the point of view of adequate policies for conquering the Centre. The credibility necessary for conquering votes is outcome of policies, overall when political forces are fully in office, not of claims or ideologies.  

The Centre of a political system always exists, as its Lefts and its Rights exist. Even when the political system reduces, at national level, to two parties, this is not the suppression of the Centre, but its inclusion now in one, now in the other one of the two sides. In reality the winning side is always the side having had the skill to attract and to include the Centre, the median voter, inside it. 

In an easy model with two parties and three voters, one organically on the Right, the other organically on the Left, and a central one ‘on hire’, who conquer the this middle voter wins elections and government. The model is in reality typical of the Anglophone tradition. In our case it is useful for explaining where failed the 1990s operation: the PDS-Cathocommunist failure to conquer the Centre, and the consequent instability of their dictatorship. If their dictatorship had conquered the Centre everything would have been different, from the analytic, but also from the practical politico-institutional, point of view. However, apart from this heuristic utility, this model does not explain the Leftist and para-Leftist dictatorship. The model of the median voter supposes two parties in fair competition, with full acceptation of the elections results. It was not our case. In reality, apart from the noticing that this kind of political-behavioural scheme exists and works in Anglophone countries, there is no rational reason because it should be reputed universally applicable. 

Different solution is possible in the reality, as in the three voters scheme: the two wings voter. The one where the Centre is given as stable political space and its capability to attract now its Right, now its Left, determines either the electoral victory, or simply the constitution now of a kind of government now of different one. PDS-Cathocommunists fought the attempt to recreate a Great Centre, after the judicialist violence had destroyed it. The reason was the previous one: the failure to conquer the political space of the Centre. PDS-Cathocommunists wanted to become themselves the Great Centre with Leftist and Rightist bushes, RC and AN, and in reality without even now a Centre-Right now a Centre-Gauche government, but simply with exclusivist PDS-Cathocommunists governments.   
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	The two wings voter or the two ovens policy
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What characterised, for the entire 1990s, the monopolistic-antimodernising block inside which the Lefts were, was a permanent ‘malediction’ which made, each time there was the open and fair facing of the different positions, it showed as minoritary. This verified both at electoral level as inside Confidustria, the indispensable part of the corporative regime. Until minorities were imposed as majorities by different trick, everything, in some way, went on. Just the different sides faced relatively fairly, the PDS-Cathocommunists minority could not transform its electoral and social minority in institutional majority, and, similarly, at Confindustria level, the social minority the family capitalism represented could not impose any more its political leadership on the organisation. 

The present exposition is synthetic and technical, relatively to the question of the Centre, unconquered from the forces of the destabilisation. The factual analysis will be developed to the different point on the dynamic inside which the different elections positioned. Some of the graphics used here will be found again in the following parts, if necessary. It is necessary to retain the asymmetry of the discourse here made on Centre, Left, and Right, because in Italy a real Right did not exist, apart from limited fractions, after WW2. So the Italian political Centre is, geometrically, a centre-right. Votes are, here, votes for the Deputies’ Chamber election.  

The 5/6 April 1992 Centre victory
 

In occasion of the 1992 general elections, the backward Lefts of the PDS, RC, Green and La Rete were around 26%, and the Centre was solidly occupied both from the government and para-government parties, with their about 53% votes, and from the opposition Centre of the LN near 9%. The MSI, on the right, was a bit over 5%. The other votes went to minor forces, which got 13 deputies over 630. The obliged way for rapidly destroying the dialectic inside the Centre, and attempting the destruction of the same Centre, was its violent destruction. Differently such Parliament could have lasted until 1997. Without external interventions on the political system, fractions of the PDS might join the Craxi-PSI, reinforcing the Centre area and eventually opening new dynamics inside it, while the PDS was without any attraction force.   
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Banned the old Centre, in 1994 the Centre is again majority
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Relatively to the 27/28 March 1994 general elections, if one considers the integration inside 13.4%-AN of part of the 5.4%-MSI and of part of the DC and other Centre electorate, one can roughly estimate that the 21%-FI and the 13.4%-AN represents a 30% of Centre electorate of the disappeared parties. 

The separate presentation of the Cathocommunists-hegemonised PPI (but with yet inside it of relevant Centrist fractions later split) together with the ex-DC-Rightist Segni and his Segni List, may legitimately induce to consider their 15.7% votes as Centrist votes.

The LN, a clearly Centre electorate, got 8.3%. It is problematic, in the context of the judicialist violence, how to consider the allowed fractions of PSI (not any more the Craxi, or Craxi-Martelli, PSI), of the PRI and of the PSDI. The party structures and their traditional candidate were de facto banned, also if fractions tried to count what was remained. Whatever their alignment, their stubborn electorate, a total of about 4%, may be considered a Centre electorate. 

Substantially, two years of judicialist purge had reduced the Centre area from about 62% in 1992, to 57% in 1994. It is, very roughly, a lost of 5%. That now it was disarticulated, is not relevant for our discourse, here, on the Centre problem. 

The Leftist area promoted from the judicialist waves, PDS, RC, Greens and La Rete, pass now, in 1994, to a global 31%. They were, in 1992, to 26%. The increase is 5%. However, apart from this shy 5% move in the direction of the Centre, the Lefts remain far from that area. They might even have won the 1994 election, since eventual outcomes of the electoral system. But this political mark would not change. 

And the trend, despite the continuation of the judicialist offensive, now concentrate on FI, was clear in occasion of the 12 June 1994 European elections, less than 3 months after the general election. PDS, RC, Greens and La Rete decreased now to 29.5, which however may be interpreted as a global stability, despite the slight decrease from the previous 31%. The new main Centre party, FI, passed now from 21% to 30.6%, clearly attracting votes from the other Centre parties, which were generally decreasing. FI was now over the level of the 1992 DC. 

If one repeat the same calculation made before, letting the same percentage of AN as Right and the difference as Centre electorate, the Centre is again, in occasion of the 12 June 1994 European elections, at 62% (also a bit more), as in 1992. Useful, or disastrous, for other aspects to years of the then continuing judicialist assaults against the Centre, had not erased that electorate, which remained outside the Lefts very moderate expansion (relatively to 1992).     

The Lefts fail to conquer the Centre in 1996
 

The Leftcentre outcome of the unconquered Centre
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Since Leftcentre, although scientifically more precise in the given context, does not sound good, there was in Italy the etymological distinction between Centre-left and Centreleft, where the latter meant, against all appearance that the PDS got the hegemony of the block, while the former suggested, in the given context, some parity. However in the Leftist alliance, the core was on the Left, despite all electoral deception for attracting Centre electors.      

In this paragraph, the presentation of the data subverts the previous ones. And since our goal is the exam the Centre, there is no specific concern in showing the elections outcomes. The Lefts conquered Parliament, despite the Berlusconi front (FP + Pannella), with its 44%, largely defeated (from the point of view of consensuses) the Olive Tree and, also overcome, as consensuses, even the Olive Tree plus Far-Left (RC). 

Here the Pannella List, the ex Radical Party, is continued to be considered outside the dialectic between Centre, or Centre–Centre-Right, and Lefts. Inside the Radical electorate there were, in the given context, electors might have indifferently voted from opposite sides, escaping to all qualification of Centre, Left or Right.    

If the FI and the CCD, or CCD-CDU, were classical Centre forces, AN had a connotation of Centre-Right, with the coexistence, inside it, of liberal as of Statist components. Consequently the FP might be qualified as Centre–Centre-Right. The opposite side would have been Centre-Left–Left in my arbitrary 1994 aggregation, while, in 1996, it was objectively a Left-centre, for becoming a Leftcentre (but with transformist ‘Rightist’ support) when Prodi was fired from D’Alema since the scarce effectiveness of his governing. It became something else, later, with Amato.      

There is an objective difficulty to define the magmatic galaxy around the PDS/DS, difficulties reflected from the metamorphic definitions used, depending on the context, also here. The changing ‘majorities’ were something else than pure formula changes. Differently from the first Republic, there was, overall during the 13th Legislature (1996-2001), the constant formation and disappearing of extra-electoral political parties and groups. There was, and/or the structural reasons of this reality produced, fertile raw material: during the 13th Legislature (1996-2001), about 200 MPs, more than 20% of Parliament, changed party, relatively to the one elected them
. The systemic resistances to market transformed Parliament in a market place. Politics was largely destroyed in the moment it had to lead the transformation of the para-State economy in a market one. Interests wanted to preserve the para-State economy transformed politics in a market.    

The exercise of the table above composed is the theoretical building of a 1994 Centre-left plus Left, arbitrary including the then PPI in the area. In reality the PPI joining of the area will be its sectarisation with dramatic lost of consensuses. What, however, might be more result of its open subordination to the PDS (its strategic positioning on the left) than as deriving from a simple political choice. 

From the opposite side, in my table, there was the theoretical isolation of the FP. The LN is let outside as independent fraction of the Centre, now aligning with the Centre–Centre-Right, now with the Lefts. Since its federalist and its ethnic Northerner marks it may not be assumed as the real centre of the political range, what in some way it seemed to be, determining, by its oscillations, now the prevailing of one side, now of the opposite one. 

It is well visible as this 1994 hypothetical Centre-left PDS-PPI-etc., plus the Far-Left of RC, attracted the algebraic absolute majority of consensuses. However, just it became political reality, it had a loss of 7%, reducing to less than 44%. What is a push outside the Centre. On the contrary, FI-AN-CCD-etc. pass from the 34.5%, in March 1994, to 42% (44% with the Radical Party then allied) in April 1996, what was in reality the consolidation, after 2 years of incredible judicialist and institutional aggression of the result got in the April 1994 European election. It was the solid occupation of the Centre from forces largely belonging to the political Centre. Even the LN, reduced to miserable levels of consensuses when participated to the collapse of the Berlusconi government at and 1994, increased its consensuses in April 1996 overcoming 10%.   

Lost the first round in 1994, the PDS lost its second round in 1996. Although, in 1996, the conquest of government might have been the intermediate achievement for permitting the Lefts coalition decisive expansion and final conquest of the Centre. What did not verify until the end of the 1990s, despite the massive support from media and powerful interests. Electors, the median voter, can evidently judge results. Or, according to different theory, despite the extraordinary results, electors did not notice them, in this specific case.       

The electoral frauds did not alter the Centre persistence
 

	Piero Ignazi data 
	
	
	

	Gen. El. – Deputies’ Chamber, proportional part

	5/6 April 1992
	27/28 March 1994
	21 April 1996

	Electorate
	47,435, 689
	48,135,041
	48,744,846

	Total votes cast
	41,404,415 (87.3%)
	41,461,260 (86.1%)
	40,401,774 (82.9%)

	Valid votes cast 
	39,208,977 (94.7%)
	38,594,477 (93.0%)
	37,510,437 (92.8%)

	invalid votes 
	  2,195,438 (  5.3%)
	  2,866,783 (  7.0%)
	  2,891,337 (  7.2%)


	Deputies’ Chamber DB
	
	
	

	Gen. El. – Deputies’ Chamber, proportional part

	5/6 April 1992
	27/28 March 1994
	21 April 1996

	Electorate
	47,486,964 
	No data
	48,771,267

	Total votes cast
	41,479,764 (87.35%)
	No data
	40,369,098 (82.77%)

	Valid votes cast 
	39,247,275 (94.62%)
	No data
	37,496,281 (92.88%)

	White vote bulletins
	     872,025 (  2.10%)
	No data
	  1,244,734 (  3.08%)

	Null vote bulletins
	  1,349,203 (  3.25%)
	No data
	  1,632,155 (  4.04%)

	unassigned contested
	       11,261 (  0.03%)
	No data
	No data

	assigned contested v.
	         5,897 
	No data
	No data

	[Unexpl. residuals]
	
	
	        - 4,042


	Deputies’ Chamber, majoritarian part, 21 April 1996 general elections
  

	White vote bulletin
	1,432,743 (3,39% voters)

	Null vote bulletin
	1,711,458 (5,41% voters)


It was estimated that the seats lost from the Freedoms’ Pole since the non-desistence pact with the Far-Right were about 50.
 With a stronger electoral vision in that occasion, the Olive Tree concentrated on the 86 marginal constituencies where a bit more than 4,000 votes each could decide victory.
 According to Arturo Diaconale, the Far-Right party, the Fascist movement of Pino Rauti MS-Fiamma Tricolore, which subtracted decisive votes to the FP in this relevant number of constituencies, was then relevantly supported and financed from the PDS
. Differently, it was supposed the 44%-Freedoms’ Pole [included the Radical Party, then allied] would have won, not only as collected consensuses. While the 34.8%-Olive Tree won essentially since the desistence pact with the 8.6%-Far-Left. Since President Scalfaro, who had as usual interfered with the electoral competition, had let clearly to understand that he would have never designed Berlusconi as PM, using as excuse the judicialist aggression and defamation against him, for Berlusconi was in reality more convenient to be opposition, in the given con text. Although this aspect is not relevant, now, in this point, apart from that the achieved result was also more relevant since the judicialist and institutional obstruction there was against the area was more solidly forming the Centre and rooting in the centre of the political arena.     

The fact that the Lefts–Far-Left won with 43.4% against the 44% of the then FP, might have depended on the electoral mechanism. To the unfairness of the competition, the results might have been formally fair. However in relevant number of the 475 constituencies (the other 155 seats were attributed proportionally) the victory was decided from some hundred votes. In these critical constituencies the victory was generally from the Lefts, and since great number of votes declared null. In practice, the same people voted for the FP parties by the proportional bulletin, ‘confused’, ‘let’ dirty, ‘made’ strange signs, or ‘wrote’ swears when voted using the bulletin vote relative to the constituency. FI estimated that one million votes of the Freedoms’ Pole were declared null, and the assertion was not really object of contestation
. Also Berlusconi denounced this supposed fact. The one side the source was inevitably partisan, although the man had not attitude to slandering adversaries. The same Berlusconi did not insist excessively since the lynching climate there was against him, and since his convenience to remain on the opposition. The FP care there was, in the following elections, to organise carefully the contrast of eventual frauds perhaps was further evidence that the electoral machine was not everywhere absolutely reliable, apart from the PDS, RC, PPI etc, traditionally well organised and rooted inside it. The data above summarised, added to the civil war climate there was against the FP, are in the direction of limited frauds for forcing the results, wherever necessary and possible. 

The reduction of the total votes cast, from 1994 to 1996, of more than one million votes, more than 3% relatively to the electorate, is conflicting with the stability, even with a slight increase, of the absolute number of invalid votes. The invalid votes pass, according to the Ignazi data (it may be meaningful, or simply bureaucratic inefficiency the absence of comparable data in the Deputies Chamber data base), from 1994 to 1996, from 2,866,783 to 2,891,337, from 7% to 7.2%. Since in a lot constituencies a few hundreds votes were determinants, it is difficult to exclude frauds from the side of the old regime parties, the Lefts front, which were more present and organised inside the State electoral machine. 

For Berlusconi, the votes for the Deputies’ Chamber declared null in 1996, in the majoritarian part, had been 1,711,000, and they had been overall of the Freedoms’ Pole. They were about 80,000 more than those declared null in the proportional voting, what was even more suspect. For him, in 75 constituencies, attributed to the Olive Tree and RC, the votes declared null were more than the difference between the votes of the winning candidate of the Lefts and the votes of the Freedoms’ Pole candidate. Of these 75 constituencies, in 13 cases the number of vote bulletins declared null, votes overall for the Freedoms’ Pole, had been 10 times more than the difference of votes between the candidate of the Lefts and the one of the Freedoms’ Pole. In some cases, the same Chamber Electoral Commission proposed to declare Lefts candidates as non-elected, and Freedoms’ Pole candidates as the winners, since the abusive declaration of nullity of Freedoms’ Pole votes, but later the Chamber Assembly refused these conclusion and defined that even the Lefts candidates clearly elected by fraud were equally the winners. For example, in occasion of the 2000 regional elections only thanks to the massive presence of station pools Freedoms’ Pole controllers the Freedoms’ Pole won regions it had not won in 1995 thanks [for the Lefts frauds] to Freedoms’ Pole votes declared null.
 D’Alema, then DS President, reacted to the end January 2001 Berlusconi new accusations of PCI/PDS/DS and bushes custom to electoral frauds by a violent article on the 3 February 2001 La Repubblica, the judicialist gazette of Carlo De Benedetti, where he did not reply to the allegation moved from Berlusconi but used his usual empty rhetoric for insulting and threatening him
 The 6 February 2001 Il Foglio, newspaper directed from a PCI ex-functionary, Giuliano Ferrara, remembered to D’Alema that the PCI militants were carefully educated to all the forms of electoral frauds for the triumph of their party
.   

The increase of invalid votes from 1994 and 1996 relatively to 1992 is suspect, because if from the one side the vote bulletins doubled, the voting technique was easier for the elector. And the progressive reduction of the total votes cast induces to suppose that the elector reaching pools only because vote was compulsory
, and later giving back the vote bulleting white or null, tended, eventually, to remain home. Consequently to the reduction of the total votes cast should correspond the increasing of the valid votes. Anyway if the white votes are generally
 objectively determinable, the vote bulletins may be made null by tricks. In 1996 they increased of a bit less than 300,000 relatively to 1992. The comparison with 1994 was for me impossible since the strange absence of aggregated data in the Deputies Chamber database.         

However, these eventual limited frauds do not change the trend, between 1994 and 1996, of the Lefts to go far from the Centre, and of the FP to install more solidly in it. This independently for contingent alliance or other events might have determined victories or defeats. Despite the Lefts leaders and militants continued to use the expression the Right, in reality the Centre was well alive and far from them, both politically and as consensus data.     

The electoral fraud techniques in post-WW2 Italy deserve a short note. The electoral machine was tightly controlled from the consociative system. What guaranteed that there were not frauds inside the consociative regime (the ex-CLN plus the MSI, and eventual bushes of both), while that did not guarantee frauds inside each party. Eventually each party finally managed relatively autonomously the checking of the preferences to its candidates. However the macro relations among parties were those defined from electors. This relative fairness was valid only among consociative parties. If a new party tried to get electoral recognition, it was easy, declaring null some of its votes in each polling station, to suppress hundred thousand votes avoiding in certain cases the achievement of the elections of some MPs would guarantee a parliamentary representation. The number of polling stations was of the order of the hundred thousand. This vote suppression really verified with some split of the DC, of the PSDI, of the PCI, which, in certain cases, got fewer votes than the signatures collected for presenting their electoral lists. If a parliamentary representation of a new movement is avoided, or reduced, it is more probable the movement dissolves. Liquidated the liberal Centre the control of the electoral machine remained overall in the hands of the fractions of the old politics let to survive, mainly the Lefts. That the PDS had an electoral organisation also in function of the moment of the calculation of the votes was confirmed from the PDS Secretary Veltroni in his 17 September 2000 speech
. If an electoral machine is reliable and transparent, a specific party organisation, for checking it, is not really necessary, and even less with the characteristics of the PDS one, already widely present inside the electoral machine. So it become legitimate to suppose the party organisation had other purposes. Veltroni referred to the PDS organisation on constituency base: what is absolutely normal. He referred also to a specific party organisation with a party responsible for each one of the about 75,000 polling stations, and with the duty, for each one of these party officers, of finding other 10 militants for checking the polling station. The polling stations have only a technical function. In addition polling stations are in Italy grouped: a certain number of them are inside the same building, generally a school. So if eventually the function of these party squads had been that of transporting disabled people, the organisation should have been at building level, not at polling station level. Ten people plus the party officer for each polling station, which is composed from a staff of fewer than ten people, imply other purposes and the party organised presence among the staff of the polling station: what is not very compatible with fair elections. 75,000 polling stations for 475 constituencies mean an average of 158 polling stations each constituency. To declare null even only an average of 10 votes for a certain candidate in 158 constituency means 1,580. In Italy, in certain constituencies, 1,580 votes are mote than sufficient for firing a candidate. And firing some tens candidates may be sufficient for decisively altering the global outcome of an electoral competition.        

For instance, when in 1953 the pro-Russian Lefts fought a deadly battle against political stability, and so wanted to avoid that the law then working, in the majority-prize to the coalition would have reached 50% votes plus 1, there were about one million contested, and later made null, votes and the 50% plus 1 votes for the coalition led from the DC was not achieved for just about 57,000 votes. The contested votes, overall from the Lefts, exploited a banal trick. The Lefts representatives of the different polling stations asked that all vote bulletins (with the vote in favour of the coalition led from the DC) with even a slight sign of lipstick, where the bulletin needed to be licked for sealing it, were declared null. In practice, it would have been sufficient to pass intentionally a finger with a bit of lipstick where the bulleting had been sealed for contesting immediately later the bulletin as null. The Interior Minister Scelba was for a line of resistance, so he wanted to check again the vote bulletins, included those hurriedly declared null because with ‘reconnaissance signs’, the external lipstick. De Gasperi, then yet DC leader, qualified representative of a DC feared to be majority, preferring the consociation, the new PNF with PCI and other parties, preferred not to win. So he decided to give up all further fight and to choose the way of the defeat. The DC controlled equally government but without the solid majority guaranteed from the majority prize, which would have assured the majority to the DC, even without other allies, so would have made stronger the political leadership. To sanction this renunciation attitude, the majority prize law was a bit later revoked.
 What interest here is anyways how even slight electoral fraud could produce great effects, overall when there is the impossibility, or the absence of intention, to contrast them. In the specific case even only a hypothetically abusively declared null bulleting vote each polling station had changed relevantly the political outcomes.        

For Giancarlo Lehner, the vote theft was an Italian old tradition, practised with skill and fatigue. For him, there was even custom to share the white vote bulletins following precise criteria. And everybody got them proportionally and “democratically”. When there resulted too many white vote bulletins, it was because something had not worked in the repartition mechanisms.

The techniques of buying votes and checking if the promised vote had been really given was possible until the 1987 general election, until there was the multiple preference vote also by number, and so the possibility to verify whether a specific preference combination had been written on the vote bulletin. But this is other question from the electoral frauds after the vote. Anyway also this gives the dimension on how the post-WW2 electoral machine was functional to the consociative system, and that the Lefts fraction of that electoral machine, and with those mental and operational frames, survived to the liquidation of the liberal Centre.  

The 1999 European and 2000 Regional Elections confirm the liberal Centre
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The comparison between the 13 June 1999 European elections and the 16 April 2000 regional ones is clearly impossible. Apart from the difference of electoral systems, the 2000 regional elections excluded some regions (the special statute ones). In fact the same percentages got from the different in the regional elections are projections, as it may be inferred from the data on the electoral reimburses which are different from the used percentages. Anyway our purposes are the trends relatively to the Centre question, what may make legitimate this kind of data utilisation.   

Additional problem is, relatively to the previous data, the variable Leftcentre/Centreleft. This metamorphic area saw, after the 1996 elections, variable parliamentary majorities with parties and fractions created also with elected of the oppositions for assuring the parliamentary majority the Olive Tree did not have. In 1998, with the D’Alema government, the Olive Tree was collapsed and the two D’Alema governments (also the Amato-2 one, but it is outside the temporal range of our data) had, each one, different parliamentary majorities. In the first table of this paragraph the concept of Centre-Left embodies all the parties and fractions found inside it. It expanded on its left, splitting RC. It expanded on its right embedding Centre and Right MPs. There was also the case of some self-declaring Fascist, what anyway it is not a crime, were him/her of the Lefts, of the Centre or of the Centre-Right: this contrasted only some commonplace stupidly accepted from the political rhetoric, inevitably made of opportunist idiosyncrasies. But finally the result of all these expansion and integration inside this magmatic and omni-inclusive Lefts and para-Lefts area there was not, from the point of view of the expansion toward the Centre. Internal equilibria changed. The real Lefts components weakened as hegemonic power. Centrist fractions of this magmatic Centre-left pretended, and in someway got progressively stronger, after the D’Alema failure, the leadership of the area. So the political (but not really as concrete policies) ‘expansion’ of the Lefts/para-Lefts toward the Centre, but without consensus expansion, was in reality a progressing Lefts dissolution and their imperialisation from Centre forces and anxieties. What was not without counter-reactions from the Lefts fractions interested in the preservation of their social and political backward identities.          

All this processes may be read in the aggregate data here presented. The government Lefts/para-Lefts are stable around 38% in 1999 and 2000. What is an apparent improvement relatively to the miserable 34.8%-Olive Tree result in 1996. However just we look at the Lefts/para-Lefts government area plus RC, we pass from its 43.4% in 1996 to its 42.3/42.5% in 1999/2000: substantial stability, despite 3/4 years of government. The movement toward the Centre there is not from the consensuses point of view.  

The FP numerical conditions are not grandiose, in 1999, affected as it was from the government promoted flows of its MPs towards the Lefts/para-Lefts area. From the April 1996 about 42% (44% with the Radical Party then allied), it is at about 38% in occasion of the 1999 European competition, the same level of the government direct area. However in the 2000 regional elections, transformed in civilisation clash between Black Knight and Communists, the government area remains around 37/38%, while the FP leaps near 44%. In addition, the FP built the Freedoms’ House with the LN in occasion of the 2000 regional elections and in the perspective of the 2001 general elections. This area was at about 45% in occasion of the 1999 European Elections, for leaping, in 2000, when the accord was fully operative for conquering the entire North and other region, to 52%. The median elector was solidly inside the Centre–Centre-Right, while it continued to be far, apart from always possible sudden developments, from the Lefts/para-Lefts area. In addition when the FP had, as a whole, a moment of weakness, as vote quantity, in 1999, FI had increased to 25.20%, and the PDS/DS, then the party of the PM, had decreased to 17.40%. The PDS/DS recovered in 2000 passing to 21.10%, while FI progressed further to 27%.       

The FP and LN continued, at the end of the 1990s, and a bit later, to occupy the Centre, while the PDS was pushed, even inside its alliance that it did not controlled any more, to split between Leftist and Centrist fraction. The judicialist violence had failed the real restructuring of the political system, apart from the change of some faces. On the contrary the judicial way to power had delayed all political restructuring. The median voter always remained from the same side of the previous half-century. The Centre, with its anxiety of the two ovens policy remained well alive, despite the multiple constrictions it suffered.    

At level of the social forces were core of the Fascist-style corporative regime of the Lefts and backing powers, the attraction towards political dialectic instead of corporativism prevailed when finally free choice substituted the imposition logic. When the judicialist pressure ceased, and the GCIL passed from the captious conflictualism to the Lefts government supportive conflict repression, the CISL progressively differentiated from such renounce to any elementary form of independence. At Confindustria level when, for the first time, in the year 2000, the different positions decided to count the respective supports, without limiting to accept the decisions of the family capitalism godfathers, the old godfathers of the pro-Lefts monopolies and interests showed as minoritary, although the clash was on interests and not precisely coincident with political sides.   

The 9 March 2000-designed new Confidustria President D’Amato, against monopolies’ will

Contrarily to the practice of the Anglophone countries, the Italian Confindustria led centralised negotiations with TUs and government. It was a corporative practice, which further developed in the judicialist 1990. Under the label of concertation, it imposed private party interest to a Lefts-dominated Parliament, which had further abdicated to the representation of general interests. The monopolist social block dominating Confindustria played key role in this ‘social parties’ real government, which was functional to the dictatorship of relevant but minoritary private interests, against the Country modernising majority. The game went on well also inside Confindustria …until there was the democratic confrontation between the corporative block entrepreneurs and the modernising ones. 

Concertation was a kind of selective affair committee decided instead of Parliament, following a corporative logic. While Parliament formally represented the whole of the citizens, concertation represented just part of the organised interests, some corporation. The decisions of this private-corporative affair committee were nevertheless imposed to the entire country by Parliament now direct, now indirect, sanction. Consequently the elections of the internal organisms of Confindustria were considerably more than elections of organisms of a private association. 

Confindustria was, after WW2, under monopolies’ hegemony. Family capitalism dominated it. In the early 2000 there was the designation of the new President of Confindustria. Until then no President had been elected, in the entire post-WW2 Italian history, against the Agnelli family. Candidate of the Agnelli family was Carlo Calleri, from Turin. While against him there was a Neapolitan exponent of the middle enterprises highly competitive also on international markets. If Calleri had recently accepted a place in the directors board in Sviluppo Italia, a parasitic Prodi and D’Alema governments bureaucratic structure officially created for helping the South but actually living just for sucking funds for paying salaries of its Lefts-client bureaucrats, D’Amato, 42 years old, was the number-one of Finseda, European leader in paper-plastic and packing for food. 

From the side of Calleri there were the Agnellis, Carlo De Benedetti, the Pesenti group, Pietro Marzotto, the Modena industrialists, parts of the Bologna ones, the Liguria and Calabria industrialists, Marco Tronchetti Provera, Vittorio Merloni, Sergio Pininfarina, Paolo Fresco, also a finally convinced-to-vote Leopoldo Pirelli, etc. It was the front of the monopolistic and family capitalist, parasitic of State support and supporting Country backwardness and State inefficiency. This side had the sympathies of the Far Left, of the PM D’Alema, of the Leftist TUs, in practice the entire side of the partisans of corporative industrial and institutional relations and economy. 

From the side of D’Amato there were the innovative middle and small enterprise of Veneto (those who invested around the world without any State and EU incentive, reserved to monopolist and para-party interests), as of all the other Italian areas, the Mediaset of Fedele Confalonieri (and in some way of Berlusconi, his creator before becoming a politician and Statesman), privatised great groups, as ENI, wanting to affirm their autonomy from monopolistic pseudo-private capitalism, the Agnelli and De Benedetti end-1990s-enemies Romiti (whose Corsera followed however, in this occasion, its not unusual usual line pro-Agnelli and pro-Lefts) and Cuccia (in its post-rupture with the family capitalism, who was only a silent sympathiser opponent of Calleri, not having Cuccia any role in Confindustria), Benetton, Divella, Natuzzi, with the competitive entire North-East and the vital industrial areas of the South. 

It was, roughly, old against new economy, North-Westerner conservatism versus North-Easterner-style modernisation. On 9 March 2000, in an unusual ballot name-against-name, the supposed looser D’Amato was elected designed Confindustria President with 96 votes against 58 of the Confindustria Board, defeating the old godfathers of the Italian para-State capitalism and their, and TUs’ and Lefts’, corporative model. The logic of the refusal of the support to the Lefts government and to the dogma of the concertation won against the parasitism of the para-State capitalism. There was a new economy wanting State efficiency, instead of an inefficient State giving funds to great monopolies for assuring anyway their ‘profits’ and over-‘profits’, actually just their rents. Coherently with his social base, also the LN leader Bossi expressed his appreciation for the Neapolitan D’Amato election, representing the anti-assistancialist South, which linked with the dynamic Northeast, in reciprocal break with the para-State capitalism. The 9 March 2000 D’Amato designation was formalised, on 24 May 2000, by the 91.7 votes of the Confindustria Assembly. On 25 May 2000, in its investiture speech, D’Amato attacked the conservatism of the TUs, their permanent playing for paralysing the Country transformation.       

One of the games, the D’Amato election at least partially broke, was the new more sophisticate illegal financing of politics realised by the monopolist-economy support to the Lefts front. The Lefts governments generously favoured monopolist capitalist, and it returned part of the rents received from the State action rewarding the Lefts by a substantial media, cultural and promotion offices support. Anyway in a largely para-State capitalism, as the 1990s Italy continued to be, a ruler-breaking sudden reaction-designation of the new Confindustria President was not yet necessarily the modern entrepreneurship was necessary for competing successfully on the international arena and for breaking the recursive circuit of the Country backwardness. And clearly really innovative courses are something more progressive than a sudden change of leadership. It was anyway a break of the old order there was inside Confindustria, in direction of greater harmony with the new economic developments.  

These processes of the entrepreneurs calling themselves out from corporative/comanagement models were common, in the same period, also to France. In France, there was a comanagement/corporative model among State and social forces’ organisations well more substantive and formalised than the Italian one. The French entrepreneurs progressively called out from all direct and stable forms political support. They matured the line of the firm representation of the enterprise needs in front of everybody would have been in office, without any previous alignment. They passed, in substance, from forms of parties flanking or baking, to forms of entrepreneurial autonomy. It was the prevailing of the free evaluation of policies instead of the strategic alignments.
 

Summarising, as the Lefts and para-Lefts authoritarian course had not succeeded in conquering the Centre, also at entrepreneurial level the social block backed and pushed the Lefts and para-Lefts, the families and para-families capitalism had not succeeded in integrating with the strategically majoritary world of new economies and professions. The two failures were certainly parallel and reciprocally sustaining. However, differently from what happened at political level, the family capitalism seemed not to have opposed the line of the frontal clash and denial of citizenship to the new capitalism had imposed now also at Confindustria level. There was perhaps, at entrepreneurial level, some common language there was not, or not sufficiently, at political-institutional level. Or, differently read, in a para-State economy as the Italian one relevantly was, the control of institutions was judged more important, from the fundamental social forces, than the occasional control of the top levels of corporative organisations.       

The unique party for the Lefts-High Finance dictatorship  

The vision of the unique party, decidedly practised, when PM and later, from a pure politician as D’Alema was, was a clever and innovative reply to the Lefts incapability to impose fully the dictatorship they claimed to have the natural right to impose. 

In practice, D’Alema pursued the desegregation of the entire Italian politics and society and the new aggregation of a unique social and political block around his person. Since the relatively new age of D’Alema the tactic defies were not renunciation to the project, which has a certain grandiosity. It is not our concern to evaluate its realizability. It had certainly some base, since D’Alema continued to be well estimated from key social forces, and not relegate to some metaphorical asylum. The immediate comparison is with the Mussolini design, a Fascist-corporative vision combined with relatively efficient Statism and opportune Liberalism. Mussolini was constrained in his powers from a powerful monarchy, while in Italy the Scalfaro reign lasted only 7 years thanks to the liberating regicide realised in 1999 by D’Alema and Berlusconi. In addition Mussolini clashed finally against an opportunistic war-option revealed irremediably disastrous, for him. While the defeats of D’Alema were not irreversible and they could eventually show fruitful for marginalizing the corporative resistance there were in TUs and economic milieus aligned with the Lefts: a corporative regime with strong political direction needs reducible corporation. Irreducible corporations had produced, or co-produced together with other processes, the 1990s dissolution.           

The frame was that of Lefts reputed suddenly, in the 1990s, predestined directly from God to be in office, what was in someway true: God-money had selected them. What produced different pathologies, pathologies from the point of view of an ordinate and profitable politico-institutional working, which permit to situate and understand the D’Alema vision, which is both inside this frame and attempt of its dialectical overcoming.  

In the best Jacobean, Fascist
, and DC-PCI regime tradition
, the PCI/PDS/DS Lefts and bushes were pervaded from a centralist and Statist vision of State and society. For Professor Panebianco the Lefts adopted the slogan of federalism, but their concrete legislative and government action remained exasperatedly centralist and Statist.
 For Professor Massimo Teodori, not only in ten years political fragmentation increased, as increased particracy with a 20% party as regime dominating party and State and economy occupier. Federalism remained, for him, a widely diffused but empty slogan. As result, and despite all claims, government became weaker and more instable.
 For Mario Cervi, the Lefts exalted the Catalonia autonomy and the Scottish and Welsh devolution. But whoever asked devolution in Italy was denounced as subversive for the Lefts and the interests backing them.
 It was the same attitude relatively to the liberation movements: they were ‘progressive’ only when abroad. 

In coherence with the semi-Asiatic-Slavonic inspiration of the PCI (inspiration evidently coming from one of the main geopolitical ascendances of Italy, not mainly from the occasional foundation of a PCd’I in 1921 since Moscow initiative), the PDS/DS remained, also under its Western new owners, a we-are-always-right party. The 1989 events transformed it in an instable big sect, with contrasting and potentially explosive anxieties, finally reconciled from the role assigned him by the judicialist destabilisation. The PDS/DS differentiated between liberal empty claims and ultra-conservative Statism, always synthesised from the opportunist centrist fractions of D’Alema, Veltroni and Folena. However it always avoided the discussion on why it continued to oscillate between 17% and 20% after that the military action of the judicialist clans had materially pushed it to political power, eliminated its old competitors, and assaulted also the new ones. This unsolved equivocal remained with all its lethal force, while the only PCI/PDS/DS reply was is usual practice of pointing to the creation of emergency situation for justifying further authoritarian measure.
 It was the always-right party. The problem was not its incapability to become majority in such favourable climate purposely created, but that of stubborn electors refused to knee in from of the always-right party.  

In the always-right party there is the circle of superiors and blessed from God, and the mass of the inferior. Yet in the late 2000, for D’Alema, Berlusconi was not a “civil person”. There was the side of the civil people and the side of the uncivil ones. It was the suggestion of a civilisation battle: the civil minority against the uncivil majority, led from a leader, Berlusconi, actually very measured in his language, with only a propagandistic fixation (evidently he reputed it paid): the denunciation of what Berlusconi called ‘Communism’, and the denunciation of what Berlusconi called the ‘Communism crimes’. D’Alema, all the we-are-always-right party, also Senator Gianni Agnelli (the Fiat and Italy owner, the one illegally defined as ‘the lawyer’), were very irritated from the insistent use Berlusconi did of the expression ‘the Communists’ for defining the ‘military’ core of the minority had tried to ban him. Precisely, D’Alema declared, on 7 September 2000, “"Berlusconi is not a civil person, he does not imagine a democratic contraposition, but the fight against Communism. He wants to introduce his regime".”
 In practice the always-right party did not tolerate de denunciation of the ‘Communist’ [for Berlusconi] minority dictatorship and accused Berlusconi of not being ‘civil’ and undemocratic because he wanted the power of the majority. On 27 October 2000, also D’Alema adhered to the thesis that Berlusconi not only was not allowed to govern but that he was also ineligible
: it was the traditional thesis that, if Berlusconi wanted to govern, ‘his’ TVs and interests ought to be transferred to the para-State-monopolistic economy. When a party is always-right, it has some natural right of doing everything, while the free and fair people vote becomes irrelevant, even a danger when it does not permit continuing to be in office by tricks, starting from that very concrete and immediately testable represented from the judicialist way to politico-institutional promotion/assault and legitimacy/delegitimacy. 

For the 30 June 2000 Ferdinando Adornato the Lefts, also in the phase of their clear failure to become majority, and until the last months of the 13th Legislature (1996-2001), insisted that only they had the right to govern against the majority of the country. They reaffirmed their convention ad excludendum against an opposition always majority in the country, and that, whatever its strength in occasion of elections, it had no right to govern. The Lefts beg, and even pretended, the opposition help only when they had not the majority for governing. This was the Left vision of politics working.
  

According to the some logics friend-enemy, goodness-evil, all-right–all-wrong, the same positions on racial question were respectable, for D’Alema, if expressed from Sartori (for D’Alema one of the most relevant thinkers of the universe), while racist if expressed from the LN, but only when was inside the Freedoms’ Pole (1994) after it joined the Freedoms House (2000 and later)
. It was exactly as on the EU and on all other question: the LN and The Economist expressed the same positions on the EU, positions which were clever and skilful when expressed from The Economist and unacceptable, for the monopolies and leftist propaganda, when expressed from the LN
. When the LN was useful to the PDS/DS, it was defined, from D’Alema, as a Left’s rib.
 If his August/September 2000 new book, Giovanni Sartori wrote that “Each community imply cloture, a gathering together, which a shouting outside, an exclusion. An «us», which is not circumscribed by a «they», does not even constitute.”
, this was judged as perfectly respectable. When the some things were declared from the LN, they were the absolute xenophobia. A Leftist propagandist, the journalist Gianni Riotta, wrote, on the 26 September 2000 La Stampa columns, referring to the well mostly radical Sartori book, that it confirmed Sartori was an obstinate believer in the ideas strength, and that he was, in practice, prophet of diversity
. When in August 2000 Sartori declared that a group of black immigrate people, who had occupied, since a political protest, a place in the centre of Florence near the Sartori house, should have been removed for the police, this was considered as a normal request. If the respect of law, and the repression of more substantive crimes than the abusive occupation of some tens square meters for a protest, were asked from the LN or from the opposition, this was denounced as xenophobic, anti-‘European’, etc. When in September 2000 Cardinal Biffi, the Bologna Archbishop, declared that it would have been better, for integration reasons, to privilege immigrates of Catholic religion, he was immediately aggressed in all possible way: he was not reputed of Lefts area. The same assertions were inside the just published Sartori book, which defended xenophobia as a non-racist attitude (what philologically may be true). Sartori was a D’Alema partisan, so he enjoyed full freedom of speech.
 For the 8 October 2000 Leftist political scientist Gian Enrico Rusconi, Biffi was a representative of the deafest Catholicism, while Sartori was a brilliant critic of the functioning of the mechanisms of democracy in Italy: Rusconi admitted that the Biffi and Sartori conclusions were the same
. It was sure that, in the moment Sartori had not been anymore in harmony with Lefts Mafias, his essays were ready to be defrozen for being used against him. If the Lefts propaganda used all kind of epithet against its enemies, this was normal language
. When on 6 December 2000, Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini denounced, not differently from Cardinal Biffi, but only with the Jesuit involved language, the Muslim danger, nobody dared to criticise him and his words. The new was simply suppressed
: Martini headed the Church fraction had supported the 1990s judicialist subversion. The summer/autumn 2000 Bossi definition of the Lefts rulers attitude on family and racial questions as ‘nazist’ and ‘red nazist’ provoked great scandal, included an authentic nervous breakdown of the hardliner judicialist Barbara Spinelli on La Stampa columns
. For the absolute goodness, everything was permitted. The ‘enemy’ was always wrong and without any right. Ethic [or supposedly such] principles [or supposed such] were systematically used as cover for other interests. When in October 2000, the Veneto Governor Galan proposed a Regional Statute in direction of federalism autonomy, the horrified comment of the leftist philosopher and politician Cacciari (of the same Veneto) was, after a decade during which everybody had self-declared as ‘liberal’ and ‘federalist’ that the Galan vision was founded on contractualism-pactism instead of on ethic principle. While the federalist Galan was looking for ways for explicitly neutralising the State bureaucratism and backwardness, the centralist-Leftist Cacciari opposed, and hid back (for avoiding declaring his solidarity with parasitic State bureaucracies), abstract claims on the need that undefined ‘ethic principles’ presided to the State reorganisation.
 Ethic State is always a technique for justifying, behind some divine necessity, interests unconfessable to people. Abstract pre-judgements were in fact systematically used for not dealing with the concrete problems of State and public services and policies did not work and only stole the citizens’ money at profit of monopolies, bureaucracies, regime profiteers (the same offered their media for these ideological fights), the Leftist block had fully tutored in the 1990s. And ‘the other’ was always wrong (for the 1990s regime propagandist) when posed real problem and tried concretely dealing with them at people service.     

The we-are-always-right party syndrome was decidedly promoted from the media and intellectuals at powers disposability. The PDS and bushes minority were the only one deputed to be in office, so each their government was legitimate. Firstly it was claimed that the era of consociativism, secret manoeuvres, transformism, had been overcome from the magic new world where electors designed de facto directly the PM. The new era immediately collapsed when a Scalfaro, already pervaded from forms of the nervous and institutional breakdown against Berlusconi, designed Berlusconi as PM, and also more when, a few months later, at end 1994, an intrepid Scalfaro was part of the coup for replacing the people designed PM Berlusconi without new elections. Miraculously put in office, in 1996, after his Roman lounges selection, the proud 34.8%-votes-Prodi against the 44%-votes-Berlusconi, it was let to understand that the normality era, the PDS-Cathocommunist era, opened with only PM people expression. Already plotting for liquidating Prodi-Veltroni, the plotters heroically shouted ‘either Prodi or elections’. So already in 1998, in front of the inaptitude of the Lefts government to gather consensus, the wonderful era of the now people elected, even only with 35% against 44%, PMs was set aside. A D’Alema nobody had elected as PM, together with a party created with opposition MPs and occasionally led from Cossiga, formed the D’Alema-Cossiga government for the needs of the NATO aggression against Belgrade. Naturally, differently from the Lefts attitude whose adversaries were always ‘bandits’, nobody denied such a government was formally legitimate since the Parliament majority. But all free citizens understood that it was the further politico-institutional abuse against the people will. The people had apparently, and a bit mysteriously, elected the 34.8%-Prodi, and now it found D’Alema In a normal country, D’Alema would have been candidate PM in 1996, since he was the Head of the main Lefts party, however the Roman lounges had offered to the people legitimacy the bureaucrat Prodi, after his bus-journeys and cyclist exhibitions. Prodi was voted. D’Alema was PM two years and some months later, since the vote fear, with different and extra-electoral, in a word transformist, parliamentary majority. The game repeated at end 1999. 

In reality a party is always-right because powerful forces, inside whose interest area this party is, recognise it as always right, …until it is well submitted. From the other side, if a party, or its fraction, the D’Alema fraction in this case, had electors legitimacy powerful interests do not need to ‘demonstrate’ that it is legitimate to govern. Eventually, as in other cases, these interests would like to demonstrate that it is not legitimate to govern, as they did for the entire 1990s against the liberal Centre. But in this case there was a D’Alema for the second time had changed majority without electors sanction. At end 1999, finished the war needs of NATO, the game of the extra-electoral government was repeated. A collapsing (since the Cossiga already realised leaving the government area) D’Alema-Cossiga government, was finally replaced from a D’Alema-Mastella one, changing again Parliamentary majority, after months of an originally unofficial government crisis, with also open market of MPs for assuring the success of the confidence vote. In such institutional deterioration, to which the new President Ciampi quietly assisted without judging necessary to use his Constitutional faculty of calling new elections, the usual Columbia University Professor Giovanni Sartori was called for claiming, on the 30 December 1999 Corsera, that such government was fully legitimate. In reality each government voted from Parliament is formally legitimate. Sartori claimed that in the uninominal systems one voted just candidates, not parties. It was in reality the D’Alema futurist desire: without-party MPs elected in uninominal constituencies supporting him. The Sartori lie served just for suggesting that transformism was legitimate, when beneficiary of it was D’Alema. That the Sartori lie was factually such was demonstrated from the vote mechanism: in the vote bulletin for the single constituency candidate, near the candidate name there was the symbol of at least one party. So one voted for a candidate explicitly and visibly expressed from a party or a coalition, apart from the 25% candidates elected voting for mono-party lists. The counter-demonstration was that no-independent candidate was elected. Candidates were not voted since their faces, but since their party belonging. Sophisms did not change that, for the second time, a D’Alema government, despite its being fully legal, had no electors legitimisation, as some of the parties supported it had no electors legitimisation: they were extra-electoral parties.
 

One of the aspects of the we-are-always-right party syndrome was that all the other parties were and are criminal ones. The theory became explicit with the clans of adventurers took-over the post-Berlinguer and Natta PCI, made it organically bind with the economic powers, and their media wanted the liquidation of politics, and were the core of the PDS. According to this theory, the Craxi-PSI and the DC liberal fractions were just parties of thieves, and the Centrist sectors of the DC also of killers both relatively to Clans and to NATO destabilisation stories. Actually power (which is not only and not mainly political power) has its logics, who/whichever is in office, and wherever in the world: it is impossible to discuss of it by the usual stereotypes. The adventurers fractions of the PCI/PDS called out from their same history, called out from the Italian consociative system of which they were constitutive part, aligned from the side of the judicialist destabilisation, and claimed that the Italian political history (and only the political history!), of who/which had been formally in office, had only been a criminal affair, so competence of mysteriously appeared ‘honest’ magistrates. Naturally also who/which was outside the PCI/PDS area, and outside the subordination to it, more represented the majority of electors more was equally criminal. The same D’Alema, who had cultivated and used these theories, was obliged, on 13 November 1999, for tactical reasons, and for contrasting the still strong most extremist judicialist clans which continued to publish judicial acts as books with titles as ‘the true Italy’s history’, to declare that the last 50 years of Italian history had not been history of thieves and criminals
. What was the official confirmation that at least until then, that was the PCI/PDS official line. Media immediately wrote that D’Alema was rehabilitating DC and PSI. The tactical reason was that a PM D’Alema without not even Parliamentary majority needed the support of ‘criminal’ fractions coming from the Craxi-PSI and liberal DC for forming his new and short D’Alema-Mastella government. Anyway the denunciation, and the practical persecution (when possible, compatibly with the growing discredit and lost of terrorist power of the judicialist clans inside State apparatuses), of the liberal Centre as criminal did not cease. Tactic did not interfere with the strategies of the powers backed the PCI/PDS and bushes. All that was enlightening of the terms of the political-institutional-interest struggle there had been and there were in Italy. A 17% party plus the Far Right had been induced to feel legitimate to define all the other ones (to which they were linked and from with financially depended
) as thieves and criminals, and to participate to the pogroms and persecutions against them and their successors. In fact the game on the previous 50 (or 70/75) years was easily switched against Berlusconi. In fact the D’Alema counter-order was relative only to DC and PSI and after they had been destroyed, and in a moment, passed the Kosovo war for which D’Alema was put in office, even the Socialists and Mastella few votes were necessary for remaining in office yet for a while.
    

Naturally who/which was necessarily always wrong was a serious danger for who/which was always-right. So, the electors’ majority political representation open ban was insistently reproposed yet at the end of the century, in different forms, while the end of the 13th Legislature approached. In practice, there was the apparent claim that the 17%-PDS/DS had some natural right to choose the future PM also in case the PDS/DS and the Lefts had lost the general elections. In reality the allowed PM was suggested and imposed from the same lounges had imposed Prodi. Who imposed the Lefts candidate banned in practice all FP candidates, also because the FP had only one candidate, not selected from the powers lounges and traditionally never from the side and anti-national campaigns. The hardliner judicialism of the PDS/DS Secretary Veltroni was a partisan of the legal ban of Berlusconi. The only formally appeaser D’Alema relied more on the EU internationalist intervention, of which he was organiser, again, as already in 1994, against the Italian electors will.
 Cathocommunist exponents, as the PPI Secretary Castagnetti, actively supported these attitudes and positions of the PDS, creating
 and diffusing rumours, in the very early September 2000, that Berlusconi would have not been Freedoms’ Pole candidate-PM, while others of the same and other Lefts parties declared that the general elections would have been called near the summer (against all previous Constitutional practice of election in the mid-spring) 2001, as a way for permitting the Lefts invented some fraud for avoiding their then apparently inevitable defeat. The President Ciampi remained silent while Lefts exponents spoke, in the early September 2000, as usual already under Scalfaro for what concerned the calling of general election, as they were the Presidency of the Republic.
 There was in substance an electors’ minority wanting to decide even who/which were its adversaries and pretending, even after the Scalfaro reign, the institutions openly partisan working.     

On the 12 September 2000 Corsera, the columnist Piero Ostellino defined the Lefts as affected from the war syndrome. He invited the Left to transform in a modern European force, beginning with the admission that it had always been minoritary in the country, that the ‘Right’ was more rooted and with identity, and that the Lefts had nothing in common forces glued to it while they might have been quietly inside the FP. For Ostellino, the Left should have broken with its war logic that its only mission were to hamper Berlusconi from winning. Finally, for Ostellino, Mastella (Udeur), Dini (RI), and Castagnetti (PPI) had nothing in common with those he called the laic, libertarian, and reformist tradition of the Left.
 Actually, the point was that also the Lefts, apart the Socialist fraction of the SDI/SI had nothing to do with the laic, libertarian, and reformist tradition of the Left. And when a purely ‘anti’ coalition is affected from the war syndrome, and also the strong interest controlling it pretend, support and play with this war syndrome, only the defeat of these Lefts, defeat powerful forces had delayed of a decade, can modernise politics, and so also produce a future modern Left in reality was, in the moment Ostellino wrote, more inside the Berlusconi front than inside the PDS/DS-Repubblica one.   

The EU internationalist intervention syndrome, the Lefts theorising and calling for the EU internationalist intervention, become more pressing, more the Lefts continued to reveal as minoritary. The EU internationalist intervention syndrome derived directly from the practice of the unique party, which admitted just a formal opposition, not that the political representation of the electors majority was in office. The EU internationalist intervention was used from the Lefts as a threat in the case the internal subversion, and institutional imposition and abuses, had become insufficient. More the 2001 elections approached and more the Lefts seemed relegated outside the Centre, more the claim was used, even if the change of political cycle at European and US level make it less credible. In practice it was suggested that the Italian electors ought to submit to some supposed European political standard, and consequently they could not vote for the Centre and the Centre-Right. Differently a EU internationalist intervention would have invalidated the elections outcome.
 For example, in the pages of the PDS/DS official newspaper l’Unità, the EU internationalist intervention against an eventual Berlusconi government continued to be explicitly and directly called, without any shame.
 PDS/DS and bushes publicly insisted, also from institutional positions, in the pre-2001 election phase already running along the year 2000, that the majority of the Country, represented from the Liberal Central and from the Rightist and Leftist fractions were joining it, was without EU legitimacy. Intellectuals as Galli della Loggia were obliged to insist, while underlining that the Lefts and para-Lefts minority was evidently desperate, that legitimacy comes from polls, and only from polls.
 What was not accepted from the minority in office. The xenophobia of foreign powers, relatively to the free expression of the Italian electors will, showed how these claims were really synchronised with foreign powers anti-Italian interests. For the old Liberal leader Egidio Sterpa, the Lefts regime, whose only programme was, overall in its judicialist clans, to defeat Berlusconi, was internationally appreciated exactly thanks to its weakness, mediocrity and ineptitude. That permitted to different lobbies to exercise directly the real power it was incapable to exercise.
 For the Socialist leader and EMP Claudio Martelli, just excluded, at end August 2000, from the ESP, on DS-SDI initiative, as revenge for his alignment, in Italy, as Socialist, with the Freedoms’ Pole, there was also a kind of impotence-retaliation syndrome of the EU Parliament. Since the EU governed nothing or nearly nothing, for Martelli, neither its currency, nor trade wars, nor armed conflicts on its borders, its Parliament self-reassured by governing at least one thing: the particratic carnival of the Italian politics.
    

The EU internationalist intervention had nothing of casual. It was carefully prepared and organised. A D’Alema known for reserving considerable energies to organising the international defamation of Italy and campaigning for foreign interference
 announced, in the long electoral campaign for the 2001 general elections, that the EU was already ready to intervene on precise points, evidently suggested from the same PDS/DS. On 7 September 2000, D’Alema declared: “«If Berlusconi, as PM, renewed himself the concessions, our Country would be put under observation»”
. ‘Concessions’ were the TV concessions: the politician and Statesman Berlusconi was titular of no State concession and/or licence (apart from the driving, and perhaps also other similar, licence). In practice the Lefts, which had governed 5 years, had created a legal frame where the TV concessions depended on government arbitrage, instead of on some market mechanism. This was useful, as more generally all absence of precise rules, because the Lefts systematically favoured their friends and their companies and holdings, and even with extreme vehemence
. The Lefts had also blocked the bill, already approved from one Chamber, on the conflict of interest, because it would have damaged politicians of the Lefts. At the same time, after this absence of rules they had created, in the imminence of the then probable Berlusconi electoral victory, the PDS/DS had contacted its foreign references for promoting the EU internationalist intervention. In fact D’Alema used sure tones, not hypothetical ones. All this PDS/DS Lefts arguing on Berlusconi internationally banned had as constitutive assumption the tautology that whoever controlled and/or owned Fininvest it cannot-not-to-be of Berlusconi. He/she cannot-not-to-be and cannot-not-to-know were recurrent legal assumption of the Lefts-judicialist logical frames: in fact were illiberal legal assumptions. 

The concept of civil society opposed to a supposedly non-civil society was insistently agitated from the PDS and the media of the great monopolistic and financial interest. It was the justification for replacing the judicially liquidated political Centre by members of these supposed civil society: people already inside the power networks presented as new faces. Ironically, the Radical leader Marco Pannella asked the propagandist of the civil society, whether the supposed representatives of this civil society were casually found in the streets. Despite this supposed fusion with the supposed civil society, the block had led and/or immediately profited of the ephemeral liquidation of the old liberal Centre never became majority of the electors. When more clamorous was the 1990s failing of the Statist arrogance, in occasion of the 16 April 2000 election, the Lefts-High Finance block passed to the thesis that the majority refused to support it was the ignorant and uncivil society.
 So the civil society was such if it supported the Statist minoritary block. It became ignorant and uncivil if it did not support this block.   

Repubblica and the PDS/DS and bushes were the absolute Goodness, while the modernising front was the absolute Evil. So, Repubblica and the PDS/DS were politics (suddenly become something of good and noble, when it was the ‘right’ ‘politics’), even this politics promoted a long series of bureaucrats’ and other personages government under powers direct control. And the modernising front, as whoever even tactically obstructed the Repubblica-PDS/DS domination, was antipolitics, alias outside institutions and not deserving political consideration, and possibly to be banned. This was the argument reused after the 21 May 2000 further defeat of the Repubblica-PDS/DS judicial way to powers. When the PDS promoted the failure of referenda, as it had happened in previous occasion, this was normal political fight. When Berlusconi had the extraordinary success of only 32% people not following his appeal to desert polls, Berlusconi became (better, he continued to be) the antipolitics, subversion. Politics was only a Lefts galaxy without any political line, apart from the stubborn opposition to all modernisation.
 It was the usual scheme friend-enemy. 

Coherently with the divine right to govern, the Lefts were induced self-attributing there was the insistent stating that precise duty of the parties and MP expressed from the voters majority to assure the majority to the Lefts minority. Apart from the lack of government majority and autonomy traditionally characterise the Lefts on international questions, along the entire 13th Legislature, also in the Prodi early governing, the question of the government lacking ‘majority’ became dramatic with the political dissolution progressed with the approaching of the end of the 13th Legislature. If the majorities for approving governments were realised buying MPs with various techniques, also with money (as publicly emerged)
, it was nearly impossible, for the Lefts governments, in the year 2000, to have a Government everyday majority inside Parliament. More the majority there was not, as it was evident overall in the case of the 2000 Amato government, more there was the terrorist pressure on the Liberal Centre because it assured the majority to the government. Each way, in practice daily, the government bills were rejected from Parliament (without any damage for the Country interest, eventually with some advantage), what happened overall with the Amato government, the Lefts claimed that the Liberal Centre was irresponsible, subversive, destructive, etc, etc. From the one side the also international defamation of the Liberal Centre was realised with all means from the Lefts, and its backing financial powers. From the other side there was the practical application of the theory that duty of the majority of the Country was to support the minority of its Leftist governments and of the private interests of the financial powers wanted they continued to be in office, whatever damages for the Country interests it would have continued to produce.
          

The fraud-censorship laws on political propaganda had been already introduced by decree from the Scalfaro-Dini government just for trying not to loose the 1995/1996 local and general election. Then they were introduced by decrees, let to decay with the Prodi government, as evidence of how much interest there was in a stable definition of common rules. The so-called Scalfaro par condicio (the parity of conditions) was centred then, as later, on two points: the prohibition of the free use of the authorised electoral funds and the parity of conditions between 20/30% parties and 1% ones. The Lefts magma did not liked TV-spots, so they were radically constrained. The Lefts magma had abundance of small parties, so the parity of electoral propaganda presence with bigger parties was pretended. Achieved the goal with Prodi in office, all these measures were let to expire without transforming the decrees in law: Parliament was too occupied for the laws for founding who/which had supported. While the 2000 regional and 2001 general elections approached, there was again the concern to re-introduce the tricks supposedly necessary for permitting the victory of the minority. When in February 2000 the Parliament approved the anti-Freedoms’ Pole prohibitionist law it was a further step in the direction of attempting perpetuating the ban of the political representation of the majority of the Italian people. A Lefts-dominated (but only in the FP aversion) Parliament decided that from the one side, there was the prohibition of free (naturally in the limits of the allowed expenditure) electoral paid-spots on national TV. From the other side it was defined that each 1%-party ought to have the same TV spaces than a 25% parties. They were for free on the State TVs and in part for free, in part on payment, on the private local TVs. Since the Left, or Left-Right of D’Alema-Mastella was fragmented in tens of parties and clans continuously creating and disappearing, the consequence was that the pro-D’Alema-Lefts would have enjoyed, and in fact enjoyed, of more times the space of the liberal-Centre and of the Centre-Right, generally composed of parties of 25%, 10%, 5% votes. Finally, in an era of mediatic proliferation, the Lefts succeeded in restoring the TV political debate, but now (prodigy of the great ‘Italian revolution’!) not with 10 parties or less, but with some tens. TV political debates were already sufficiently grey and boring with a ten parties. In this prohibitionist law, probably the dimension of the cathartic liberation by a kind of abusive omnipotence of the voters’ minority representative was more substantive than political rationality, which was absolutely absent. The Lefts and para-Lefts magma then of D’Alema-Mastella had individuated in the political spots, the Lefts had haughtily avoided using, the cause of its European election defeat. Now it hoped to have removed the chosen cause of its impotence to be majority among people. 

It was sufficient that, on 8 February 2000, Berlusconi declared that elections under prohibitionist measures on electoral propaganda would have been illegitimate, undemocratic, and non-free, produced immediate reactions of the regime parties that Berlusconi was the real danger for democracy, alias that he was anti-system, anti the coup d’État regime, the undiscussible reality
. What gives the dimension of the background thoughts there were when the coup d’État regime tried to invent measures for repressing the Italian voters majority.

Inside this frame, of which Massimo D’Alema was active part, the same D’Alema action for creating his unique party was carried on. Key moment of the D’Alema operation was his becoming PM on 21 October 1998. In fact, until D’Alema was simple PDS/DS Secretary, the real political power was in the hands of Prodi and Veltroni the PM and deputy-PM. Also thanks to the government action they, and not D’Alema, enjoyed the advantages of being direct interlocutors of real powers. Become PM, D’Alema developed an intensive action of direct relation of real powers for creating his network of friendly economic-financial interests and State apparatuses to him directly submitted. This initiative, which suffered of undervaluation of the times necessary for rooting within powers and of the specular overvaluation of his person, was inside his vision of personal and unique party.    

The D’Alema vision was not really very different from the enterprise tried from President Scalfaro during his 7-year despotic reign on Italian politics. D’Alema moved in a very Andreotti-style way, as substance, even if without the art of dissimulation made the DC personnel master in the power pursuing, management and also deception. D’Alema moved without the patience of the DC personnel, since the different conditions inside which he found to operate, so with objectively less time at his disposal, and without the rapid possibility to really place his men and his women in the key centre of the Italian institutions and society. Finally, D’Alema was relatively isolated, without the help of a very capillary and power structure as the Catholic Church was in Italy, what could not be surrogated from some Yankee and other foreign support to him, and not even from a PDS was not really participant and fully understanding of the D’Alema enterprise. The similarity between the use D’Alema made of the Government Office, and Scalfaro of the Presidency of the Republic, both for trying building their personal dictatorship, explains also why D’Alema needed to eliminate Scalfaro, and explains perhaps why the new President Ciampi, not less power’s man of Scalfaro, apart from their different personal styles, needed to let unchanged the top levels of the Presidency of the Republic.  

In the D’Alema vision, he made explicit in different occasions, political parties should have been abolished, and the MP directly chosen from ‘people’. What means that for him, Parliament should have been selected from economic, financial and bureaucratic powers, alias from the monopolistic-parasitic block backed the Lefts, with he, D’Alema, leading these powers.
 In practice the informal networks obeying to D’Alema should have selected the political personnel in agreement from real powers D’Alema should have expressed, but in position of supremacy relatively to them. In this sense there was in the D’Alema vision and practice a position of politics rebuilding and leadership (also if politics was reduced, in the D’Alema vision, to the D’Alema person: D’Alema was affected from the syndrome of being the best, syndrome very dangerous in a world without bests), there was not in the Soros ‘consultant’ Prodi and in the cinephile Veltroni, two personages immediately and easily manipulable from powers. Apart from this not irrelevant aspect, in the 8 October 2000 Prodi there was (or it was suggested to Prodi from his ‘clients’-pushers) the same vision of overcoming political parties for building large and magmatic blocks, in open break with the EPP, and inside a totally restructured ESP, now clearly the area chosen from high finance
.   

The D’Alema political vision led until the extreme consequences, and was a positive reply to, the refusal of a bi-party system and of the political alternation, refusal already carefully built by the 1990s political and institutional engineering choices. We repeat: ‘polar’ politics is a fraud from all points of view, if a well working system is assumed as a positive value; even the unique party, of whatever colour, is better. D’Alema pursued the constitution of a monochratic mono-pole, the power monopoly, not the catch-all-party but the PM D’Alema ‘party’ as inclusive of everything, from the ‘Communist’ Far-Left, to the Far-Right, to the Catholics, to the Radicals apparently ultra-liberist, eventually also Berlusconi if accepted a subordinate role.
 At the centre of this construct there would have been D’Alema, a D’Alema passing his days to promise places and concessions to everybody, as he did when he was PM, as an imaginary Tuscan (apart from that he came from Puglia, but without real roots there) Prince pursing the pure power as pure conservation of his personal splendour made of external fast and nothing else, apart from his rhetoric speeches, while the external world progresses without respect for the pure fast of the appearance. What was historically why the rude England and Flanders were always competitive relatively to post-Communal Tuscany. D’Alema was apparently perfect in the role he imagined for himself, also since a peculiar attitude in betraying everybody after having used, or tried to use, them, what made him relatively resilient to too direct and tight conditioning on him. At the same time, perhaps with some similarity with certain previous Centre–Centre-North Italic peninsula history, his grandiose vision was absolutely indifferent to the disasters the policies, or the basic immobilism, of his governments, as of previous ones, procured for the Italy real position in Europe and in the world.       

In the PM D’Alema Prince vision there was the ‘Communist’ classic aversion to profit and passion for rent. A ‘Communist’, D’Alema loved, as all the PCI functionaries of his generation, affluence. The affluence of the PCI/PDS apparatuses was eventually hidden, as in the current practice of the PCI/PDS financial-industrial galaxy, behind cover-companies, also abroad. When PM, D’Alema practised the stock exchange speculation, directly just with a couple of hundred billion liras, for what he publicly declared. It was not anyway the greatest conflict of interest since the PCI/PDS traditional use of politics and institutions for promoting, both at the time of consociativism and when, during the 1990s of the destabilisation, indirectly and directly in office, the PCI/PDS companies interests. It was not only and not mainly question of the Coops: the PCI/PDS had built, starting with the macro-robberies during and after Resistance, a complex system of companies practised entrepreneurial activities mixed with frauds
 legalised from the consociative system. The PCI/PDS political personnel tutored these activities inside institutions. Anyway the PM D’Alema publicly boasted his stock exchange speculations realised when PM, as to do his private businesses was the most normal thing of the world. This after a few days he had again declared he was disgusted since the wealth of Berlusconi  (who when PM did not practice the stock exchange speculation). While telling to his electors the tale that only poor people became US MP and Statesmen, D’Alema did not certainly refuse the ‘exchange’ vote of Senator Gianni Agnelli and other billionaires MP supporting him and his government: in fact their media presented the D’Alema speculator as the sincere confession of a friendly ordinary citizens anxious to be as everybody else. For D’Alema the conflict of interest was just a propagandistic slogan and weapon against adversaries. He had no idea of the duties of a real Statesman, at the point of arriving joking on the fact that he had practised stock exchange speculation using the information he got as PM but in a wrong way because he declared to have lost. Anyway insider trading was not a crime, for the regime, if practised from the PM D’Alema. It is true that the D’Alema direct speculation were a detail while he was engaged to promote the formation and consolidation of economic networks of relevant weight of which he acted as politico-institutional godfather.
 On the other side the claimed and practised amorality was absolutely consistent with the political vision D’Alema was carrying on.   

The D’Alema-party achieved a moment of conjectural apotheosis, and also of omnipotence delirium for certain aspects, in occasion of the campaign for the 16 April 2000 Regional elections, when it fully deployed its powerful bureaucratic machine, paid by State funds. Naturally the direct use of State funds for party needs was not conflict of interest for the Lefts fraction, as it was not conflict of interest when the State funds were directly distributed to their friendly powers: it was just in the interest of their conflict against modernisation. D’Alema had organised the PM Office similarly to the central headquarters of the PCI/PDS/DS. In the year 2000 the funds for the costs of the PM Office had increased to 1,627.6 billion liras [about 0.8 billion Euros/dollars], 162.2 billion liras more than in 1999. For instance, the cost of the PM Office consultants had passed from 21 billion liras in 1999 to 32 in 2000. The Regional elections campaign started by the PM targeted letters to electors for showing the advantages of the government action. The PM political initiative developed by promises of clientelist distribution of State funds, for example to unemployed of the areas interested from the elections. And finally it concluded with the threat that only in case the pro-government candidates for the Regions Presidencies had been elected, the promised State funds would have been really been allocated. D’Alema did, as electoral campaign, 72 trips, touched 50 provinces, and kept 115 meetings. All was made using State means. The entire government, starting with the PM D’Alema was mobilised as never had verified for previous government, for promoting the pro-government candidates. Everything was apparently very well organised, although according to the Statist, clientelist and anti-modernising optic of the Lefts minority. There was even the final (a week before the vote) D’Alema opening to the apparently ultra-liberal Radicals of Bonino-Pannella, which had the purpose of guaranteeing some support for the elections of the Regions Presidents. The stake was particularly important because the Regions Presidents were directly elected and with potentially Governors-style powers, and in the electoral mechanics there was the possibility of disjoined vote between party and candidate President. As already the LN, the Radicals were a ‘very serious danger’, when autonomous, and ‘a democratic resource’, when they accepted some subordination to the D’Alema-party: only the slandering/flattering opportunistic hysteria of the PDS/DS propaganda was always the same. So the ‘subversive’ Radicals suddenly became a meaningful democratic resource in exchange of supposedly some-% votes, apparently got in some mysterious way on the political market, for assuring the D’Alema-party triumph. The verbal (apart from eventual other transactions) opening to Radicals of an unreliable D’Alema was fully inside the D’Alema-party vision: to gather inside a unique front, of which D’Alema was improbable guarantor and aspiring maximum leader, from the self-defining Communist fractions to self-claiming as ultra-liberist US-liberism-style movements.
 Complementary operation of the D’Alema-party was also the operation of using the PDS/DS xenophobia against the LN, not any more ‘a democratic resource’ since its year 2000 organic aligning with the liberal-Centre, for trying maintaining and deepening the break North-South, so that to be able to oppose the Centre and South to a North probably conquered, at least partially, from the Freedoms’ House, the FP alliance with the LN and other fractions. 

Not only this attempt, of the D’Alema-party, to become a kind of Southerner-DC now calling to some kind of xenophobic ethnic conflict against the ‘egoist’ North failed. In fact the South electors did not perceive the North anti-Lefts rebellion as damaging its interests, but on the contrary they showed they wanted to join that North of Freedoms. But overall, the entire D’Alema-party construct of a pre-WW1-Liberal-Italy-style electoral campaign, played by the worst clientelism and partisan use of the State structures, failed. It failed in that occasion: one cannot ever know future. And perhaps the hurry, and overall the absence of all class analysis and coherent government action, were bad advisors. The entire North (Lombardy, Veneto, Piedmont, and Liguria: the most developed areas of the country), plus Lazio (where the was a 3,300 billion liras deficit
), Puglia, Calabria, and Abruzzo were conquered from the Freedoms’ House. Just the traditional ‘red’ conservative regions (Emilia-Romagna, Toscana and Umbria) and some undeveloped areas (Marche, Molise, Basilicata, and Campania) were conquered from the D’Alema-Party. This anti-modernising front conquered globally 7 regions (of which Campania just thanks to the ‘South’s Bossi’ Bassolino, a D’Alema antagonist but only more populist and with the same Statist backward vision and practice), and with considerably fewer population, and lesser wealth and dynamism than the 8 regions of the Freedoms’ House. In conversation with foreign Statesmen D’Alema considered his friends he had announced an overwhelming victory of the D’Alema-party, about 10 regions to the Lefts. The Freedoms’ House got the absolute majority of the people votes. The Freedoms’ House would have governed (for what concerned the 15 regions object of this electoral competition) over 32 million people, while the D’Alema-party over 16 million people. 6 of the 7 elected Regional Presidents of the D’Alema-coalition came from the old PCI, while the 7th was a magistrate of PCI area. The candidates of other parties of the Lefts were in the regions where the coalition lost.      

In occasion of the electoral campaign for the 16 April 2000 regional elections, D’Alema triumphally declared that after the regional elections victory (he clamorously lost), he would have won the 21 May 2000 referendum on the suppression of the 25%-proportional and the random allocation of it to the constituencies’ non-elected candidates, the 2001 general elections and that political parties would have disappeared. What was interpreted as the D’Alema subordination to the lobbies of the pro-Yankee ‘globalisation’, intolerant of politics.
 It was actually, apart from the elements of self-exaltation and craziness were maturing inside the party-functionary D’Alema passed to the PCI/PDS apparatuses to the State ones, the D’Alema posing himself as the politics with which lobbies would have needed to deal. It was the D’Alema project of personal dictatorship, outside all people control, and with the media of the Agnelli and De Benedetti lobbies clearly supporting this perspective. The qualitative point was that the D’Alema project was just at the service of the Italy’s backwardness perpetuation. Its same political vision was backward in a country were general politics centres lacked. Also if the D’Alema approach was criticised from a particratic point if view, real problem was not the existence of parties but the existence of politics as general vision and coherent actions. D’Alema, also during his government, showed interest in power, and did not in a global vision informing some coherent action: in fact his governing was a confused and schizophrenic day-after-day random walk.       

However a tactical defeat is not necessarily the failure of a vision, neither its pursuing. As consequence, D’Alema resigned as PM, what perhaps was an advantage for him since he was looking for a moment of doing it since the perspective, judged sure then, of loosing the 2001 general election, and the total political liquidation it was judged would have represented to be leader in that conjuncture. Consistently with his political vision, D’Alema choose, and had the strength to impose, as his successor as PM the ex-Craxian, and very skilful political soldier of fortune, Giuliano Amato. Amato as PM (from 25 April 2000) had the advantage to keep far from the PM positions Prodi-Veltroni, alias directly pro-Agnelli-De Benedetti, partisans. Some D’Alema men remained in key position relatively to the industrial policies, consequently to the business world. The same D’Alema did not pass from the PM to his party, the PDS/DS, but to the Presidency of a ‘cultural’ Foundation. The 25 July 2000 D’Alema asked the Coop League, as other enterprises, financed the Foundation of which had become President. For D’Alema, the Foundations were the new realities could cover the space political parties did not cover any more.
 D’Alema was continuing working for the building of his personal party, in the new conditions of being without office, and with relevant financing from the same entrepreneurs and interests his governments and his men had favoured and were continuing to tutor.
 Although private generosity is always limited, and not necessarily sufficient for the specific D’Alema ambitions. Parties, personal parties included, are very expensive.  

A personage as Andreotti had built his power position inside State by decades of institutional power. D’Alema had transited inside government for one year half. It was necessary to arrive to 3 June 2000 because D’Alema clearly admitted, in front of the broad public
, two key points, in an analytic long letter to Repubblica
: [1] The Lefts (called from D’Alema alliance of the reformist forces) always remained a consistent minority of electors; [2] The Lefts represented the backward social block. 

Andreotti, and the DC, never represented a backward social block, in the given context. They represented the relative Italian backwardness at its average levels: in the specific context the backward block was the Lefts opposition, of which Andreotti, and also more the DC Lefts, was now connected, now allied, from the 1970s. In 1994, in the moment a progressive/modernising block around the FP and a backward block around the Lefts formalised again, D’Alema chose the backward/conservative-reactionary block, and now he defined it as ‘reformist’, even alliance of the reformist forces. It was a form of political schizophrenia.  

That a political component be a minority of the electors is, by itself, considerably less important than D’Alema assumed. There are systems founded on political systems were the parliamentary hegemonic party is always a minority of voters. It is the British case and more general of the Anglophone countries. Key point is the kind of representation a party or a block assures, which for the same D’Alema was a backward social block. 

In his Repubblica letter, D’Alema remained prisoner of the logic had produced a long series of political defeats of the Lefts. He proposed again, with his usual emphatic southerner rhetoric, to restart from the usual PCI/PDS backward social basis for trying, on the basis of this anti-modernising and conservative social block, moving, in a kind of slow progression, toward the political Centre. D’Alema was just proposing the replication of also his personal political failure. It is a mystery how a well compact backward social block could slowly and naturally to transform in a progressive/modernising one, simply extending to the Centre. It was not a mystery that evidently D’Alema wanted just trying integrating fractions of the Centre inside the backward social-political block.  

In the Repubblica letter, D’Alema used empty expressions on a supposed mission with deep sense of the Lefts, and on the stay together of different cultures would have been the logic of the Lefts and para-Lefts coalition. Contrarily to what D’Alema claimed, the logic of politics is governing State, not philanthropic or cultural anxieties. The D’Alema ecumenical vision, already evident in the D’Alema-party actions when PM, was the conciliation of irreducible entities: the passage from the full range promises to irreducible policies revealed impossible. Everywhere backward parties or blocks were obliged, from the same reality pressures, to accept forms of modernisation, backward, or relatively backward, political leaderships were obliged to isolate the most conservative fractions on the Far-Left, as on the Far-Right, for integrating backward sectors inside broader social blocks and so realising at least some kind of moderate modernisation. In his 3 June 2000 letter, D’Alema did not pose the problem of isolating the Lefts most stubborn conservatism, and rapidly and radically breaking with it for moving toward modernising polices, whatever the electoral contingent consequences. D’Alema remained prisoner of the faith that his political manoeuvring would have solved the unsolvable contradictions of his social block he did not want to break, or to break with. 

In the UK, Blair marginalized the backward-conservative TUC and Labour Lefts, and offered liberal-Socialist policies to the Centre, which was conquered since the Blair programmes, and the coherence of pursuing it, without any need of ephemeral ‘military’ solutions fro liquidating political adversaries. The UK, not only under the progressive policies of Thatcher and, later, Major, but also under those of Blair, knew an era of welfare and also of international power. On the other side, Blair was a Scottish reformer, not a Southerner Byzantine rhetor: also ethnic and professional factors contribute to make the difference.    

While D’Alema had expressed, meaningfully on Repubblica, his Southerner empty rhetoric on his solid anchorage to backwardness, despite his dreams of D’Alema-unique-party for taking-over Italy, Bertinotti, the RC leader, a concrete Piedmontese, told, on the PDS/DS newspaper, l’Unità, also to a D’Alema considered RC purely as a Lefts appendix, that, in name of the Leftist most stubborn conservatism, it was necessary to break the Centre-Left, and with the Centre-Left, for building the Left militant alternative to the modernisation.
 Anyway the Bertinotti proposal was clear and socially coherent, and political clearness and coherence are a form of positive dealing with reality. The D’Alema approach was objectively dependent on judicialist ways to political power.                    

The D’Alema vision and practice of unique party, but also the Scalfaro one, were interestingly similar with practices of the top levels of the Russian Federation during the 1990s. On the other side, also in a Russia devastated from pseudo-liberal
 policies, fractions of the old ruling class recycled under the new conditions, in association with old bureaucratic and economic-financial powers, and claimed some divine right to govern whatever the people vote. Also in Russia, the occupation of central institutions became means of formation of President parties, as occasional cartels for assuring, by the electoral process legitimacy, the perpetuation of traditional oligarchies reputed invested to govern undiscussed and uncontrasted. Also in Russia there was the utilisation of criminality, not only of police and judicial apparatuses, for repressing oppositions. There were also relevant differences, as the monochratic nature of the Russian institutions, since the Presidential Republic, while in Italy there was the dualism between Presidency of the Republic and PM, and as the traditions of national independence of the Russian State, well different from the Italian State formation process. In addition, the Russian electors revealed more manipulable of the Italian ones. The latter revealed politically more conservative despite the violent destruction of the old parties of the Centre. In Russia there was the explosion of the previous unique party, while in Italy there was only the destruction of the old parties of the Centre. Even only the 1990s Russian and Italian experiences may induce to assume that central bureaucracies and interests with the custom of operating uncontrolled, so a general condition of institutional weakness (heavily feudalised and inefficient State apparatuses), prefer the absence of political alternation. In such realities the practises of unique parties or galaxies are promoted and/or favoured from the environmental general conditions. The D’Alema-unique-party was only a personalised variation, not certainly an intellectualist invention of the same D’Alema.

The D’Alema vision was not at all the powers visions of governments outside politics. Still on the 19 December 1999 Repubblica, Eugenio Scalfari had insisted that D’Alema, who had no electoral legitimacy, formed his second government (which revealed as a 4 months government) outside parties and blackmailing a Parliamentary majority terrorised from general elections. Implicit condition was that such a government should favour the interests’ blocks had prospered spoiling State. It was the attempt to have another Prodi government. More generally economic interests were traditionally in favour of extra-party, so intrinsically weak and easily controllable, governments. The D’Alema long-term vision, whatever tactic choices, was that he wanted to be the Prince, not the puppet of economic interests. 
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� 2% per working year, until a maximum of 40 working years.  
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� From the Latin concertare, to harmonize.  


� (Ferrera 1999, p. 95/96).


� (Ferrera 1999, p. 144).
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� I assume the data both of the 1985 salary indexing referendum, and of the 1995 liberal and anti-liberal referenda. In both cases the opposition was clearly, on key social questions, between the Italy of the corporations and that of the people and economic freedom. In both the occasion, not contradicted from other referenda in different year, the voters’ majority was against the corporative Italy. 


�Fascism (which assured two decades of political leadership in power-dualism with Savoy monarchy) had realised it more in the propaganda than as real working, while the policies of the Mussolini governments had a clear liberal mark. Fascism corporativism is similar to the Gramsci vision of worker as producers (opposed to the Bordiga vision of conscious workers as self-constituting in class outside the working place: the salaried-work relation was assumed as social instead of factory relation). The parliament-Soviet should have come out, for Gramsci, from factories’ soviets. The parliament-Corporations Chamber was, in the Fascism rhetoric, the representation of people as producers. In both cases one was political citizen only as producers instead of as human being. The revolutionary socialist and anarcho-syndicalist roots of Fascism, with the eventual confluence of an anti-bourgeois nationalism, easily explain the similarity. The same reciprocal esteem between Gramsci and Mussolini, also after Mussolini left the PSI revolutionary wing the same Mussolini led, perhaps was rooted in this similarity. Both were interventionist relatively to WW1. The same prisoner Gramsci was firstly released from prison and later freed from the detention status, since the decisive intervention of the PM Mussolini by universal laws but concretely applying nearly exclusively to the Gramsci judicial position. The Gramsci break-expulsion from the Togliatti PCd’I and his alignment with the ideologically heterogeneous GL (Riva 1999, p. 334) was coherent with the Gramsci incompatibility with a Togliatti PCd’I built, then in the 1930s, exclusively on some foreign obedience, and relative needs. While the 1990s post-PCI passage to corporatist position was coherent with the syndrome of the external owner had always marked the PCI history. Its 1990 new owners needed the corporative course versus the Italy’s previous politics priority. For these owners, the problem was not to change politics, but to liquidate, more than possible, politics. 


� In (Ilari 2001), a pro-Berlusconi flattering pamphlet perhaps for being FI candidate at the general elections (but FI preferred non-opportunist intellectuals), he sustains, in the classic opportunist way without actually insisting on it, the thesis of the judicial sentences “evidence” as only historical evidence. It was not very serious for who pretended to be an historian. 


� Virgilio Ilari, Perché e come dobbiamo fare la storia degli anni novanta, [Why and how we have to do the 1990s history], manuscript, summer 1999. 


� From the point of view of the plus-value production. 


� Francesco Giavazzi, I sotto italiani esclusi dai patti, [The under-Italians excluded from pacts], Corsera, 28 October 1999. 


� During the phase of the 1943-1945 armed struggle, he presented to the German Army Command of his area (the province of Reggio Emilia), one of the most boldly, in the winter 1944/1945, from the point of view of the anti-guerrilla and anti-popular repression since area near the front (the so-called Gothic Line, the last resistance line for the RSI, and also for Germany, from the South-West side), and he declared that he was and wanted to be considered the representative of all the partisans operating in the area. The German command let him free. Dossetti was an unarmed partisan, and was really President of the Reggio Emilia CLN. Reggio Emilia became, in that period, red area with, for months and months after the Allied occupation, massacres (overall in the so-called Death Triangle) realised from the PCI death squads against political opponents, also Priests, naturally saving the para-Dossetti Cathocommunists. Of the DC-Left, Dossetti was DC deputy-Secretary in 1945/1946 and 1950/1951. In 1959 he became a Catholic priest. (Guido Formigoni, Un cristiano radicale nella Chiesa e nello Stato, [A radical Christian inside Church and State], Il Margine, IE, April 1997).     


� The main Prodi advisor and co-founder, with Prodi, Di Pietro and others of I Democratici, rapidly passed from some percentage points in 1999 (when founded) to a super-para-PDS vanishing micro-fraction, Parisi was a political science Professor with an original vision of social-political relations. Yet in the year 2000, he continued to declare that the Freedom Pole, the Italian electors now relativre now absolute majority, from 1994, without interruptions (even when it lost elections) was kept together only by the Berlusconi billions. (Paolo Meli, Parisi: «Prodi mi ha lasciato solo», [Parisi: «Prodi let me alone»], Giorno, IE, 22 August 2000). This political ‘scientific’ high vision was perhaps enlightening on the funds transactions inside the ruling groups of the Lefts minority, what anyway was in offifce not only and not overall since the eventual fund transactions with the strong interests supported it. A 35% votes block, either a 15/20% party, cannot be kept together by pure individual bribing, without powerful social forces do not back it.       


� “Se vincesse Berlusconi Italia a rischio Europa”, [“If Berlusconi wins, risk for Italy in Europe”], Repubblica, IE, 20 March 2000; Mario Giordano, Un Premier e troppe buste, [A Premier and too many envelops], Giornale, 21 March 2000; Perché Cofferati umilia D’Alema e lo obbliga a nuove ritrattazioni, [Why Cofferati humiliates D’Alema and obliges him to new retracting], Foglio, 21 March 2000, p. 1; Lavoro, scontro sul piano D’Alema-Blair, [Employment, clash on the plan D’Alema-Blair], Corsera, IE, 21 March 2000; Guido Gentili, Il vizio del doppio binario, [The double track vice], Corsera, IE, 21 March 2000; G.Sar., L’avvertimento di Cofferati, stop alla trattativa Telecom, [The Cofferati warning, stop to the Telecom negotiation], Corsera, IE, 21 March 2000; Francesco Verderami, L’ira di Salvi: quel progetto è l’opposto del mio, [The Salvi anger: that project is the opposite of mine], Corsera, IE, 21 March 2000; Premier che abbaia non morde, [Barking Premier does not bite], Foglio, 21 March 2000, p. 3; Mario Cervi, Cartellino rosso, [Red warning], Giornale, 22 March 2000; Fabrizio Ravoni, Blair molla D’Alema: per le riforme si allea con Aznar, [Blair abandon D’Alema: for reforms he allies with Aznar], Giornale, 22 March 2000; Occupazione, così la vedono Blair e Aznar (e gli altri si decidano), [Employment, this is the Blair and Aznar vision, and the other ones decide], Foglio, 22 March 2000, p. 1; Ferdinando Adornato, La morte del modello di un’Europa socialista, [The death of the model of a socialist Europe], Giornale, 22 March 2000. 


� The same Palace plot for liquidating the Prodi-Veltroni government derived from the comprehension that the PDS (and the same D’Alema as its Secretary) was in a pitfall, and since it had failed to become the real core, instead of simply the electoral core, of new regime, his power dreams needed to follow different paths, a tempest sea journey, in which D’Alema estimated himself as the best navigator on the political market. Eliminated Prodi and Veltroni from government, it was necessary to eliminate them also from politics. D’Alema wanted Veltroni as PDS Secretary for obliging him in a responsibility position in which he had become better target. The PDS defeat attributing to Veltroni its responsibility was the best way, for D’Alema, for eliminating a competitor and for passing from a sectarised party to something else. The process was thought and practised as deploying along medium times, letting him to appear as natural, as coming out from the things logic.   


� The anti-inflation package of the government never became law. The same Study Service of the Deputies’ Chamber noticed as it was useless and eventually also capable to increase inflation. (Michele Arnese, La Camera boccia il pacchetto anti-inflazione, [The Chamber rejects the anti-inflation package], Giornale, 5 April 2000).   


� Gaetano Rasi, Gas, sulla liberalizzazione pesano condizionamenti politici e di potere, [Gas, political and power conditioning weigh on liberalisation], Il Sole 24 Ore, 4 April 2000. 


� Giovanni Sartori, Il trasformismo bestia italica, [Transformism Italic beast], Corsera, IE, 30 December 1999; Angelo Maria Petroni, Petroni: no al trasformismo, svuota la democrazia, [Petroni: no to transformism, it makes democracy empty], Corsera, 7 January 2000. Giovanni Sartori, Ciurme sciolte e bipartitismo, [Loosed crews and bipartitism], Corsera, IE, 10 March 2000; Emma Bonino [with Sartori reply], Bonino: no al ballottaggio a due, in Italia è impossibile, [Bonino: no to the two candidates ballot, in Italy it is impossible], Corsera, IE, 16 March 2000; Perché un fondatore di Forza Italia tiene duro sulla legge maggioritaria, [Why a FI founder remains stubborn supporter of the majoritary law], Foglio, 18 March 2000, p. 1; Marcello Veneziani, Un governo maggioritario e una Camera proporzionale, [A majoritary government and a proportional Chamber], Giornale, 21 March 2000; Roberta D’Angelo, «I Ds hanno bisogno di questo maggioritario», [«The DS needs this majoritary»], Avvenire, 29 March 2000; Umberto La Rocca, «Ma non ha prevalso la voglia di proporzionale», [«But the desire of proportional did not prevail»], Messaggero, 22 May 2000; Claudio Rinaldi, Il pericolo di un premier eletto dal popolo sovrano, [The danger of a Premier elected from the sovereign people], Repubblica, 6 June 2000.   


� Difficult to define 


� 475 MPs in single constituencies, plus 155 MP to proportional lists with at least 4% votes. The candidate of the constituency must be linked with a proportional list, and, near his name, there must be the symbol of this list plus eventual other ones until a maximum of five.  


� The characteristics of the electoral system are not sufficient, by themselves, for a political reform, without changing also the characteristics of government.  


� Augusto Barbera, Quel che Sartori non dice del sistema tedesco, [What Sartori does not tell on the German system], l’Unità, 29 March 2000.    


� Maria Latella, Andreotti: Amato rinvii il voto del 21 maggio, [Andreotti: Amato defer the 21 May vote], Corsera, 22 April 2000.


� “Ce serait d'autant plus utile que les grands partis n'existent plus. Le lien entre le territoire et la vie politique devrait passer par les municipalités.” (Alain Louyot and Vanja Luksic, Interview de Giulio Andreotti. ''Oui, l'Italie d'aujourd'hui se porte bien'', L’Express, 31 August 2000). 


� Absence of a party in certain constituencies in exchange of the absence of other parties in other constituency, with relative confluence of votes on the ‘unique candidate’ of a certain area. 


� MP Antonio Patuelli, IRPCSR, n. 8, 11 November 1992. 


� Giovanni Sartori, Maggioritario purché serio, [Majoritary, provided it be serious], Corsera, IE, 22 March 2000.    


� Three simple corrections would have been sufficient: [1] The unique bulletin vote, instead of two ones. [2] The consequent single vote for a candidate-party of the constituency. [3] The use of the votes received from the candidates-party for the 25%-proportional. The mechanics of the 25%-proportional lists referendum was different. It let Poles, with casual allocation of the 25% seats.    


� Federico Geremicca, De Mita: Berlusconi non ha vinto nulla, [De Mita: Berlusconi won nothing], Stampa, 24 May 2000. 


� Since article 87 of the Constitution, the President may send messages to the Chambers. The Presidency activity of, eventually partisan, political organisation was the Gifuni doctrine and praxis imposed during the Scalfaro reign.   


� (Imposimato 1999, p. 23).


� (Imposimato 1999, p. 20).


� Actually, after the post-referendum Parliament intervention on the Senate electoral law, also for Senate there was 75% majoritarian and 25% proportional, even if the allocation of the proportional quota was within the non elected in the majoritarian side and without double votes from the electors. It was anyway, as for the Camber electoral law, a prize to the losers and a device for getting Parliaments without strong majorities.    


� The sister Susanna was PRI MP, but she was never involved in the Fiat and other companied management. Anyway people voted Umberto Agnelli and he became, according to the Constitution, representative of the Nation. Also Gianni Agnelli had the temptation to engage politically in and by the PRI, but prudence, and personal interests, prevailed. For big entrepreneurs, the lobbying activity is more profitable. The conflict of interest was a world propagandistic invention specific for Berlusconi. 


� Massimo Teodori, Letter, Foglio, 17 May 2000, p. 4.   


� (Imposimato 1999, p. 172/173).


� Saverio Vertone, Fine della politica? Non se ne parla nemmeno, [End of politics? Not at all], Il Sole 24 Ore, 21 March 2000.   


� Marco Girardo, L’Italia accelera, il Palazzo tentenna, [Italy accelerates, Power wavers], Avvenire, 19 March 2000.   


� Votes and percentages of the 1992 general elections, in Deputies’ Chamber databases, and (Bufacchi 1998, p. 42), for the seats data.


 


� Data from Martin Rhodes in (Leonardi 1996, p. 120). 


� The data are from (Ignazi 1995); (Ignazi 1997). There is some slight difference, irrelevant for our discourse, relatively to previous data. However, I had to preserve, for the consistency comparison, the identity of the sources of the two periods (1994 and 1996). One may use the references also from other technicalities of the elections. 


� Stefano Marroni, L’allarme di Andreotti, temo una Weimar italiana, [The Andreotti alarm, I fear an Italian Weimar], Repubblica, 11 April 2000.  


� (Ignazi 1993); (Ignazi 1995); (Ignazi 1997); Lucio Colletti, La celebre prefazione ai discorsi di Silvio Berlusconi accantonata dallo stesso discorrente, [The famous introduction to the speeches of Silvio Berlusconi retired from the same orator], Foglio, 21 February 2001.


� (Ignazi 1993); (Ignazi 1995); (Ignazi 1997).


� Italian Deputies’ Chamber Databases.


� Deputies’ Chamber site. 


� (Ignazi 1997, p. 422).


� (Vespa 2000, p. 17). 


� Arturo Diaconale, Una storia non solo personale, [A story not only personal], L’Opinione, IE, 13 February 2001.


When Rauti was not any more necessary to the Lefts and there were possibilities of forms of desistence with the FP, immediately the Lefts cavalry arrived. Militant Prosecutors inquired Rauti on massacres of 30 years before, regularly at each relevant electoral campaign, and naturally diffused the news to media for public enjoyment.     


� Berlusconi nel simbolo. il centrodestra ha già scelto, [Berlusconi in the symbol. The Centre-Right had already chosen], Repubblica, IE, 24 December 2000. 


� Enrico Caiano, «Attentato alla democrazia, presidierò i seggi», [«Attempt to democracy, I’ll garrison the station pools»], Corsera, IE, 28 January 2001; 30 January 2001 Silvio Berlusconi press briefing, � HYPERLINK "http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s6/uni_rino_0_20010130220331.rm" ��http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s6/uni_rino_0_20010130220331.rm� .; Tino Oldani, «Ecco perché l'election day è un errore», [«Here is why the election day is an error»], Panorama, IE, 2 February 2001.        


� Massimo D’Alema, Quelle accuse del Cavaliere, [Those allegation of the Knight], Repubblica, IE, 3 February 2001. 


� D’Alema si scorda dei vecchi fedeli scrutatori di partito, [D’Alema forgets the old faithful party controllers], Foglio, 6 February 2001.  


� In Italy it was a duty, not a simple right, for the Constitution, and there were some administrative sanctions, although largely unapplied. 


� I assisted, in 1994, to cases of vote bulletins initially declared as white, while in reality the pencil had produced only a very pale cross. They were votes of FI, in its first electoral presence and without its party vote controllers, and perhaps also with scarce presence inside the State electoral machine. That the ‘white’ votes were in reality FI votes was discovered, in the specific electoral seat I had occasion to observe, from an expert vote controller of different party (an with previous experiences as vote controller of a Centre party) who, illegally (officially, a party vote controller is not allowed to touch the vote bulletins, but only to watch the electoral operations), handled the vote bulletins and discovered there was the cross.      


� 17 September 2000 Valter Veltroni speech in Bologna: 


� HYPERLINK "http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s6/uni_irene_0_20000918103120.rm" ��http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s6/uni_irene_0_20000918103120.rm� 


� Franco Cangini, Ciampi e l’election day, [Ciampi and the election day], Giorno, 28 January 2001.  


� (Lehner 1996, p. 205).


� First page table, Giornale, 18 April 2000. I have cut .002 for the last others of the 2000 Regional Elections. In fact the table showed apparently inconsistent totals in the relative column, perhaps for showing a Centre-Left + RC at the same level of 1999, while using the data of the table there was a +.002. What did not change the socio-political and numeric defeat of the D’Alema-party.  


Data on electoral reimburses, from: E i radicali restano anche senza soldi, [And Radicals remain also without money], Giornale, 21 April 2000.     


� Chi lavorava in silenzio per D’Amato e chi strillava per Calleri, [Who silently worked for D’Amato, and who screamed for Calleri], Foglio, 10 March 2000, p. 1; L’annus horribilis di Agnelli, la dinastia che si ritrova (con fair play) tra i perdenti, [The horrible year of Agnelli, the dynasty which finds (with fair play) among the losers], Foglio, 10 March 2000, p. 1: Enrico Cisnetto, Vince D’Amato, e i famosi poteri forti sono più deboli, [D’Amato wins and the famous strong powers are weaker], Foglio, 10 March 2000, p. 2; Bossi in doppiopetto, [Bossi in double-breasted jacket], Foglio, 11 March 2000, p. 2; Francesco Giavazzi, Confindustria da ripensare, [Confindustria to be rethought], Corsera, IE, 11 March 2000; Ernesto Galli della Loggia, Tra oligarchi e debuttanti, [Between oligarchs and new protagonists], Corsera, IE, 12 March 2000; Nicola Matteucci, La sinistra nel vicolo cieco, [Left in the pitfall], Giornale, 30 March 2000; Vittorio Feltri, I capitalisti della mutua, [The State Assistance capitalists], Giorno, IE, 13 March 2000; C’è un Nordest che fa gol alla burocrazia, [There is a Northeast defeating bureaucracy], Avvenire, IE, 19 Mars 2000.


� I patron francesi sono per cambiare società (e lo dicono di brutto), [The French industrialists want to change society (and they say it crudely)], Foglio, 7 April 2000, p. 1; Il patron italiano, [The Italian entrepreneur], Foglio, 7 April 2000, p. 1.   


� Fascism, whatever the suggestions launched from the Anglophone and para-Anglophone propaganda, was a Lefts movement from the programmatic point of view. Also as origins, it came out from Socialism and Anarcho-Syndicalism. Its convergence with Italian Nationalism there was, but it was always problematic.   


� The Bolshevik tradition was inevitably, in Russia, federalist, since the extension of the Soviet Federation, and the complexity of the communications there.    


� Angelo Panebianco, Federalismo solo a parole, [Purely verbal federalism], Corsera, 4 June 2000.  


� Massimo Teodori, Dieci anni di delusione, [Ten years delusion], Giornale, 30 December 1999.  


� Mario Cervi, La posta in gioco, [What the stake is], Giornale, 16 April 2000.   


� Fabrizio Cicchitto, I Ds con le spalle al muro preparano trappole per il Polo, [The DSs in a bottleneck prepare traps for the Pole], Giornale, 3 June 2000.   


� “"Berlusconi non è una persona civile, non immagina una contrapposizione democratica ma la lotta al comunismo. Vuole instaurare il suo regime".” (Antonello Caporale, Telese, il ritorno di D'Alema. "Il Cavaliere vuole un regime", [Telese, D'Alema in back. "The Knight wants a regime"], Repubblica, 8 September 2000. 


� Claudia Terracina, D’Alema: Berlusconi è ineleggibile, [D’Alema: Berlusconi is ineligible], Messaggero, IE, 28 October 2000. 


� Ferdinando Adornato, La «nuova» resistenza, [The «new» resistance], Giornale, 30 June 2000. 


� See the 24 September 2000 D’Alema intervention to a PDS/DS feast in Genova.  


� Mr Bossi, I presume, Foglio, 28 October 2000. 


� Umberto Marchesini and Daniele Vimercati, I dialoghi dell’uomo qualunque, [Ordinary people dialogues], Giorno, 16 April 2000. 


� “Ogni comunità implica clausura, un raccogliersi assieme che è anche un chiudere fuori, un escludere. Un «noi» che non è circoscritto da un «loro» nemmeno si costituisce.” (SARTORI. Se la società è troppo aperta, [SARTORI. If society is too open], Corsera, 30 September 2000). 


� Gianni Riotta, SARTORI. Liberté, égalité diversité, Stampa, IE, 26 September 2000.  


� Urge “trattamento Biffi” per Sartori, altrimenti non vale, [“Biffi treatment” urges for Sartori, differently it is not fair], Foglio, 16 September 2000, p. 1. 


� Gian Enrico Rusconi, Farne cittadini, per convivere meglio, [Made citizens of them, for better living together], Stampa, IE, 8 October 2000. 


� Anyway the Sartori public positions on racial questions had the virtue of the intellectual honesty. It was current Leftist-High Finance practice (Sartori was not really of Leftist culture) to preach cosmopolitism and human brotherhood to the popular masses, actually from armoured flats and villas, bodyguard services and rigidly mono-ethnic marriages. Consequences of these Leftist and para-Leftist attitudes are such approaches:


“Concrètement, cela signifie, pour prendre cet exemple central, que l’on peut bien, en démocratie, être raciste, se sentir raciste, se dire raciste, y compris dans l’espace public. Tel est le pris de la liberté d’opinion et de parole. Mais vigilance démocratique, qui ne s’exerce pas sur l’opinion, doit en revanche s’interroger sur les moyens de diffuser ce type d’idées dans l’espace public.


“Ayons le courage ici de dire que, contrairement aux pratiques actuelles, ruineuses pour la démocratie, il serait indispensable de ne pas autoriser, dans l’espace publique, certain discours, non pas tant en fonction de leur contenu, que de leur caractère contraignant pour ceux qui le reçoivent. La démocratie s’honorerait, mais aussi se prolongerait, d’établir des normes à ce sujet.” (Breton 1997, p. 199/200).


It is a simply friend-enemy logic founded on censorship committees, in name of ‘freedom and democracy’, and of the metaphor of the ‘anti-system’ forces, naturally. In practice, for such approaches, the problem of racism is avoiding the diffusion of racist opinions. In reality, it is seems to me always more profitable the free discussion and diffusion of opinions, whatever opinions, naturally without any tolerance for actions against persons.   


� La settimana 51, [The 51st week], Tempi, IE, 22 December 2000. 


� Barbara Spinelli, Ma non è solo campagna elettorale, [But it is not only electoral campaigning], Stampa, 21 September 2000. 


� Enrico Caiano, Cacciari: un testo leghista, l’ha scritto un allievo di Miglio, [Cacciari: a leagueist text, a Miglio pupil wrote it], Corsera, IE, 1 November 2000. 


� Giovanni Sartori, Il trasformismo bestia italica, [Transformism Italic beast], Corsera, IE, 30 December 1999; Angelo Maria Petroni, Petroni: no al trasformismo, svuota la democrazia, [Petroni: no to transformism, it makes democracy empty], Corsera, 7 January 2000.   


� Naturally the previous 20/25 years (before and during WW2) had been equally ‘criminal’ because such was the Anglophone-Slavonic propagandistic frame inside which the PCI/PDS was integrated.


� The PCI/PDS got illegal financing both from the consociative system and from all the companies 


� D’Alema riabilita la Dc e il Psi, [D’Alema rehabilitates DC and PSI], Corsera, 14 November 1999; D’Alema difende la storia della Dc e del Psi, [D’Alema defends the history of DC and PSI], Corsera, 14 November 1999; Andreotti: mi pare un «contrordine compagni», [Andreotti: it seems to me a «counter order comrades»], Corsera, 14 November 1999; «Il premier difende solo il suo potere», [«The Premier defends only is power»], Corsera, 15 November 1999.  


� Conflitto d’interesse, la clava di Walter e il fioretto di Max, [Conflict of interest, the Walter club, and the Max foil], Foglio, 25 July 2000. 


� The original news, known on 9 September 2000, was that Berlusconi had talked, in July 2000, with the journalist Fede telling him that the Lefts wanted to ban him from becoming PM, and that in this case it was necessary, as inevitable, different PM. The intention to ban him was confirmed, on 9 September 2000, from Lefts leaders who affirmed that nobody would have hampered Berlusconi from becoming MP, but that different question was his becoming PM. There was a kind of unsolvable conflict of interest called Berlusconi: the Lefts had no interest he led the FP and eventually became PM, and no law could solve this conflict of interest there was for the Lefts and relative backing interests. (Roberto Zuccolini, Amato accusa di fascismo il centrodestra, [Amato accuses the Centre-Right of Fascism], Corsera, 10 September 2000; Fede su Berlusconi. «Pensava ad altri per la premiership», [Fede on Berlusconi. «He was thinking of somebody else for the premiership»], Stampa, 10 September 2000. 


� Margherita Boniver, L’arroganza degli “sgovernanti”, [The arrogance of the “srulers”], L’Opinione, IE, 9 September 2000; Paolo Pillitteri, E il capo dello Stato?, [And the President of the Republic], L’Opinione, IE, 9 September 2000. 


� Pietro Ostellino, Sinistra, più attenzione a chi non vota, [Left, more attention to who does not vote], Corsera, 12 September 2000. 


� Piero Ostellino, Il Polo, L’Europa e il centrosinistra, [The Pole, Europe and the Centre-Left], Corsera, 22 April 2000.   


� Paolo Soldini, L’ultimo tabù violato dal Cavaliere, [The last taboo violated from the Knight], l’Unità, 22 April 2000.  


� Giorgio Ferrari, «Screditare gli avversari è un boomerang», [«Discredit adversaries is a boomerang»], Avvenire, 13 July 2000.   


� Egidio Sterpa, La politica oggi lascia spazi vuoti e le tecnocrazie ne approfittano, [Nowadays politics lets empty spaces and technocracies profit by that], Giornale, 30 December 1999.  


� Martelli escluso dal Pse, [Martelli excluded from the ESP], Padania, 1 September 2000; Claudio Martelli, Martelli sulla differenza tra il cuculo Veltroni e il bombardiere Berlusconi, [Martelli on the difference between the cuckoo Veltroni and the bomber Berlusconi], Foglio, 7 September 2000.  


� Passeggiate Romane, [Roman Walks], Foglio, 15 August 2000.  


� “«Se Berlusconi, da capo del governo, dovesse rinnovarsi le concessioni, il nostro Paese sarebbe messo sotto osservazione»”. («Il Polo si prepara a un regime», [«The Pole is preparing itself to a regime»], Stampa, 8 September 2000).   


� For example, on 7 September 2000, in a public interview, D’Alema defined, and with extreme vehemence, as a shame that half Parliament had recently defended very recent laws, made from the same Lefts against the companies supposed of Berlusconi, but suddenly violated only for favouring a para-D’Alema Telecom in its take-over of the already para-Lefts, and financially mismanaged, TeleMontecarlo. For D’Alema and the Lefts no rule and law was accepted, apart from their private interests and the pretence to impose their dictatorship. 


(� HYPERLINK "http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s1.9.23/uni_giacomo_0_20000908114515.rm?start=\"00:00\"&end=\"01:38:24" ��http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s1.9.23/uni_giacomo_0_20000908114515.rm?start="00:00"&end="01:38:24�)


� Vittorio Sgarbi, La «società incivile» li ha mandati a quel paese, [The «uncivil society» has sent them to fuck off], Tempo, 23 April 2000. 


� Ferdinando Adornato, La sindrome dei migliori, [The syndrome of the best ones], Giornale, 24 May 2000. 


� Since the relevance of the offered sum (from a minimum of some hundreds thousand Euros), and the interest to suppress the cases as personal initiatives, this was the confirmation that the parties illegal financing was continuing as always. 


� Arturo Diaconale, Le pretese degli autodistruttori, [The self-destructors pretences], l’Opinione, 21 July 2000.   


� Maria Teresa Meli, Berlusconi: elezioni illegittime, poi precisa. Il centrosinistra: sei tu il pericolo per la democrazia, [Berlusconi: illegitimate elections, later he specifies. The centre-left: you are the democracy’s danger], Stampa, IE, 9 February 2000. 


� Stefano Marroni, L’allarme di Andreotti, temo una Weimar italiana, [The Andreotti alarm, I fear an Italian Weimar], Repubblica, 11 April 2000.  


� Maria Teresa Meli, Prodi boccia la «margherita Dc», [Prodi fires the «DC marguerite»], Stampa, 9 October 2000. 


� Ferdinando Adornato, Calciomercato di Palazzo, [Palace’s footballers-market], Giornale, 12 April 2000.  


� See the parts on the PCI/PDS illegal financing. 


� Ugo Bonasi, Il premier può giocare in borsa, [May the Premier practise stock exchange speculation], Giorno, 13 April 2000; Pietro Romano, Politica & investimenti: i giochi pericolosi del “grande timoniere”, [Politics & investments: the dangerous games of the “great conductor”], Il Secolo d’Italia, 13 April 2000; Roberta Carlini, Peccato venale, [Venal sin], Manifesto, 13 April 2000; La borsa del Premier, [The Premier stock exchange], Stampa, 13 April 2000; Angelo Maria Petroni, Tutta basata sull’invidia l’ideologia della sinistra, [The Left ideology is entirely founded on envy], Giornale, 13 April 2000; m. r., Quali garanzie se il premier investe in Borsa, [Which guarantees if the premier invests in the stock exchange], Repubblica, 14 April 2000; Giuseppe Sarcina, Soda: i ministri evitino di investire in azioni, [Soda: Ministers avoid to invest in shares], Corsera, 14 April 2000.     


� La campagna elettorale neo-laurina del “ricco”partito di Palazzo Chigi, [The Lauro-style campaign of the Chigi Palace rich party], Foglio, 15 April 2000; Cristina Missiroli, Fondi istituzionali. E personali, [Institutional and personal funds], L’Opinione, 3 May 2000. 


� Some debts dated 1992. It was the Prodi-Ciampi way for being accepted in Europe: not to finance expenditure, so reducing the accounting deficit. (Giorgio Prinzi, La pesante eredità di Badaloni, [The Badaloni heavy heritage], L’Opinione, 10 June 2000). 


� Gianluca Savoini, «D’Alema al servizio delle lobby», [D’Alema at lobbies service], Padania, 16 April 2000.   


� Sergio Rizzo, D’Alema vuole soldi per la sua fondazione, [D’Alema wants funds for his foundation], Corsera, 26 July 2000. 


� Ruben Razzante, Attenti alle “sinistre” lobbies, [Pay attention to the “sinister/leftist” lobbies], Padania, 6 August 2000.  


� D’Alema had already underlined such aspects just after the Prodi accession to office, in 1996, certainly for affirming in front of a Prodi who behaved as he was omnipotent after a 35%-votes miserable ‘victory’, that Prodi-Veltroni might act as enjoying divine (Agnellis and De Benedettis) investiture but finally the main and key party, or fraction, of the 35%-votes coalition was the D’Alema PDS. He could not openly declare that without the ‘work’ of the PDS militants inside the poll stations the necessary ‘conditions’ for winning with the 35%-votes would have not been ‘produced’. What did not change the political factor D’Alema had well present: Prodi had not realised the wished approaching towards the Centre electors. If the Centre had not been divided, with the LN autonomous from the FP, even the electoral frauds would not have been sufficient for overcoming the too wide lag between Lefts and Centre-Centre-Right.         


� Massimo D’Alema, La sinistra e il signor Rossi, [The Left and Mr. Everybody], Repubblica, 3 June 2000.   


� Fausto Bertinotti, «Ma c’è un ostacolo: il centro-sinistra», [«But there is an obstacle: the Centre-Left»], l’Unità, 3 June 2000.  


� Liberal policies are more complex, at institutional and also economic direction level, than what is claimed as liberal policies, generally pure devices of Anglophone penetration after destruction of the resistance barriers.  


� For some aspects of the Russian conditions: Dominique David in (Boyer 2000, p. 13-32); Isabelle Facon in (Boyer 2000, p. 33-72). 
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