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3. 1990s’ civil wars?
 

The discussion on the Italy’s long supposed “civil war”  

Metaphors for avoiding referring to bureaucratic corruption and political purges

Two historical problems of the Italian State formation were State bureaucracy as a charity and the absence of a real ruling class. The former produced corruption as the main goal of State bureaucracies, instead of a normal pathology to be fought as it takes place in really developed States and social formations. The latter produced a pathological, instead of physiological way, of dealing with purges inside the dominant classes. 

State as a charity was used as a technique of social integration. Creating false jobs and distributing them, and paying low salaries to the mass of civil servants while permitting their corruption, were a very inefficient way of social integration, typical of the absence of a real ruling class. 

The same ruling classes justified their corruptions and forms of predatory State by the claiming that it was normal behaviour. In practice, the ruling classes created bureaucratic corruption for being free of practicing their forms of predation relatively to the same State and society. State was used as a tool and a mask for other purposes, instead of instrument for common goals, both from the high and from the below.  

From the one side there was the formation of progressively more solid bureaucratic clans without any functional justification. From the other side a few State-protected and substantially para-State monopolies controlled economy and social relations. Competition based on pure force relations instead of on market, alias on relatively universal rules and efficiency, produced practices of badly managed violence utilisation and purges. 

Violence and purges there are in all States and societies. However there are qualitative differences in dealing with them, according to the State and social formations specific characteristics.  

Simply, relatively to these phenomena, Italy’s regime intellectuals adapted to the environment, as normal for the mass of intellectuals, instead of dealing critically with it. So, in the 1990s, part of them created a rhetoric of “great” “wars”, “civil wars”, “class wars”, etc, eventually of which they felt great warriors. There had been a relatively abnormal form of political purge (after those after WW1 and, later, after WW2). They self-exalted representing it as a great historical clash, instead of evidencing the pathological aspects. While other ones, even more appreciated from bureaucracies and other monopolistic powers, preferred to discover that ‘corrupted’ were only ‘dirty politicians’.   

Modern societies and States are founded on efficient problem solving. Backward ones are founded on letting bureaucracies and monopolies oppressing them. Ideological production derives from that. 

Ilari and the thesis of the middle classes political representation purge for making them paying for the Euro admission

The Professor Virgilio Ilari thesis, relatively to the 1990s destabilisation, and affirmed in different essays and pieces of writings along the entire 1990s, is extremely precise and clear. The operation developed along the 1990s has been the elimination of the political representation of the middle classes, by a magisterial Palace coup. This elimination was indispensable for submitting to the Maastricht parameters by the taxation of the same middle classes instead of different solution. If militant magistracy was de facto tool for this purge, the 1993 referendum against the electoral proportional system was nevertheless central in the operation, also if materially/legally (not as spirit) it was relative, for technical reasons, only to Senate. For the 30 September 2000 Virgilio Ilari, the particratic consociativism was replaced by the parasitic alliance represented from the 3 political TUs and the Mediobanca-led family capitalism. This would have been function of eliminating the self-defence of the so-called moderate classes for saving the pro-Fiat assistancialism, while the same moderate classes paid the purely cosmetic reclaiming of the State budget.  

So the political purge was, in this interpretation, tool for the economic exploitation ‘for Europe’ of the middle classes, by the essential passage of the 1993 referendum.    

For the 24 September 1999 Professor Ilari, the trial to government, and in first instance to the DC (the ‘trial to Palace’ already invoked three decades before from Pasolini
, for Ilari), was one of the ideological tools used from the Italian Jacobinism
 (‘Actionism’ etc) and financial powers for driving the ‘Communist people’ and destroy the two great parties of the middle class. This had the function of eliminating the self-defence of the ‘moderate classes’ for doing them paying the apparent reclaiming of the State budget saving the pro-Fiat assistancialism. For doing that, it was necessary to replace consociativism (whose specific illegal financing was politics’ force) by the alliance of the parasitic classes represented from the TUs Triplets
 and the Northern Galaxy
, which anyway both broke with the progressing of the 1990s. Central questions of these dynamics, mystified also from the pro-referenda and ‘Girondin’ component
 of the Freedoms’ Pole, were the deficit of political representation and the Constitutional lesion the 1992/1993 events represented. For Ilari, the ideological instruments of the operation had been: a) the devaluation, from, the left side, of CLNism, anti-fascist national unity, historical compromise, particratic consociativism; b) the criminalisation of the exchange vote for everybody was outside the Lefts and para-Lefts clans, presenting it as that of people obliged to vote against the Lefts heroes instead of a normal vote of interest representation and tutoring as all other vote of whatever political side; c) the judiciary delegitimacy of Parliament. For Ilari, the Constitutional instruments of the operation had been: a) electoral the referenda for introducing the single preference (1991) and a majoritary system for the Senate elections (1993); b) the Fiat-PCI-CGIL corporativism which transferred sovereignty from Parliament to concertation (the new edition of the Fascist Chamber of Categories and Corporations): the 1973/1974 Scalfari-Sylos Labini para-monopolist and para-financial powers opposition to the historical compromise; c) the Scalfaro subversive now usage, now non-usage, of the Presidential power to dissolve Parliament and the relative calling of new elections.   

So, in this interpretation, there was a previous DC-PCI particratic-consociative perfection (in the given context), and politics’ strength (also since the peculiar illegal financing), successfully broken (but without the success of results) from a, historically minoritary in Italy, laic-Actionist-Jacobean culture and interests.    

Ilari versus Jacobinism and corporativism, for ‘democracy’
 

For the November-December 1999 Professor Ilari (and also for other Italian scholars) the direct intellectual foundations of the 1990s civil war were in the 1970s Eugenio Scalfari and Paolo Sylos Labini program. In the early 1970s, about in 1972, there was the start of the action of Scalfari and Sylos Labini for convincing Agnelli (assumed, from them, as personification of the advanced bourgeoisie) and Berlinguer (assumed, from them, the PCI, as radical interclassism) to coalesce against Cefis and Fanfani, an efficientist DC-Left having his foundations in the best Fascist/para-Fascist State-industry technocracy. 

Agnelli and Berlinguer represented the economic and workers aristocracy conservative monopolies, while Cefis and Fanfani the efficientist and social advanced policies and State economy of the DC regime. Fanfani had represented a kind of 1950s break on the left of the De Gasperi Centrism, developing a hard concurrency against the PCI and para-PCI Left on the ground both of the party organisation and of the social policies. Outside these two poles (Agnelli-Berlinguer and Cefis-Fanfani) there were lots of other economic and social components, although without adequate political effectiveness. 

For Ilari, Scalfari and Sylos Labini wanted to break the block between State industry and ‘popular parties’ (DC, PCI, PSI, etc
), which balanced the bourgeoisie domination and guaranteed social justice, welfare, and social sovereignty but weighting on public budget. For Ilari the political program of the 1975 Sylos Labini sociological essay on social classes was the contraposition between proletariat, assumed as productive, and all the other classes assumed as parasitic. And specifically Sylos Labini wished the alliance of the productive classes against the parasitic ones. For Ilari, the classes would have been parasitic for Sylos Labini were the same dozen million of Freedoms’ Pole electors were ‘potential criminals’ for 1990s Milan PO judicialist clans. For Ilari, these dozen million electors were marginalized by the 1993 electoral referendum and connected majoritary electoral law. 

We have above argued that in reality both referendum and electoral laws have been irrelevant for the relative marginalizing of the people majority. On the contrary, whatever the claims, they revealed obstructive of the destabilisation. In the reality, the 1990s saw a clever movement war with complex use of judicialist violence and internal and foreign very strong pressure, for which control and conditioning of State apparatuses and institutions were decisive. Electoral laws did not really favour this action. On the contrary they had, for example, the effect of subordinating the judicialist Centre-Right to the liberal Centre weakening also in this way the judicialist front. And social exclusion and inclusion, political representation or non-representation, follow more complex patterns that the sudden liquidation of a specific representation of the liberal Centre.

For Ilari, as for other sources, socio-political programs as those of Scalfari and Sylos Labini, which evidently found the agreement of powerful interests, came from the tradition of the Italian Jacobinism, which would have re-emerged in the Piedmontism
, as inside Fascism and Actionism
. For Ilari, this Jacobin and para-Jacobin tradition marked two centuries of Italian history. What is undoubtedly consistent with the observation that, whatever the reasons, the Italian peninsula came out from the Jacobean influence and the French occupation with its usual absence of unitary-national identity, consequently also still culturally divided and with intellectual-political circles separated from popular masses of which they were not vanguard. Inevitably they found ephemeral legitimacy in the occupying powers, while people remained wisely outside, when possible, from the macro-history. 

However, in a State formation by foreign occupation (Piedmontese on British promotion with French intermediation) instead of by national revolution, alias with absence of unifying history, so without national identity, everything and everybody is outside nation, a nation which did and does not exist. So the ‘Italian’ will identify now with Jacobinism, now with Actionism, now with the Vatican State and its Church, now with the USA, now with the Slavonic world, now with the Arab world, now with France, now with the para-Bourbonic masses, now with the PCI and/or DC masses, now with the ant-‘Fascist’ front, etc., etc. Although all identification is, in Italy, more against somebody/something than in favour, more than real collective belonging. Identity is at very micro-level, when there is. Certain polemic against Jacobinism, Actionism (arbitrary identified with Turin-Piedmont milieus), and Piedmontism may be easily interpreted, in certain cases, as [eventually ethnic] polemic against the specific course of the Italic peninsula State-unification, and as [eventually ethnic, more than as development model] polemic against the relative specific Fiat-Agnelli-Turin domination of the Italian economy.      

For Ilari, the post-WW2 popular nature of the PCI and its refusal of Jacobinism (and naturally the same attitude of the DC and other parties) produced the CLN-ism, the anti-fascist national unity, the historical compromise, the Constitutional arc, the democratic unity, and the consociativism. For Ilari, that prevented the cold or virtual civil war from becoming warm and permitted to defeat the 1970s and early 1980s red terrorism, which, for Ilari, was antithetic to the Gramsci and Togliatti democratic, anti-Jacobin, vision and practice. The alliance of the DC and PCI interclassism saved, for Ilari, the autonomy of politics and, finally, democracy and freedom in Italy.          

It seems it is in this polemics against the intellectual-Jacobins supposedly separated from masses, that Ilari underlines the democratic concern of Gramsci and Togliatti. What is also a way for arriving to oppose the virtues of the post-WW2 mass parties, and their consociative and particratic (concepts and realities which is also possible present as virtues, according to the point of view and the frame) solidarity, to the forms of restoration of the pre-Fascist Liberal Italy, with its social and political elitism and also parliamentary transformism, would have been outcome of the 1990s coups.          

For Ilari, it was since the action of bourgeois intellectual vanguards, which for him had already done the same operation with fascism presenting it as their elitist and sectarian conception of nation, if the PCI was induced to perceive itself as pure and predestined people, State inside State, as party-nation. For Ilari, these bourgeois intellectual vanguards, by their organ la Repubblica, created in 1976, which de facto replaced the PCI official newspaper l’Unità, created this new identity of a PCI against the clerical-moderate new popularism of the DC. It was, for Ilari, the same imposition of the same sectarian perception of nation these vanguards had perceived as betrayed, during the last two centuries, from all form of concrete mass movement. The interclassist nature of the PCI, consequently its openness to the different interests, would have permitted, for Ilari, this bourgeois vanguards action. Naturally, in front of a PCF-style party, the financial milieus used Repubblica for giving ideological cover to their interests and supporting the submission of the Berlinguer and post-Berlinguer PCI and of the anti-modernising fractions of the DC Lefts to them, would have organised their initiative in different directions. 

The Repubblica route seems decidedly more complex and less univocal. Born as newspaper-party of the Andreotti-led DC-PCI national unity, later newspaper of the PCI ‘integration’ versus the Craxi-PSI modernising-American option, in the 1980s it becomes the newspaper of the DC-PCI block under De Mita DC-Left hegemony and in De Benedetti interests. Repubblica becomes really anti-Andreotti, when Andreotti, excluded from any government position from Scalfaro, was under open fire from Palermo-USA. Yet in 1991, the Repubblica-L’Espresso group was given back to Carlo De Benedetti since the Andreotti intervention on Berlusconi. Such political operations are not without prices for their beneficiaries, and De Benedetti was known for well controlling politically his journalist ordering them the campaigns interested him. At the same time De Benedetti relied on political personnel different from the too astute and not really submittable Andreotti, and both needed the submission to them of the PCI for their personal goals. De Benedetti represented the politically mostly parasitic capitalism while Andreotti the State apparatuses. Scalfaro for example represented nobody and De Mita the parasitic State industry and South Italy. These social bases create convergences and oppositions, and are decidedly more relevant than personal characters. Even if finally, imponderable elements determined concrete paths. In the pre-1992 phase, Andreotti was unsuccessfully trying the creation of an Andreotti-led block including the PCI for conquering the Presidency of the Republic in 1992. The tactical victory was finally of the anti-Andreotti block, and in favour of the para-Repubblica one. In practice Andreotti and Repubblica–DC-Lefts became irremediably concurrent, although, in case of Andreotti successes, Repubblica would have certainly avoided anti-Andreotti crusades leading to its self-destruction. Also Repubblica, apart from a group of journalist launched on the daily arguing that Andreotti would have been the diabolic head of all world conspiracy and also in provocation in connection with PO, in concrete avoided real investigation journalism on Andreotti. If Repubblica had inquired and reported the illegal financing of Andreotti, Andreotti could have exhibited the documents on the De Benedetti frauds: actually the judicialist Prosecutors did not show any interest in the confiscation of the Andreotti personal archives, known as very well documented on everything. The clash was between business-interest blocks, whatever the ‘cultural’ arguments were used, although concrete alliances, rivalries and compromises finally derived from the concrete development of events. Craxi represented a decidedly modernising factor, in the given context, and it was strongly fought and successfully removed. Berlusconi represented a decidedly modernising capitalism strongly and deadly fought but with the practical result of strongly reinforcing it
. The DC-Lefts were not less ‘popular’ than the other DC fractions. The PCI/PDS judicialist fractions were not more ‘Jacobean’ or less ‘popular’ than the Berlinguerian ones. Politics autonomy and ‘democracy and freedom’ are not values/disvalues by themselves. Every regime is founded, apart from really extraordinary situations, on some people consensus, also the 1990s formally-minoritary and anti-modernising ‘Lefts’ one: the ways to consensus are more complex than formal representations and their repression. It seem more pertinent the arguing around interest blocks and development/underdevelopment models, or around concrete dynamics.  

For Ilari, the end of ‘Communism’ and Togliattism, and the systemic crisis determined in Italy from the EU monetary unification process, produced, already at the end of the 1980s, the conditions of the ephemeral and disastrous victory of the 1972 Scalfari-Sylos Labini vision. For Ilari, the power block, which drove the destruction of the DC (the interclassism supposed ‘moderate’
), destroyed also the traditional PCI (the interclassism supposed radical), eliminating the political representation of interests and consequently the indispensable political conditions of prosperity.

Condition of prosperity is not the representation of interests. Conditions of prosperity are long-term developmental policies, for which there are not, nevertheless, easy and universal recipes. In Italy there were only ephemeral moments, which were partially developmental, as during the 1950s, non-casually immediately followed from violent rebellions already in the very early 1960s. The theory of the representation of interests seems to reflect the usual static vision, diffused in the underdevelopmental areas, of consensus ex-ante, which cannot be consensus on transformation but a purely conservative one. Developmental consensus, the only guaranteeing also socially stable long-term prosperity, is build dynamically, around the same accelerated development, constantly breaking the illusion of ex-ante and static representations of interests. Different periods of the history of England, USA, Japan and Germany are good examples of the management for modernisation of constant breaks of static representations of interests.      

The previous interests’ representation, which anyway produced a failing State instead of durable prosperity, and which was always brake to people real welfare, was replaced, for Ilari, from the 1990s new Centreleft purely ideological and clientelist associationism: housewives, objectors, ecologists, victims, Dossettians, POs, Mayors, Councillors, etc, not different from the Fascism’s categories representation. For Ilari, however, this new-Fascism was extremely instable and self-destructive. The same fact that the PM D’Alema had presented the financial bill in front of the CNEL was symbolic, for Ilari, of the end of the same concertation and of the desegregation of the power block had imposed its party interests over those of the entire countries. For Ilari, it was possible to come out from this catastrophe only restoring the political representation of the social interests.         

The formal representation of interest is by itself condition of nothing. In developmental country the permanent, very capillary, and eventually very informal, representation of interests is finalised to problem solving. In all the underdevelopmental area representation is frequently, in the best hypothesis, just function of clientelist integration. In Italy all interests were apparently well represented, in the pre-1992/1993 ‘perfection’. State administrations generally were very expensive while do not serving the citizens interests. What are State legitimacy and utility if not serving and guaranteeing collective interests? It is well understandable that nearly nobody was interested, in Italy, to any ‘restoration’. Perhaps it is necessary to imagine some very evil conspiracy for imagining a ‘restoration’ of the ‘political representation’ of interests. If the destabilisation was in Italy relatively easy for a while, it was because there was not only the absence of national-collective belonging, but even more the absence of the belonging from the point of view of the people satisfaction. It rapidly became growing unpopular because it was evident because it was a further worsening, not because a ‘restoration’ was a real improvement. On the contrary the destabilisation was perceived, and it was and it is continuing to be, as an opportunity. The violence there was, for example, at political level, with the progressing and the approaching of the expiring of the 13th Legislature, testified great fears and great hopes, and it was substantial liberation of forces.      

The 1998 Ilari in “Double State or Civil War?”

The theory of the double State was proposed, with this name, from sectors of the PCI/PDS for indicating the presence of two States, one consociative and naturally legal, to which the PCI fully participated and another illegal from which the PCI was excluded and which had the function to obstruct the PCI full participation to central government. The theory was applied relatively both to the international constraints of Italy from the Western side (in reality there were constraints also from other sides), and to the criminal policies. 

Inside this frame, the NATO and para-NATO structures of stay-behind were illegal, while the KGB-connected clandestine structures of the PCI perfectly legal, because it helped the PCI, alias ‘democracy’. This was also what was sanctioned from judicialist magistracy, which defined as illegal the activity of the former, while not really serious the crimes implied in the existence of the KGB-connected parallel-PCI. Both the inquiries were archived but the latter enjoyed, contrarily to the former, the secrecy of the collected document. What practically meant that the members of the NATO stay-behind saw their identity publicised, and in certain cases they were also persecuted. More generally it was supposed that nearly all massacre (and there were many ones, where State deception had actively operated) of the stabilising destabilisation, but also other ones of even more uncertain author, had been work of this illegal State. This theory continued to be used from the 1990s and 2000 PDS/DS. 

At level of criminal policies, it was supposed an illegal State connected with Clans and equally with the function to obstruct the sane part of society, the PCI, from the full participation to central office. This theory backed the Southerner persecutions, in Palermo clearly wanted from the USA, against political fraction to be intimidated and purged, in practice both the liberal Centre and Socialist reformism. So, differently from the ‘illegal State’ of the stabilising destabilisation, used only for a generic criminalisation of the whole DC, apart from some ineffective pursuing of State functionaries, the ‘illegal State’ of the Clans connections was really used against specific political targets, during the 1990s authoritarian course. Still for the June 2000 PDS/DS leader Folena (the number 3 of the party), in front to the systematic acquittals (post Scalfaro era) were fully demolishing all the 1990s judicialist constructs (the Southerner side of the coup d’État), declared that ‘history’ might not be rewritten. For him history was the theorems of the Violante Anti-Mafia and the slanders on which the judicialist clans founded their persecutions in the South.
 

The theory of the double State was used from the judicialist Left against all other political side, as the PCI/PDS/DS use of this theory was used against it for claiming that the same imagining a double State was false and aggressive. Reality is sometimes more banal. From the one side, State apparatuses deceptions there were and massive during the stabilising destabilisation, and also before and later. From the other side, every State has illegal practices, at certain level, for the most different reasons. However it is the same State, not a different one, to behave genetically in differentiated way. Actually the double State practice was that of the DC and other political personnel, who let systematically purge, instead of covering them, men and apparatuses charged of dirty works. The PCI and para-PCI double State theory was a way for calling it out from the consociative regime, to which on the contrary it was fully inside, also relatively to dirty works and purges. In addition to continue to insist, in the 1990s, on the double State, but relatively only to the pre-1990s, might be interpreted as a technique of blackmail for avoiding claims, inquiries and investigations on the early 1990s terrorism also from institutions’ pieces were working for the political purge and for the 1990s judicialist regime. In fact the deception and cover on 1990s episodes was apparently let to judicialist magistracy and other judicialist apparatuses. The same politicians who theorised the double State, practiced it relatively to the 1990s.     

The theory of the double State was also the theory of the double DC: the ‘sane’ DC Left of the 1980s, which gifted the best State companies to the Agnellis, and tried to gift some other ones to De Benedetti, and favoured them also in other ways, versus the ‘criminal’ DC which defended (not necessarily in a tactically and strategically effective way) national interests despite destabilisations against Italy came from different sides. And it was the judicialist playing of this latter DC against the former for keeping it under PDS hegemony during the 1990s destabilisation. The theory of the double State, with its temporal and factual censorships, was also the attack to the CIA-style domination policies while hiding the FBI-DEA-style.         

For Ilari, the only double State really existent was the couple public administration occupied from the DC and the party-State the PCI was. DC and PCI were, for him, the two States. Both were obliged to the cohabitation but without renouncing to their respective sovereignty and truths: the DC ‘double State’ and the PCI ‘unreliability’. 

For Ilari, the concept of imperfect democracy, largely used for defining the Italian political order, implied the reciprocal delegitimacy of DC and PCI, which produced a compromise democracy. For him, DC and PCI reciprocally perceived as no really democratic. Imperfect democracy, implying the negation of a unitary idea of democracy and the ‘anti-Fascist’ unity, would have been replaced by the concept of uncompleted democracy.

For Ilari, the concept of uncompleted democracy, equally used in the political debate, derived from the Jacobean vision of the passive masses (the so-called [politically] moderate classes) as undemocratic, what made undemocratic, but only as inevitable consequence, their political supposed expression, the DC. For Ilari, the PCI revolutionary minority, converging with Actionism and BR, considered the DC as modern form of Fascism. The PCI leadership was consequently accused, on this base, of desistence and betrayal. On the contrary, the PCI, and certain DC-Left, discriminated between Catholic masses and moderate masses (alias between pears and bicycles, for Ilari), considering the inter-classist Christian party as the smallest misfortune, and necessary and effective antidote against the supposed Fascist tendencies of the supposed moderate classes. Inside this frame, the passage from uncompleted to completed democracy could be realised only by the Left definite and irreversible power. It was what for Ilari realised by the bipolar correction of the political system and the corporative correction of democracy realised under the 1993/1994 Ciampi government, on the background of the judicial liquidation of the 5 non-Communist parties of the old CLN. 

For Ilari, according to the theses of the blocked
 and uncompleted democracy, terrorism would have been the attempt to obstruct the inarrestable historical evolution toward the PCI in office, while, according to the entire DC nomenclature, the DC would have succeeded, despite the terrorist assaults, to preserve ‘democracy’ until when the changed international condition made possible political alternation. 

For Ilari, changed the international frame, in 1989, the conditions created for openly reasoning in terms of civil war. The explanation of the First Republic as virtual civil war appeared in the 1991 debate between Gian Enrico Rusconi and Bobbio on the interpretation of Resistance and the crisis of the Constituent pact. For Ilari, the data on the political purge in 1992/1993 and on the purges and also political killings in 1919-1926 and 1946-1993 suggested as better concept that on internal war democracy. In it, from 10 July 1946 to April 1994, meaningfully, the Interior Ministry was, contrarily to the Defence Ministry, always led from a DC representative.   

For Ilari, in the new post-1989 conditions, three political acts modified, in parallel with the political and judicial liquidation of the CAF, the material Constitution of the Country: [1] the passage of political responsibility from Parliament to social concertation under the Amato and Ciampi governments, [2] the admission of the two electoral referenda (1991: unique preference; and 1993: Senate majoritary system), which would have realised de facto the limitation of the people sovereignty, [3] the 1992/1993 Parliament moral delegitimacy and its early-1994 dissolution justifying it as simple consequence of the 1993 referendum. For Ilari, the recognition of this reality would have delegitimised the origin of the Italian bipolarism. For this reason also the Freedoms’ Pole would have avoided posing the problem.      

This change of material Constitution would have in reality represented only the continuation, in the new frame, of the conditions of internal war, as the political purge indicated. There was, in fact, for Ilari a problem of pacification. Pacification should pass, for him, also through the explication, to the Italian people, of its war. Without open admission there was not, from this point of view, its solution.  

The short but very dense essay, here used, of Ilari, moves, as other the essays of the author on the subject, on a multiplicity of levels: philosophical, historical, linguistic, symbolic, juridical, etc. with a deepness of impossible representation. Nevertheless, from the more pragmatic approach of the present research, built around background questions on developmentalism/underdevelopmentalism, civil war conditions are really solved when they are fully lived (differently, they become chronic, apart from external intervention in the dynamics), consequently not by conciliation but by some decisive and irreversible formation and prevailing of an hegemonic block, which opens new sceneries. Ephemerally destroyed the liberal Centre part of the post-WW2 regime, its Lefts side, had tried to occupy the created emptiness, did not succeed in winning. Neither the PDS, nor his advisors
, were equipped for the long movement war they were obliged to face. And no other hegemonic block created and imposed in the 1990s. There was a relatively hard confrontation, with the marks of the long movement war, without prevailing of one side. Since this banal reason, no historical overcoming of the crisis the 1990s destabilisation could realise in the 1990s. No explanation and/or admission for the popular masses could substitute this elementary social logic.     

Ilari and the Italian “civil war”
 

The thesis of Professor Virgilio Ilari, already in his 1996 Inventarsi una patria, [To invent
 a fatherland], and before in (Ilari 1994b), was that the ideological revision of the foundations of the First Republic went on in parallel with the assault against it, by the, for him, revolution and civil war developed between 7 February 1992
 and 21 April 1996. From 1990, Resistance started to be presented as civil war instead of as national (patriotic) war, what ideologically broke the First Republic orthodoxy. For the official propaganda, the First Republic was founded on the anti-fascist unity, with the exclusion (in reality more apparent than real) of the Far Right and Far Left minorities from this unity, exactly as during 1943-1945
. The dominant parties, practically all parties apart from the MSI [in reality equally fully inside the system, but outside the 25th April and 1st May unitary celebrations
] were legitimated, for Ilari, from the outcome of WW2. 

The Ilari thesis was, outside rhetoric, the thesis of the foreign legitimacy: the fascists who became Christian democrats, communists, etc, and the newborn ‘anti-fascists’
 thanks to the rapid and interested suppression of the OVRA archives
, got Vatican, US, and Russian legitimacy, while who remained fascist and monarchist inside the MSI and inside the Monarchist Parties (until monarchist parties existed as autonomous parties) became a political pariah. 

Not casually, it is typical of the Ilari elaboration a kind of Noltian vision of a 20th century as century of Italian endemic civil war, [1] started from the socialist Mussolini and his red week in June 1914, [2] reproposed in 1943-1945 during the armed Resistance, which was, for Ilari, the also militarily most serious and relevant in Western Europe, and [3] clamorously reopened as consequence of 1989. The enlarging of the historical and social perspective induced Ilari to look at the also civil wars determined in the Italic peninsula as consequence of the 1789 French Revolution. These 4 cases of civil wars, or forms of civil wars, are all abnormally mixed with foreign inductions. The most national was the Fascist ‘revolution’, however too intrinsically congenitally weak, institutionally equivocal, and moderate as real revolutions are not.  

Anyway the thesis of Resistance as civil war was the inclusion, operated from the ‘winners’
, inside the concept of nation also of the ‘losers’, what was also the break of the forced solidarity among ‘winners’, alias DC, PCI, PSI etc. It was a fact that the political assault to the First Republic was led from ‘Communists’ and ‘Fascists’ and that the judiciary clans saved ‘Communists’ and ‘Fascists’, but also the ‘Cathocommunists’. 

For Ilari, the anti-fascist national unity had legitimated the PCI, delegitimated anti-communism, and isolated what he calls Actionism. The opposite operation ought consequently to be made, for Ilari, was creating Actionism centrality. For Ilari the polemic against Togliattism, the transformation of the ideology of the anti-fascist unity and its presentation as consociativism, were the ideological preconditions of the assault to the First Republic, realised, for him, from these historically minoritary Jacobean-Actionist milieus. For Ilari, the dissolution of the cold war induced vast sectors of the Left, which refused the antifascist pact with the DC, to rehabilitate the MSI. The break of the Centre would have permitted to the Left to conquer Italy. 

Actually the PDS come out from the 1992 general elections with a miserable 16%, 25% with the most populist and backward Far Left. In fact for Ilari key moment of the take-over operation was the Parliament dissolution, which led to the 27/28 March 1994 general election, with the sudden apparition of Berlusconi who broke the naïve game. What made inevitable the coup d’État of Autumn 1994. However all this events were possible because Di Pietro had started and led the offensive against the liberal Centre, which, after the 5/6 April 1992 general elections, was an assault against the people vote. As it was assault against political freedoms and later against the people vote, the offensive started against Berlusconi just he officially engaged in politics, and the decisive increasing of the assault after his 27/28 March general elections victory. 

For Ilari, the 1990s realised revolution was a regime change independent from the change of political and Constitutional forms, and from the renovation of the political class. Ilari identified as all 20th century post-war phase had implied, in Italy, a revolution: post-WW1, post-WW2, and post-cold war. 

What may be legitimately supposed as absence of national independence, and certainly lack of systemic solidity, even despite the realisation, after WW2 of the ‘prodigy’ of that ‘popular’ DC-PCI regime, against those ‘Jacobeans’ of the ‘Actionists’. The Anglophone countries, for example, passed through such events without any internal trauma. 

For Ilari, the fact that the for-him-losing party, that of Berlusconi, asked the pacification was source of apparent perplexity, should be analysed and understood. In fact losing parties never ask or pretend pacification. In Italy, there was not in reality a losing party. There was a party under fire while, the party was firing, was firing progressively with blank cartouches. It was what induced elements of the party under fire to try to open a discourse of pacification which was in the optic of who/which felt actually as future winners. While when, in 1999, the discourse on pacification was opened from the ‘winning’ power block had in reality exhausted even its blank cartouches, the request assumed, even formally-linguistically, the pathetic tunes of economic and financial interest pretended their leftist agent had guaranteed impunity and were let in office, whatever all electoral result and despite they had showed inept in governing, as in creating electoral consensus. Only milieus of De Benedetti-Repubblica-l’Espresso insisted in the increasing of the civil war against the wide majority of electors and against Italy’s development.     

For Ilari, for finishing the civil war, it was necessary to explain to the people what had happened in the 1990s. Apart from that a lot of sources explained very well single aspects of the 1990s events, for who had eventually interest in them, civil wars finished when there are winners, or also when both parties are totally exhausted. An end is a dialectical overcoming, not an intellectualist operation. The Leftist, and in part also some Far Rightist, beneficiaries of the 1990s coups had not been real winners, while the judicialist clans remained well discredited but well insisting in their action. This kind of civil wars really terminates when there is the lynching, or eventually the purging, of the unsuccessful butchers. However the best end of this kind of civil war is the concentration on a developmental program, instead of on academic discussions on what happened for building official truths.     

Despite the importance also of the conceptual analysis, I would not attribute excessive reality-creation role, or magic capabilities, to rhetorical formulations. 

From the one side, the formula of the Anti-Fascist/Nazist Unity was just the subscription of the UK-USA-USSR anti-Italian and anti-German war propaganda. So there was the aspect of the also ideological servilism from the side of the Italian collaborationist of the Allies. The formula was just one of the ideologically totalitarian banalities used for mass brainwashing. And it is useful to underline that contrarily to the Vatican and Russian prostitutes and/or happy companions, GL-Pd’A was the only component treated with Allies as State, as virtual Italian State, as Italian people constituted in nation and State, despite the existence of a Fascist State and of and of a Monarchist State. The GL-Pd’A operation was typically Gaullist. The GL-Pd’A decision to develop a real people war in 1943-1945 was not rhetoric, and it was a choice coherent with its Anti-Fascist terrorism of the 1920s, from it leading fighting presence in Spain, etc. GL-Pd’A in practice dissolved and fragmented with 1946, defeated from the marsh DC-PCI, and its monopolistic Italy. Eugenio Scalfari and Giorgio Bocca, or Ciampi, of them only the ex-revolutionary-Fascist Bocca was a GL real guerrilla-fighter, were not the epigones of Ernesto Rossi, but neither of Ugo La Malfa or Ferruccio Parri or Leo Valiani. Scalfari, Bocca, or eventually Ciampi, represented just themselves or eventually their bosses. In reality, if instead of looking at propagandists, an abundant merchandise, one looked at level of social forces, GL-Pd’A, in their Cuccia-Tino-La Malfa fraction produced and preserved Mediobanca, the real continuator of the Beneduce-IRI, while the formal IRI was in part destroyed from the DC and DC-PSI mismanagement, before being too late and too badly privatised. Anyway Mediobanca was original and autonomous part of the para-State capitalism. The polemic against Actionism seems a polemic against the anxiety of modernisation, as everything was inside the ‘people’ (DC-PCI) relative conservatism had been automatically right, while all independent and minoritary thinking and action automatically evil: a kind of idiosyncrasy relatively to everything was outside the two churches. What is qualitatively different from the aspiration to fair institutional rules and to the recognition of the institutional legitimacy of formal majorities:  in reality the consociative regime of the conventio ad excludendum was the negation of clear and precise rules, of formal majorities and of the dialectic majority-opposition. Anyway neither Di Pietro, nor De Benedetti, not even the PM Andreotti manoeuvring for becoming President against Craxi and Forlani, nor the mystic Scalfaro, nor the Centrist-suddenly-turned-judicialist Borrelli, nor eventually the President of the Republic and of the CSM Cossiga who informed himself daily by Di Pietro on the progressing of the Craxi initially, perhaps, only intimidation, were ‘Actionists’. Is the focusing on ‘Actionism’, defocusing from the factual dynamics, and individuation of the too easy scapegoat? The destabilisation found, in front of it, no real State. Did State structures and services not work, so defrauding citizens, because some conformist intellectuals had apparently suddenly discovered 1943-1945 civil wars
 instead of the consociative unities? 

From the other side, ideologies and slogans are accessory, and not really indispensable, to military operations. The micro-cell around Di Pietro never showed any real interest in general theoretical questions, which were not constitutive of its action. The PCI-judicialist fraction constituted inside POs, inside the Interior Ministry, and in connection with an FBI-DEA dissatisfied, in the South and in Rome, from Falcone and Borsellino. If the ideological sphere moved in some way, somewhere, in parallel with events, it was not constitutive of real dynamics. The PCI/PDS-judicialist fraction was very effective in the military operations for its take-over in Sicily. In the moment it tried to build Italy’s true histories, instead of rapidly liquidating its targets, it failed. Ideologies obstructed action. They did not favour it. The same history’s philosophies, whose prevailing would have provoked the dissolution of the DC-PCI regime, ‘provoked’ the progressive failure of the judicialist fractions had adopted them. However the failure was relative to results, organisational, not at level of historical or theoretical claims. And independently from all theories, the power blocks had apparently pushed the PCI/PDS in office wanted its votes, but only the men and the women, and not necessarily of the PCI/PDS, more consistent with the interests of these power blocks. ‘Theories’ and slogans were produced each day, and each day changed, as always, in function only of interests.  

In addition, if apparently the theory that the first Republic was legitimised from the anti-Fascist unity (alias from the Allies), while its destruction was legitimised from this unity break from Actionism (in parallel with the 1989 historical turning, is sounding and symmetrical, there are other relevant problems. The Allied front rapidly broke, and, in Italy, the pro-Russians were expelled from government in 1947. This was a break of the anti-Fascist unity, although, as happened also later, clamorously in 1978, to the apparent Italian submission to foreign wills, Italy continued to do, under different forms, what it wanted. In fact the CLN unity was in reality preserved, despite all pressures, inside the consociative regime, which actually included also the pacified Fascists of the MSI. ‘Actionism’, at least its Parri version, was liquidated from the Italian monopolies, Allies, and DC-PCI at end 1945, with the liquidation of a Parri government in reality with jurisdiction only on a South controlled from the Clans installed from the British Commonwealth and US Armies. The Pd’A, which controlled the 30% partisans against the 40% of the PCI, was intensively engaged in military activities (as also other formations) while the PCI created party militias for the post-WW2. It was very useful, as other formations, for creating, thanks to its sacrifice, the rhetoric of the Italian Resistance. But it was useless for the two churches (DC and PCI) monopoly, finished the war. It was finally liquidated from the Italian voters in 1946. If one considers that the GL-Pd’A galaxy (inside it there were from socialists, or social-communists, to liberals), which had a leading role in the armed struggle, was not the marsh of opportunists were both the PCI, and also more the DC, it was normal its militants spread everywhere with their specific mark, although in reality it seems arduous to imagine an Actionist society in part waiting, in part preparing, the moment of the revenge, an Actionist ‘conspiracy’, suddenly arrived more than half a century later. Whoever single roles and histories, it was neither necessary. If, despite all rhetoric, the DC-PCI regime was legitimised from the WW2 winners, or apparent winners, if one follows the theory of the necessary superior legitimacy (correct in the Italian case), the post DC-PCI regime was legitimised from the 1989 winners or apparent winners. They were, for what concerns our geopolitical area, the Western powers with their respective hierarchical relations, Germany and Vatican. It is the observation of a reality, which explains nothing. It limits to the definition of a frame, or which seems as such. Clearly, in the apparent impossibility to bring History in trial, it is easier to bring ‘Actionism’ in trial. In reality it is possible to bring History not in trial but simply in laboratory, not for trying it, but simply for looking for the dynamics developed from the different sides. It does not seem of any relevance that Ciampi (but no other Statesman of the phase of the destabilisation) had passed through a Hall of the Pd’A, it seems without receiving any stigmata. His personal fortunes did not derive from that. As it does not seem of any relevance that Actionist saw opened, as eventually rancorous polemists, columns on the one or the other one of the main newspapers. I remain convinced that Saigon was lost from someone, and conquered from somebody else, in 1975, independently from all ideological legitimacy, and from all philosophical and/or historical revision. 

For example, the PCI was qualitatively different from the PCF, not because led from Togliatti instead of Thorèz, but simply because it was in Italy instead of France. DC and PCI had not real programmatic differences, but only differences of roles and concrete responsibilities. When the PDS will be in office, in the 1990s, the same dualism there was inside the DC, between its ‘Communist’ nature and the needs of the real-politics, will reproduce. All the syndromes of which the PCI/PDS suffered, included its ‘divine’ inspiration (the moral superiority), were induced, and they were not at all different from the same syndromes and ‘divine’ inspiration of the DC. 

The only real “civil wars” and “class wars” were among DC fractions 

In fact, in reality, a more basic objection may be formulated on the emphatic extension and arbitrary application of the concept of civil war. From 1943, it was the first time the Kingdom, late Republic, of Italy was really in conditions of material foreign occupation. Between Central and Western powers were finally the latter (and their Eastern appendices and the influence they had in Italy) to prevail. About from 1942, Vatican became openly a central political force in Italy by its progressive creation of the DC party, and the collaboration to the formation of the political conditions of the monarchist coup d’État against the legal government of the PM Benito Mussolini. The coup realised on 25 July 1943 and was faced
 from a disappointed UK by the 8 September 1943 revelation of the Italian betrayal of Germany and the consequent disband of an Italian Army would have needed some days for grouping against the German forces. But also where the Italian divisions were concentrated (around Rome there were 6 Italian divisions and just 2 German ones) they were let without orders, and so rapidly dissolved, from a King and High Commands concerned only in escaping. Italy had been without a real ruling class. The great majority of the armed forces and of the people preferred to think only of their own businesses and safety, what is the opposite of a living nation and State. The Republic was not better.   

The DC (the new PNF together with the other ‘anti-fascist’ parties, a PNF now with external currents instead of grouped in a formally unique party), despite its policies of guaranteeing wide clientelist basis to the other parties (in first instance the PCI, for better liquidating, by it, the formation of an autonomous liberal centre), got 47,3% votes and the absolute majority of MP (of the Deputies’ Chamber). The Dc did not profit of this victory, but, on the contrary, it followed, even more intensively, the line of sharing power. In practice the DC by giving, or subtracting, pieces of State apparatuses and administration, and by the allocation, or its negation, of the financing to local governments created the force of its allies as of its oppositions. The DC decided, In this very practical way, which parties it wanted and which it wanted disappeared. The party and electoral propagandas were just smokes of this other level of political decision. 

All countries have their specific forms of particracy and consociativism. These power and funds allocation under DC direction represented the Italian variant of particracy and consociativism. It was a peculiar underdevelopmental choice and practice. It realised not without contrast inside the same DC. It was not an obliged choice. Other solutions for Italy would have been possible, included the destruction of the PCI instead of the bounding the liberal and laic centre. There was nothing of really ineluctable about the realised, even if it was evidently conform to certain Italian traditions, role, social and ethnic structure. 

Another usual tale (more political that really with any politological basis) was that the DC was the typical interclassist party, in Italy. In Italy all parties was sociologically and politically interclassist. The difference between DC and other party was the just referred role of the DC as State and allocation of State portions to the other parties. 

This nature of the DC as unique party, as State-party, led to two intertwining phenomena. [1] The other parties were de facto DC external current. [2] As in all unique party regimes, the class and ethnic struggle (Italy was space of cities and town, and ethnically very dishomogenous) intensively developed inside the unique party, the DC and its external appendices. 

If one wants to use the concept of civil war, it realised inside the DC, among its fractions, with use of State apparatuses and their relative continuous purges (both in the police-military and in the administrative apparatuses). State functionaries and managers were selected and promoted according to parties and TUs equilibria. They were used according to the need of the fractional fight. When political equilibria changed there was the theory of the deviated apparatuses, at level of military apparatuses, and of the eventual sudden inaptitude, at level of administrative apparatuses. ‘Legal’ force (magistracy, administrative ‘reforms’
), as illegal force, was continuously used when necessary for breaking resistances.  So continuous purges were realised according to the fractional fights needs. Everything was at the service of the fractional, inter-fractional, electoral conveniences. 

In parallel there was the level of the underground and illegal fractional fights. The vast literature, also at Parliamentary level, on the Italian ‘mysteries’, massacres, political homicides, is very enlightening about this reality. Since the other parties and their fractions were just external appendices of DC fractions, it is understandable their impossibility to refer openly on this condition of civil war inside DC and State. Mythology and propaganda, and the relative contingent fractional interests, substituted all open discussion. However form of open discussions there were equally, under metaphorical forms, understandable nearly only to whom was inside these games, by very partial, eventually distorted, revelation on regime crime (the same theory of the permanently ‘deviated apparatuses’ might seem a stupidity if evaluated in a pure rational and logical way), and even with fractions and parties obliged to leave the political arena when not any more compatible with the system working.        

The 1990s represented an accelerated and instable restructuring of the public face of this order. They were not its real break or overcome. 

1998: “civil war” a popular concept

The conjunctural context of the summer 1998 discussion

On 27 May 1998, at 19, in the Hall of the Chamber, Berlusconi, had officially sunk the D’Alema-led Bicameral Commission for Constitutional Reform, and its confused achievements, after that it had already been collapsed from judicialist magistracy and from the full agreement, with it, of President Scalfaro. The ANM Secretary Elena Paciotti, one of the protagonists of this further abuse against the Country, was elected PDS/DS EMP in 1999. 

On 20 July 1998, on mandate of the Palermo PO detectives of the Palermo and Milan DIA confiscated the accountings, of the last 15 years, of 22 Fininvest societies. It was the 364th (three hundred and sixty-fourth) search against Fininvest. The fear of Berlusconi was that the accounting documents could be used for inventing some non-provable but also not disprovable slander, using the usual jukebox justice collaborators. 

Also from the Milan PO the attempted judicial liquidation of Berlusconi and FI was intensively continuing to be pursued. While, on 1 October 1998, even a judicialism-submitted Justice Minister Giovanni Maria Flick reacted to the hysterical slanders of the Milan Prosecutor Davigo to America Oggi (magazine of the American-Italians, financed also from the Italian State) against Berlusconi, promoting disciplinary action against Davigo, the Milan PO reaffirmed his contempt against Institutions. The then Milan deputy-Chief Prosecutor Gerardo D’Ambrosio arrogantly commented that all disciplinary action from the Justice Ministers against militant magistrates had always finished into nothing. He was factually right, apart from the meaning of such assertion in such a context. On 2 October 1998, many Milan Prosecutors signed a document of solidarity with Davigo, the de facto slanderer then, and against the Justice Minister disciplinary action. Borrelli expressed his “«total solidarity»” with Davigo (alias with his defamation of Berlusconi).
 D’Ambrosio declared that the Minister action was a political fact. It had been just a tiny reaction against who, Davigo, through Berlusconi defamed Italy inventing circumstances were factually false. On the contrary such reactions, of State functionaries, to a normal action finished later with the usual acquittal of the usual judicialist Prosecutor, were institutional abuses. The philosopher Paolo Flores D’Arcais wrote on the journal Micromega, just these days of early autumn 2000: “«Clean-hands constituted really a magic moment, an historical occasion, an unrepeatable opportunity of modernisation».”
 When an ‘opportunity’ is lost but its supposed creators are well strong, a serious analyst would ask whether the opportunity really existed, or simply the opportunists existed. 

However the collapse of the Bicameral Commission saw Berlusconi coming out as a winner from the complex manoeuvre had developed against him with through the 1996 elections. He faced the elections under full judicialist fire and with the Scalfaro known determination that even the Freedoms’ Pole, and FI inside it, had won, Berlusconi would have not become PM. The same calling for the elections had verified for obstructing all institutional reform founded on the Berlusconi-D’Alema agreement (with the perspective of a Maccanico government). Passed the elections the full fire against Berlusconi continued but the same electoral defeat (however the ‘victory’ of the less than 35%-Olive Tree against the 44%-Freedoms’ Pole was achieved) revealed a Berlusconi success. If the Freedoms’ Pole had won, the Scalfaro attitude would have obliged Berlusconi to design a PM different from his own person, and both Scalfaro and the same events would have permitted a kind of the reply of the 1992/1993 Scalfaro action against Craxi. Berlusconi would have been rapidly marginalized from politics, obliging him to some form of retreat from first line politics. On the contrary the defeat, as elected MPs, but with FI as first party of the 44%-coalition produced the failing of the manoeuvre, even internationally sponsored
, of replacing Fini with him. Also later, Fini attempts for reacquiring space at Berlusconi detriment failed again. It was not a pure personal problem. With Fini as leader the coalition would have centred on the Centre-Right and restricted. While with Berlusconi, and evidently since his ability, it continued to spread, politically, toward the Centre and also the Centre-Left. The early 1997 constitution of the Bicameral Commission and the relative axis Berlusconi-D’Alema were the recognition of the Berlusconi position as opposition leader. Evidently there were also consociative agreements, behind what was publicly shown. At judiciary levels these agreement were not very visible, perhaps since the interest to have as interlocutor a Berlusconi alive but under fire. At level of Berlusconi enterprises, they passed from their condition of high-level indebtment when he acceded politics, to flouring conditions, in spite of the discriminations of which they were object
. Despite the institutional domination of the anti-Berlusconi front, evidently something happened at ‘his’ enterprises level, perhaps not only merit of the previous entrepreneurial skills of Berlusconi and of the managers, his family members included, had replaced him become politician. So, the collapse of the Bicameral Commission saw him financially reinforced, and politically stronger. In front of him there were a Prodi government had declared its neutrality about institutional reform, and a D’Alema had unequivocally showed that no Lefts majority on institutional reform existed. All the regime propaganda on the Euro contrasted with the also economic failure the Prodi-Lefts was contributing.     

This frame of regime weakness, and of objective failure of the continuing judicialist assaults, freed in part, apart from the continuing judicialist intensive repression against free media and intellectuals, the conceptual discussion on what had happened and was happening in Italy. For the repression-authoritarian forces, it was more difficult to strike the expression of, and the discussion on, concepts, while it remained easier to denounce for slander the showing of evidence on the judicialist crimes and criminals, it was preferred to keep unknown to the popular masses.    

The 1998 “civil war” and “pacification”

Already in 1991, the Leftist historian Claudio Pavone published an essay where Resistance was defined as a civil war. It was a form of recognition, whatever the contingent-political reasons, from the inside the winners’ collaborationists’ front, of the before negated political and moral legitimacy to Fascists. 

An historian as Renzo De Felice (he had started publication of his works of on fascism, free from the usual anti-Fascist biases and opportunism, in 1965), unconcerned from the political conveniences, had not needed authorisations for referring to the 1943-1945 civil war. A journalist, and history writer, as Indro Montanelli, rich of common sense, had no problem to title one of his books, in the mid-1970s, and without any scandal, The civil war Italy. The book was on the so-called Resistance. In fact the 15 November 2000 Il Foglio referred his fire words on the intellectual mafias attentive only, also when dealing with history, to conveniences and to whom/which paid better.      

The Pavone operation was also, perhaps, a subtle way for negating that partisans were also collaborationists of the British and US Intelligence, not differently from Nationalists and Fascists, who were also collaborationist of Germany. In fact, it was a very strange ‘civil war’, between pro-Germans and pro-Allied powers: national identity was defended, during WW2, perhaps more, from who refused the aligning on one side or on the other one, refusing the pitfall of the recognition, from what was called grey zone of indifferent people. 

Perhaps it is not necessarily founding of a civil war the clash between clearly defined social blocks. An internal civil war is necessarily opposition and class between social blocks and their fraction. The forms of civil war, the clash of Italians against Italians, there were in 1943-1945, did not see the confrontation of class blocks. Since the alignment followed essentially that of two international blocks, whatever the individual pulses, whatever the individual opportunisms and heroisms, there were the mercenaries of the Allied against the mercenaries of the Germans. The fact that also these ‘mercenaries’ were not just mercenaries was not new phenomenon in history. These 1943-1945 marks were not even specific of Italy. France, a ‘winning’ ‘power’, had its legitimate government and Parliament as allied of Germany and another government of betrayers, which was collaborationist of the Allied in London. Naturally, later, winners wrote their history.         

Different was the Gianni Baget Bozzo approach. For him, in the post 8 September 1943 Italy, both partisans and social-republicans co-operated for saving the Country from the annihilation from all the other countries. For Baget Bozzo, if the Italian people had not divided in 1943, following mechanically the King betrayal of the alliance with Germany, it would have not been a real people.
 The consequence of the Baget Bozzo approach might perhaps be that the ‘civil war’ was a kind of de facto common national preservation, in a vision where the priority of the supposed intentions, expressed inside a foreign subordination, dialectically overcame the violent-war conflicting ways of pursuing them. 

Anyway, this diffusion of the concept of civil war, already used from common people as from free, or simply anti-regime, intellectuals was, at epistemological level, the addition of a concept eventually useful for representing, in a less mythological way, situations had created inside a divided country. The use of the concept relatively to 1943-1945 opened the way to its more extensive use relatively to the 1990s, also if, in my opinion, it is, since its usual meaning, a too strong expression for the 1990s, during which many things happened but no a real civil war.      

In 1998, the concept of civil war rapidly diffused, amid the political personnel and Italian intellectuals, for characterising the judicialist revolution and the opposition to it. Caselli, the same who was, in his spare time, Chief Prosecutor in Palermo, felt directly touched and stigmatised on Repubblica the utilisation of the concept. While on the Left the historian Giovanni Sabbatucci declared that a situation of conflict between two parties, which negated reciprocally any legitimacy, was a civil war, other Leftist authors, as the journalist Gianni Corbi, of Repubblica, found refuge inside conspiracy theories. For Corbi there was somebody wanted to do a private and instrumental usage of the claiming on the civil war. As to tell that those who were object of exclusive and full-time attention from the Milan and Palermo POs were only opportunists refused to submit silently to the dedicated persecutors of their crimes, and so tried to deceive the popular masses behind supposed civil wars. Giuliano Ferrara (the PCI son, PCI ultra-orthodox ex-functionary, later enthusiast Craxi supporter, for aligning from the Berlusconi side when Craxi was banned) while published on his Il Foglio serials on the civil war, and gave space to civil war theses, asked, by an editorial column on a Rome newspaper, that pacification overcame the war condition.       

The open, also theoretical, break of the judicialist mythology of the people ideal insurrection, of which some ‘heroic’ and ‘pure’ magistrates were vanguard, against the corrupted liberal Centre, while everything else was absolutely pristine, let in stubborn silence, for the entire 1990s, only the mass of the Italian and foreign political scientists, or supposed such, perhaps faithful to the principle that in Political Science only the Di Pietro evidence (euphemistically called 'judicial evidence') was real evidence ...until some superior authority did not order different point of view. The always well informed Andreotti, from his side, had always declared (and nobody denied) that the ‘spontaneous’ shouting and launching coins against Craxi and some other targets, for the media cameras and political scientist benefit, had been only work of some tens of party and TUs functionaries. Now, in 1998, the press of different colours presented and argued, for a short while (the time the newspapers directors, and politicians, could be invited, from the main institutional bureaucracies, to the freezing of such disrupting excitement of the popular feelings) on a war between different sides, instead of Goodness against Badness. 

The 15 July 1998 Professor Ilari (referring to the civil war lost, for him, with the 1993 electoral referendum and the dissolution of the government parties, and concluded with the Left victory) insisted that pacifying a people is explaining it its war. On 19 July 1998, the PDS/DS President of the Massacre Commission Pellegrino suggested that Parliament (its PDS and PPI Presidents, Violante and Mancino) designed ‘experts’ of different political sides, or reflecting different political sides, for examining the judiciary materials produced in the 1990 action against politics. Pellegrino presented this (the examination of millions pages from scholars of different orientation) as independent point of view preliminary to a Parliamentary Commission on the matter. Already the Inquiry Commissions were, in Italy, centres of political bargaining on ‘truth’. The pre-Commission would have been, in the intentions, a centre of political pre-bargaining. For the 4 August 1998 Ilari the Lefts, and who/which backed them, denied the political citizenship of the absolute majority of the Italian citizens and electors. What was a kind of triumph of the pessimism of the reason over the previous optimism of the will. In fact no fair tool for trying overcoming the civil war climate was predisposed until the end of the 13th Legislature in 2001.  

For De Felice, games as those of Pavone were just instrumental operations, with the function to preserve the supremacy of politics and ideology over culture. For De Felice, the Italian historiography of the 20th century, on the events developed after WW1, had been driven from the changing political conveniences. For De Felice, there was lack of scientific attitude and of real researchers, and overall the questions relative to 1943-1945 had been discussed essentially from myth-sellers. De Felice, if from the one side refused to represent Mussolini as the absolute devil, while there was who (Gianfranco Fini on the 30 March 1994 La Stampa) reputed him the greatest Statesman of the 20th century, from the other side had well understood that the real superlative puppet-master of WW2 in Europe, and so eventually the greatest Statesman of the 20th century, had been Winston Churchill. It was an evaluation derived from his studies on the 20th century, which did not care about contingent political or pedagogical conveniences of the Italian politics businesses.
 

It is already sufficiently biased to do historical research, and to discuss of history on the basis of systemic biases and personal idiosyncrasies and fears, as it currently happens everywhere in the world. It is really impossibly to attribute any scientific value to researches and discussion made at party and interests service. De Felice had caught the point, on large part of the Italian debates.     

The 1996 and 1999/2000 “Violante” “pacification”, and the “civil war”
   

The discourse on pacification began, at institutional level, in 1996, with the first interventions of the 13th Legislature Chamber President Luciano Violante, the leader of the PCI/PDS judicialist fraction. In reality he did not call to the pacification of the 1990s subversion. He called to the pacification with Fascists. As other rhetors of ‘Resistance’ as ‘patriotic war’, he defined the 1943-1945 confrontation as civil war, and he called to its end. 

The goals were essentially political. Since the 1996 electoral results, the manoeuvre of getting the AN surpass of FI, and consequently (in the intentions) the Berlusconi replacement by Fini, Centre–Centre-Right leader had just failed. While the judicialist offensive against Berlusconi continued strong, in practice Violante offered to AN the legitimacy (pacification) he and his judicialist fraction denied to Berlusconi. He proposed the peace to Fini and the continuation of the war against Berlusconi. The same Violante wanted to ‘pacify’ the 1943-1945 ‘civil war’, publicly defined Berlusconi as a ‘criminal question’. Violante had forgot that the pacification with ‘Fascists’ had already been realised from the Justice Minister Palmiro Togliatti, and that AN did not need any Violante legitimacy. 

Anyway Fini, despite his periodical attempts to increase his political weight relatively to Berlusconi by formally democratic ways, refused to launch in a new judicialist adventure (after the 1992/1993 one) with an unreliable PDS. Violante, as Statesman (in the measure a Chamber’s President was such), should gratify his anxieties of self-promotion, while waiting the course of the trials against Andreotti, by dramatically increasing the law production of Parliament …in a country were laws were already too many, confused and unapplied, and the State administrations out of control also because Parliament always renounced to control them, apart from purely clientelist exchanges. 

On alternative axes moved D’Alema who offered (in reality in anti-Prodi-Veltroni manoeuvre) to Berlusconi to do together the Constitutional reform. Alias, while Violante had tried to offer peace to Fini for a new judicialist course, D’Alema realised (ephemerally, since the usual unreliability of D’Alema, and very partially) peace with Berlusconi, according to his [of D’Alema] usual attitude of allying with his less fearful opponents against whoever made him shadow. The same judicialist fraction had offered pacification to ‘Fascists’ obstructed the D’Alema-Berlusconi Constitutional reform.    

In the 1996 Violante ‘pacification’ there was only the arrogance of the judicialist war machine had realised the ‘great’ result of a less than 35% Prodi versus the 44% Berlusconi, but however had succeeded in controlling, with RC, Parliament.  

The 1999 reopening of the discourse on ‘pacification’, also from Violante, now relative to the 1990s condition of civil war, or also to the continuation, in the 1990s, of the latent civil war a divided country as Italy had always lived, verified now in a different frame. After three years fully in office, there was just the terror, a political class had, of being called to respond of the crimes of the failed judicialist ‘revolution’. In 1999, Violante, revealed just a small bureaucrat of the 1990s destabilisation, were facing the failure of the key strikes he had decisively collaborated to, in the South and from the South, starting from the failed permanent liquidation of Andreotti. The 1945-1993 history rewriting as ‘criminal history’, saving just the PCI and the MSI, had miserably failed. 

Winners do not offer pacifications. They do it. Losers, even if yet in office and occupying key institutional position, cannot open any real discussion and/or and any real dynamics of pacification. In fact no real debate and no dynamics opened, apart from empty and appalling discourses exhausted after a while, despite the big press attempt to promote some great rescue of its leftist politicians and Statesmen. 

The Violante ‘offers’ of ‘pacification’ were impotent because the judicialist clans remained strong and unpunished, also if widely discredited. The Violante ‘offers’ were also false because he was continuing to contribute to block or to slow, as Chamber’s President, innovative laws the judicialist clans opposed because they would have weakened their abusive power and made more difficult their crimes. And Violante did no step in the direction of the dissolution and punishment of the judicialist clans. His ‘offers’ of ‘pacification’, and the short media discussion opened, excited only some intellectual had anxiety of the old particracy and consociativism, and of the miserable international position of Italy made of claims and appearances. 

The 1999 Violante ‘pacification’ was similar to when Eugenio Scalfari had proposed, on the 19 October 1997 Repubblica, that Andreotti submitted to the will and accusation of the judicialist clans, admitting to have been a criminal, Clans-collaborator and killings commissioner, and in exchange the judicialist clans would have acquitted him. Now an even weaker Violante proposed that FI recognised that the judicialist clans had been right in their persecutions and that they had the right to continue them. In exchange Violante offered his disposability to listen liberating complaints. In substance, it was Violante who was begging Berlusconi for a kind of moral and political correctness award Berlusconi refused him: naturally Berlusconi refused to nobody, contrarily to his adversaries, the normal political legitimacy.    

For the summer 1999 Ilari, the Leftist-judicialist regime could not conclude peace because it had never admitted having done war. For this reason it could not accept a Commission on Politics Financing, to do an amnesty, to recall Craxi, to admit to have replaced parliamentary democracy with the end-800 elitist one, by the referendarian-judicialist couple with the purpose of eliminating the political representation of the DC-PSI Centre-Left middle classes now generally transmigrated to the Pole. In addition, for him, executioners did not get legitimate hostages. They could only, eventually, realise underground transactions. While on the contrary, for peace, it would be necessary to submit, for him, to formal peace agreements. For Ilari, the adventurers had collapsed the First Republic could exhaust themselves but not stop themselves because only real revolutionary could have done that. 

On the 6 December 1999 La Stampa, Violante called again to the national conciliation
 after what he defined as the limited sovereignty
 of the cold war and the limitation of sovereignty
 of the post-cold war. While Violante insisted on that, he continued to claim the grandiose results of the 1992/1993 pogrom, he did not summarise in the judicialist liquidation of the government the PDS badly replaced, but in the supposed drastic reduction of the costs of public works. Violante quoted the Milan Tube falsely stating that after the pogrom it cost 1,990 billion liras from originally 5,000. Under Craxi-PSI rule the cost was already 1,990 billion liras. What suggested that the Violante ‘pacification’ was the pretence the majority of the Country stopped to denounce that the 16%-PDS had conquered power just thanks to a coup d’État and that it had not succeeded, in 8 years, to build a credible mass consensus, apart from the usual support of monopolist, financial and bureaucratic parasitism and foreign powers. At the same time Violante, while hiding the political point of the matter, insisted that in practice the judicialist coup d’État had just purged thieves, so it had some moral foundation. Violante had in some way reason to insist in this propagandistic vision, because he could not honestly quote any practical and political success. The Country had been mismanaged and the PDS/DS had reached only 20% votes, as consequence of its intensive positions-occupation: it was clearly better to insist in the judicialist propaganda on the ‘thieves’. 

On the 9 December 1999 La Stampa, Barbara Spinelli, another hard-liner judicialist, who had already launched the weird proposal of a Commission for Truth and Reconciliation formed from supposed experts (a way for further denying the legitimacy of a people-legitimated politics), insisted that the political persecutions (actually only against Berlusconi and his area) ought to continue. The Barbara Spinelli Commission had to legitimate, contrarily to South Africa, the political persecution operated from the minority was been imposed in office and continued to be in office thanks just to the judicialist coups d’État. It is not arbitrary to suppose that these ‘technicians’ of such Commission ought to be of judicialist area and/or ay judicialist service. This Commission should have formalised the politics liquidation and that governments were not created since people vote but, whatever the polls outcome, from the networks to which participated the La Stampa owners, the Agnellis. Anxiety of such proposal was the deactivation of the real point of reaction, containment, and strategic defeat of the centres of judicialist subversion: the Berlusconi intervention and action. It would have been as in South Africa had remained the white government with a Reconciliation Commission for absorbing and neutralising the black struggle for a formally democratic regime, and stating the legitimacy of the white government. Such proposal was presented as a civil discussion on the 1992/1993 pogrom and later continuation. As to tell that more substantive discussions were uncivil, alias unacceptable from the minority power block backed the minority parties in office.      

On the 9 December 1999 Il Foglio, for Ilari it was anyway important Violante had admitted the existence of an internal war condition. For Ilari it was necessary to denounce nature, stake, and permanent effects of the war had destroyed political representation, institutions, and Italian sovereignty and international role.   

The 15 December 1999 Ernesto Galli della Loggia, intervening on the pacification, affirmed the lag between the reality of politics illegal financing and its judiciary reality. Alias, the illegal financing was just pretext for a selective political purge. He also underlined as after 1993, Berlusconi and his Fininvest were submitted to judicialist persecution. For Galli della Loggia if the so-called Clean Hands had been a revolution, it had been of absolute sterility, at least from the point of view of some progress of the Italian situation. He concluded how the post-cold war phase had seen the prosecution of the logic friend-enemy, alias of a war logic.          

Even Norberto Bobbio had underlined, in his 12 November 1999 interview, breaking his long embarrassment, as 1943-1945 Resistance had been a civil war. Only a civil war finishes with a Mussolini shot, and his woman raped and shot, from partisans, and both hanged by their fret in a Milan square. The 29 December 1999 Il Foglio wrote that if that civil war had really terminated, there would have not taught the kind of partisan history was actually taught in the Italian school. And there would have not been the Education Minister Luigi Berlinguer circular ordering the commemoration of Gramsci in all Italian schools. Naturally the regime commemoration omitted that Gramsci died perfectly free in the Mussolini Italy, and poisoned in presence of a Russian Embassy employee, while, in strong contrast with the Togliatti-led PCd’I, were organising his moving to Paris for opening fire against the PCd’I leading group also relatively to the Togliatti PCd’I involvement in his arrest and the different attempts of the Togliatti PCd’I to let him in prison, or to oblige him to dissociate publicly from the Togliatti PCd’I, and that the Togliatti PCd’I archives had classified Gramsci as GL member from 1936
. For the 29 December 1999 Il Foglio, if Italy were a democracy, alias if the situation of civil war had been really overcome, nobody would have criticised D’Alema for having enrolled the fascist Romano Misserville in his government, and induced D’Alema to dismiss him after 24 hours.      

The 3 January 2000 Cossiga underlined, as already Bobbio, the civil (not patriotic) war nature of Resistance. For Cossiga it had combined with a class war. For Cossiga the division, already 55/60 years before had manifested, had survived to the end of the cold war, and the so-called Second Republic failed on the national pacification, it was incapable to realise, on the need to guarantee a Right State and on its incapability to face judicialism. Cossiga declared to have attempted to realise this pacification by the support to what had seemed to him the Socialdemocratic hypothesis of D’Alema, but just D’Alema was in office both the PDS/DS and D’Alema refused the Socialdemocratic way. For Cossiga, pacification was indispensable (which for him ought to pass through amnesty on illegal party financing, the Parliamentary Commission on the illegal financing from 1945, and the enlightenment on the Andreotti persecution) not just a banal conciliation. Cossiga had been publicly accused, from the same destabilisation forces, of Constitutional subversion and attempt when, President of the Republic, he had pressed for the institutional reform. Now everything was continuing to be on the agenda with the aggravation of the need to solve the problems created from the destabilisation, and the same destabilisation yet running.    

On 14 January 2000, at the DS Congress, Violante confirmed the pacification and conciliation he wanted. For Violante, the conciliation he wanted ought to reaffirm that he and his party were honest, that his and his party’s victims were corrupted, that he and his party had never persecuted anybody, that he and his party were without Clans connections, that the other parties covered massacres while his party did not, and that nobody ought to dare to vindicate against him, his clan, and his party. He insisted on his thesis of the need of a self-consciousness sitting of the entire Parliament on the subject for giving to the minority the investiture to govern and to the majority the damnation to be opposition. In fact no trial was running on the crimes of the Violante judicialist clans, while the Violante clans were continuing their trials against politics and State’s institutions. Violante had never explained why the June 1994 30% FI had no legitimacy to govern (as the PDS party claimed each day at that time, while Violante pressed Di Pietro because he acted judicially against Berlusconi, in 1994), while the 17% June 1999 PDS had, on the contrary, this legitimacy.

 On the 25 January 2000 Corsera, the judicialist journalist and commentator Giuseppe D’Avanzo made his appeal for submitting to the judicialist vision and power: “Nowadays that «national pacification» in current formula in public speech, it is the time to shelve prejudices and to re-find common judgements. Only a people capable to remember the trials it needed to face transfigures its experience in values marking its identity as a people. Only a people having a «common memory» is capable to give itself a «common behaviour» reinforcing the norms of living together, the working of social and political institutions, in a word the civil life.”
 It was the appeal to assume the judicialist vision of history as common vision. It was the appeal to the behavioural submission to judicialism. In fact where ‘law’ was the one was defined from the judicialist clans only the submission to them could have been the guarantee of «common behaviour». Differently, the first request would have been the purge of the judicialist clans, and of their intimidation power and intimidating presence. Coherent with his hard-liner judicialism, D’Avanzo moved, some months later, to Repubblica., as deputy-Director.  

For the 8 February 2000 Francesco Cossiga, the European civil war had lasted 70 years, and provoked two conflicting conception of fatherland, nation, faithfulness. Fore him, in Italy there was on the one side the presence of the USSR and the socialist field, and on the other side the Church, Europe as Italy’s surrogate, the USA. In Italy the anti-Occidental front was the widest because the semantic and cultural manipulation more complete. In Italy an anti-Communist was not recognised as anti-Fascist, the most Communist was reputed as the most anti-Fascist, an anti-PCI was not judged a democratic, and the PCI was assumed to have the copyright about who/which was democratic and who/which was not such. For Cossiga, this Comintern culture continued to dominate until nowadays, despite the Veltroni ignorance of this reality.     

For understanding which kind of ideological operation had been thought from Leftist and PDS intellectuals, it deserves to be quoted that in a 562 pages book published from the State Education Ministry, Minister the PDS leader Luigi Berlinguer, the final chapter was reserved to a comparison between the advent of fascism in 1922 and the Italian situation of 1991/1992.
 Alias, for the ex-post representation of Lefts and PDS milieus the 1992/1993 pogrom, and later events, were justified because the CAF and Cossiga represented something detestable as for Lefts and PDS the advent of Fascism was. In practice, the victims were ‘Fascists’, while the coup d’État forces heroic democrats have defeated ‘Fascists’. Astonishing was not, for me, the kind of representation. History is generally pure ideology. Astonishing, and symptom of a climate not at all of overcoming of the 1990s crisis, was that these were possible points of view of a judicialist fraction perhaps not really majoritary (apart from its ‘military’ hegemony) even inside the PDS, and which might have represented perhaps about 10% of electors. But even it had represented 20% (an opinion poll whether people perceived CAF and Cossiga as ‘Fascism’ would have been necessary!) the substance of the operation would have not changed. The overcoming of crises, had reached such elements of deepness and devastation in all possible sector, are not intellectualistic operation made of quiet debates.             

For the end-July 2000 Ilari, the 1990s and end century Italy was “a Country destroyed at its roots from the Jacobean dictatorship.”
 Even if, according to my arguing, the expression Jacobean dictatorship is decidedly too strong from an analytic point of view, it is well representative of a growing reaction of representative intellectuals and scholars to the 1990s destabilisation and its consequences. It seems, united with different symptoms clearly detectable in the second half 2000, the passage from attitudes of conciliation and pacification in name of superior interests, to a logic of radical solution of the problem of a political-institutional minority, even without the legitimacy of results, which pretended the infinite extension of its sterile dictatorship. In the Ilari expression there is also the implicit evidencing of the anti-national nature of the ‘Jacobean dictatorship’, what is, in my arguing, well more problematic.   

The Lefts and para-Lefts intelligentsia judicialism for the 6 August 1998 Liberal
 

The 6 August 1998 Liberal reserved its central articles to a decided critique of what it called the Left Warriors. Actually when Bei allocated them among the Public Salvation Committee, the Town Council, the Right Side, the Reserve Sans-culottes, the Ideas Café, Danton, the People Tribunes, and the Freelances, in a kind of reconstruction of the stages of the 1789 French Revolution, there were, in the listed names, not only leftist. Who, along them, had had ultra-leftist real experiences were only a few ones. 

For Angelo Panebianco, Repubblica used an arguing method founded on the others’ systematic criminalisation. Its columnists did not respect their adversaries, just individuating, in the other, an enemy to be destroyed. They did not practise arguing but war. Their logic friend-enemy was supported from the conviction that friends were goodness, right, the God side, while non-friends were only dirty beasts, cowards, immoral, even worse the absolute evil was represented from enemies. For example, if somebody disagreed with the Repubblica hardliner judicialism he/she was automatically a corrupt people friend. Repubblica, and that area, used criminalisation as tool both of intimidation and of power. In addition, by this arguing technique, a real anthropological type self-created.         

For Panebianco this anthropological type was characterised from two connotations: infantilism and invective instead of reasoning. Infantilism resided [1] in a dualist vision of the world (goodness-evil), [2] in the conviction this vision was the most important way for achieving awareness of the world, and understanding and judging it, and [3] in the belief of belonging to the side of virtue and sanctity. These three infantile convictions triggered the paranoia of the others’ criminalisation inside the rigid frame friend-enemy. Invective instead of reasoning was the avoiding of the others’ arguing analysis and of a rational quarrelling. Discussion was reduced to pure insult. The polemics style was primitive and pre-logical. Indignation, instead of arguments, was sold to the public.        

For Adornato, the Jacobeans of Repubblica centred all their arguing on their moral indignation. Adornato asked whether the political arguing of a great newspaper might to be really centred on this feeling. For Adornato, in this way, a newspaper condemned to political propaganda and became sentinel of immobile, banal and stereotypical ideas. 

Bei evidenced that the same most extremist columnists of Repubblica-l’Espresso self-defined as Jacobeans and even, it was the Scalfari case, tried to find out that their Neapolitan ancestors had been collaborationist (Italian Jacobeans) of the post-revolutionary French expansionism in the Italy and Europe of the 16th and early 17th, centuries. The extremism of these 1990s indigenous Jacobeans fully expressed in the campaign against the 1997/1998 modest appeasement between Berlusconi and D’Alema realised in the Bicameral Commission for Constitutional Reform. They aggressed the D’Alema renunciation to the Berlusconi destruction, actually the confused attempt to achieve some institutional modernisation, or simply to give D’Alema an institutional role, evidently the interests group backed Repubblica-l’Espresso abhorred. For Bei, for these columnists only their adversaries’ suppression was acceptable and all their enemy was automatically moved form bad faith. They described Berlusconi as the attempter against institutions, alias against their regime, and D’Alema as the betrayer wanted the agreement with, or at least the non-destruction of, such an enemy. For these Jacobeans the half, or more, of the country backing Berlusconi was inexistent, guarantism was just the refusal to be tried eventually from the heroic judicialists, the Berlusconi supporters were vulgar accountants and housewives, the nowadays self-pretending liberal democrats were only reactionaries.      

For Berselli, the factor-E, the factor-enemy, the demonization of the adversaries was in the DNA of those he called the Jacobean-Leftists. What he called the pasdaran-thought had, for him, far origins. Before Berlusconi there were the Amerikans, the P2, Gladio, Craxi, Beelzebub, the Owners, the Clans, the Services, and the ambushes of all the Reaction’s obscure forces. Craxi attacked and mined the entire Communist ideological construct. The PCI reacted accusing him of being a thief. Craxi posed the problem of the political alternative. The PCI reacted with ethical exorcism. Nowadays the reply to modernisation was the claim of legality and of magistracy autonomy, of the same magistracy was defined, until the day before, at government and class service. Against Berlusconi there was initially the upset reaction of a Left had imagined the inexorable success of its joyful war machine. Defeated him someway in 1996, the Lefts discovered it was not to easy to liquidate him, and started to see behind him his social base, the traditional social base opposed to the Lefts: small entrepreneurs, traders and artisans, taxpayers, anti-taxes fighters, free people against Statism. If Bertinotti limited to evoke the bourgeois plebeians, others insisted also more stubbornly along the way of the judicial liquidation. For the judicialist Left it was impossible the real defeat of Berlusconi because behind him there was the usual anti-Lefts majoritary social block, so it was more urgent his judicial liquidation. In front of the Italian supposed social immobilism there was the leftist opposition of the Lefts supposed moral superiority and guarantee of justice for freeing the Country from its supposed vices.        

The vision of the RC Secretary Fausto Bertinotti (not of the group of Liberal, but simply interviewed from the journal) was that of the political struggle founded on social relations. He refused, in the political struggle, the use of the category of betrayer, despite it was so used inside the Lefts (also certain Catholic Left, as the Martinazzoli one, included
). For Bertinotti it was indispensable to understand always the social roots of what appeared as mistakes or errors. On the contrary betrayer was a way for stigmatising instead of analysing. Bertinotti was in practice, but without apparent extremisms, from the side of, or not against, the militant magistracy dirty job against the CAF and Berlusconi. At the same time he refused to be with the judges’ party against politics. For him, magistracy should be concerned with the not working of the judiciary, of which it was responsible, and with its class nature. For Bertinotti magistracy was apparently very efficient against its political target but too slow for the ordinary citizen.

The judicialist intelligentsia attitudes, as eventually those of who opposed them, may not be reduced to simple personal pathologies. In largely diffused ideas and in long lasting campaigning there are two aspects. There is the fact that these ideological productions have a broad market. And the fact that there are interests permitting them to reach the market, alias which contribute to creating or preserving this market. In self-propelling editorial initiatives, it may be supposed immediate profit as only goal. What is not our case, since the tight control of the ideas market from industrial and financial interests and from State centres. What it is naturally the case for all kind of intellectual production, not only for the judicialist one. Ideologies and campaigning are at interests’ service. What is relevant is not their rationality but the job they make. The claimed and diffused, from certain milieus, conviction that the PCI/PDS/DS and bushes had some superior legitimacy for governing on the miserable ordinary people, and proposing the right line, clashed constantly against the ridiculous it inevitably faced at rational level. All opposition to that claims, all proposal coming from different source, was underlined by hysterical shouts of undiscussible indignation. For example, when a LN exponent, Enzo Erminio Boso, proposed to collect the digital print of the extra-EU immigrates, all reference to that possibly was stigmatised as the most extreme barbarism. It was not clear, at rational level, what there was of so barbarian when the main problem was, in Italy, relatively to immigration, generally illegal, that certain categories of immigrates destroyed IDs, and so they became automatically neither formally expellable, and of difficult and sure identification when they committed crimes. The so-called zero-tolerance for facing the dramatic spreading of micro-criminality was stigmatised in the same way. It was barbaric, xenophobic, etc. etc. because it was not asked from the Lefts. On the 3 June 2000 press, the PDS/DS MP Sergio Chiamparino proposed exactly the same thing (the generalised print collection for extra-EU immigrants), and also other repressive measures against immigrants. Since Chiamparino was of the Lefts, there was now no hysterical claim on his proposal. It suddenly became a legitimate request. If the previous proposals were reactions to real problems concerning all the citizens, the Chiamparino request was explicitly opportunist. In fact he justified his proposal with the disband of the Lefts overall in the developed North, and justified it by his having previously asked the point of view, and the approval, of ‘experts’, likely judicialist friendly magistrates.
 So, from the point of view of rationality, the Chiamparino proposal purely had a party rationality. And it was sufficiently ridiculous he attributed to magistrates some divine authority other categories of citizens would have not got. Is it really sufficient that previously ‘barbarous’ measures be asked from the PCI/PDS/DS, with judicialist permit, and as opportunist reaction to an electoral defeat, for making them reasonable ones? Such was the ‘logic’ permeated the whole 1990s Italy submitted to the judicialist strikes, was that. If Blair launched the hunt against the gipsies on the British territory, or the Rainbow Belgium continued to put in prison the foreigners destined to be deported, all that was ‘normal’ and ‘democratic’, while an Austria persisting in its tradition of ordered tolerance became suddenly needing of EU discrimination only because the people of that country did not tolerate any more the Social-democratic clientelist regime. And all this was naturally played in terms of internal politics, in Italy, with supposed alignments of the international supposed goodness and international supposed evils. That all that had no rational meaning, from the point of view of the discourse internal rationality, may not hide that all this ideological activity, as all other one reached consistent masses was fully rational from the point of view of the creation of consensus blocks.       

Anyway the Liberal attitude was that of an area, not precisely identified with a political side, felt aggressed but not defeated. Since ‘cultural’ initiatives need financers, Liberal reflected also the preparation work of interests supported the Lefts (Romiti for example) wanted the overcoming of the Prodi-Veltroni government and of the power positions of the relative interest block. The Prodi-Veltroni government was particularly subordinate to judicialism, while, however, the judicialist way showed incapable to conquer the Centre voter, also because the interest block around it was very strong but too narrow.  

Jacobean myths without Jacobinism and Jacobeans, just for defending Statism    

The Jacobinism and Jacobean Statism of claims were insistently and daily present, along the judicialist 1990s, on Repubblica and La Stampa: the former the De Benedetti-Scalfari newspaper organic to the subversion, the latter the newspaper of the Agnellis cleverly moved inside the destabilisation for reacquiring the full control of Fiat (previously managed from Romiti-Mediobanca) and maximising their power and profits.   

The Jacobean Statism was reaffirmed in relation to the State school, instrumentally opposed to the Catholic one, alias to every decisive break of the State monopoly on education. As usual, crusade tunes and arguing were used, for banally defending inefficiency the odd monopoly and bureaucratism had progressively more created also in this sector. Moral values were used as tool for covering the inefficiency and deterioration of State services.    

For example, in 1988, in the debate in relation to the State financing of the private education, alias to the State financing overall of the Catholic schools, in occasion of the 1999 financial law, ‘Jacobean’ intellectuals launched their 11 November 1998 Laic Manifest
, sponsored from La Repubblica. They affirmed the unconstitutionality
 of, and their net opposition to, the State financing to the private school. In addition, they opposed the liberal position expressed overall from the liberal components of the Freedoms’ Pole, that of the school-coupon, which is qualitatively different (it could be even incompatible) from giving money to the Catholic school. This last proposal is a classical liberal measure wanting to create both competition among schools and freedom of choice for citizens. On the contrary, in the name of the abstract principle of the laic school there was only the defence of the reality of a political parties and TUs school, overall job creating, incapable to deploy really its institutional ends. The State education was overcharged of personnel with miserable salaries, and without IT and other means for students and personnel. Such was the ‘laic’ and ‘State’ education stubbornly defended.  

In autumn 1998 some of these most judicialist heroic laics defending a disastrous State education exalted from their specific crusade. What gave, to same of them, exaltation for insisting, and insisting again, on their more general judicialist-Jacobean themes.  It was the case, in an interview on the 8 December 1998 Corsera
, of the Turin 90-year old historian Galante Garrone, coming from the Action Party. He declared his moral hiatus: “It is necessary to be inflexible, implacable, without any indulgence against those underground harm, which extend over time.”
 

These were his main points of the Galante Garrone denunciation:

= The degeneration of public life comes from the fact that immediately after Resistance political parties restored again in their old position of prominence. 

= In 1945, we should have purged the entire top levels of magistracy, army, civil service.

= Corruption is a pure fact of police and of cleansing. Who tell it is consequence of the First Republic, and wants a Constituent Assembly, want either a fascist or a monarchist restoration, or to constrain magistracy.

= The hard group of magistrates
 formed here [relatively to Galante Garrone], in Turin, is criticised because these magistrates did and are continuing to do their duty without hesitation. Nobody of them mix politics with their work.

= In the kickback-city Italy it is necessary to continue to be inflexible. Magistracy should continue to act without constraints, apart from the submission to law.

The Galante Garrone fury was not only occasional. One year half later he theorised that sons were guilty of the supposed historical ‘guiltiness’ of fathers. In July 2000 he sustained that the descendant of the last King of Italy, exiled in 1946, after the referendum for choosing between Monarchy and Republic, ought never be allowed to go back to Italy.
 

Problems were not the senseless Galante Garrone claims. They were historical and factual oddness. If they received space on the main press, they were evidently functional to interests backed it. At end 1998, there was a power block directly damaged from the Prodi expulsion from office. What better than giving space to some judicialist agitation, as metaphor that while Prodi-Veltroni-Scalfaro let free course to judicialist Prosecutors, caring only to repress independent magistracy inquired their reference block, they favoured their reference block. Or simply, personages controlling totally or partially the one or the other media, were sending messages, for some their interest, to the most judicialist area.   

A group of these Jacobeans produced, in December 1998, an appeal to re-exhume the Olive Tree coalition,
 which never was an autonomous political entity, but only a label. In December 1998, the Olive Tree had been largely liquidated even as metaphysical symbol, since the liquidation of the Prodi government and of the Olive Tree majority: also the program of the new government, in spite of formal recalls to that of the Prodi government, reflected some changes in the political and social forces supporting the left-right D’Alema government. In reality all appeals for the Olive Tree or a new Olive Tree were just declarations in favour a new 35%, alias ultra-minoritary, coalition supported from a coup d’État Presidency and Prosecutors against the D’Alema modest attempt to try to overcome such bottleneck. And overall it was an attack to a D’Alema was not controllable as Prodi was from the powers and interests backed the Lefts.  

The Jacobean group symbolically and rhetorically quoted, as points of a rejuvenated Olive Tree, the Euro-currency ‘miracle’ and the Italy of the Milan and other judicialist Prosecutors. In December 1998, it was publicly known that the activity of the Milan and other judicialist Prosecutors was on the way of a progressive liquidation. The Italian Euro-currency admission derived from the treaties realised with the decisive participation, from the Italian side, of Craxi and Andreotti.
 It was not a Prodi, or Prodi-Ciampi merit. The same 1998 Italian admission to the Euro-currency, starting on 1 January 1999, was exclusively political, while neither the submission to the Maastricht parameters, nor any budgetary structural reclaiming had been begun. 

Among the subscribers of the appeal there were, with Alessandro Galante Garrone, Giorgio Bocca, Umberto Eco, Fiorella Mannoia, Di Pietro. The appeal was launched from the journal Micromega, whose publisher was Carlo De Benedetti, the political organiser of the Lefts opposition to the modernising front. In the Jacobeans’ appeal there was an allusion to “innovative industrialists” which was supposed to have been dedicated to him.
 A magician as rent and stock exchange profiteer, De Benedetti had been the Olivetti destructor with State funds, and TUs and PCI/PDS complicity. Jacobeans were not so Jacobeans with their financers and flatterers, and backwardness and Statism tutors.  

The 21 June 2000 Carlo Panella and the Italy’s “civil wars”
 

For the 21 June 2000 Professor Carlo Panella, it was Italian mark avoiding calling Italian civil wars by their name, from Guelphs and Ghibellins to the two, for him, civil wars of the first 130 years of the Italian State existence. 

The first civil war was the Southerners peasants’ rebellion against the absence of change represented the annexation to what became Italy (before Italy had never existed as State) under Savoy rule. Those rebellions were bloodily repressed from the Piedmontese occupation troops. The Southerner peasants’ wars were liquidated as brigandage, and the legal a-typicality of the associative crime inside the legal Italian frame came from there: the same fact of being band, supposedly against State, was by itself a crime also without any specific crime. Brigandage was a war crime, and in fact the police work was made from the Army. However the civil war was negated, reducing everything to a long and bloody police operation. In this civil war more people than during the entire Risorgimento [independence] wars died. 

This civil war continued with the theories, and the practical action, of the Piedmont’s magistrates as Violante and Caselli, and all the Turin entire intellectual humus surrounding and expressing them, of the South as continuing to be controlled from ‘brigands’, with the Clans supposedly become ‘Anti-State’ with DC complicity.
 Already in the period of the post-WW2 industrial leap and the relative immigration, Southerner people were just inferior races, for the Turin’ current feelings. The 1990s destabilisation was new occasion for the Piedmont crusades against the South, under Lefts, and backing powers, push. 

The second civil war was, for Panella, the 1943-1945 one of the pro-Axis RSI against the pro-Allied partisans. Since the latter won, the former were considered non-Italian, but betrayers, at least for what concerned their full political rights, apart from those who abjured, and overall if aligned on the Lefts
. When Craxi appeared, against him, since his autonomy from the PCI, the usual 1930s-style Stalinist usual claims on Social-Fascism were used, with the ‘modernisation,’ of the invention of the so-called moral question. Alias, the Socialists were autonomous from the PCI were necessarily deign only of contempt because non-moral. The Berlinguer-PCI was the absolute morality, the Craxi-PSI the absolute immorality. 

The Risorgimento and 1943-1945-Resistance equivoques finally resolved, for Panella, in the PCI/PDS discrimination against all the adversaries as clamorously verified against (however with decisive foreign support to the anathema-launcher Occhetto) the Berlusconi government and specifically the Minister coming from AN.        

Yet the January 2000 bulletin of the London DS Circle dedicated pages and pages for arguing, in practice that he Italians of the RSI were not Italians. The specific arguing was about the moving of RSI prisoners bodies, died in British concentration camps, from their graves near German soldier to the Italian cemetery in the UK. For the DS, since the dead soldiers had not fought from the Allied side, they were not really Italian and they should remain near the German graves. 

Panella seems not to perceive that the DS attitude has its roots in the Anglophone way of dealing with history, and in the relative Anglophone and para-Anglophone conformism create relatively to entire world history. Already on the ground of this conformism, the attitude to the demonization of the political-war adversaries was absolutely typical, even constitutive. It was the attitude of who self-convinced to have been and to continue to be the absolute Goodness versus the absolute Evilness. This is, generally, at subjective level, the moralism of the people without morality, apart from the inevitability, at mass level, of the ideological control from powers dominated the world. Anyway, here, relevant point is the forma mentis, and the civil life implication of this forma mentis. For the 1990s PCI/PDS/DS the Italian people majority was outside the national community and it ought to be prosecuted and persecuted (from the Leftist-Statist minority with financial powers promotion) as a criminal association. 

If the supposed Actionism of some Turin intellectual was sold on the imaginary market for justifying certain ‘Jacobean’-minoritary-violent attitude of the 1990s judicialist-authoritarian course, Panella remembered as Actionism had different inspirations inside it. Coming out from the Piedmontese narrowness, there was the Radical-Liberal Actionism of Ernesto Rossi. In 1941, he was the author, with Altiero Spinelli
, in their confinement of Ventotene (while future ‘Actionists’ were yet ardently Fascist, and eventually denounced ‘defeatists’ to the Police), of the Ventotene Manifesto. In the moment the Axis was winner everywhere, the Ventotene Manifesto declared the necessity of a Federalist European State founded on freedom. It was not the para-Allies ‘anti-Fascism front’, but the indication of a way different from the contraposition between supposed progressive and supposed reactionary parties. It was the call of initiative not on ‘history’ but around the program of a free people European federal State. It was the implicit indication of a way for overcoming what was, for Panella (and also for other authors), the century of the European civil war.  

It seems to me that it is generally avoided the underlining that common enterprises create peoples, also multi-national peoples, but also, with these common enterprises, the full understanding and consequent laic acceptation of their entire history. Communism, Democracy, Fascism, Jacobinism, Liberalism, Nationalism, National-Socialism, Socialism, etc are fully inside the relatively recent European history and not really incompatible among them, apart from ethnic specific marks, as the European history and histories showed.   

Assumptions, diagnosis and Berlusconi-therapy in the 2001 pre-electoral Ilari
 

The 2001 Virgilio Ilari Guerra Civile, a pre-electoral pamphlet for flattering the supposedly victorious Berlusconi
, opens with a quotation from Antonio Gramsci, name become popular also among the Social and Statist Right
 (even when with the mask of the liberal Centre), after that AN included him among his inspirations. Perhaps AN (and its ex-MSI fraction looking for regime legitimacy) did not know Gramsci was effectively killed not by the monarchist prisons (Gramsci was a free citizen: the PM Benito Mussolini made he was freed by apparently universal, in reality ad personam, laws) but by a soup just prepared (in Rome, the same day Gramsci, then reputed member of GL, passed from the conditional freedom to the total one) from a probably not totally aware agent, Tatiana Schucht, dependent both of the Russian Embassy in Rome and of the Togliatti personal agent, the Cambridge economist Piero Sraffa. Anyway Gramsci and Mussolini, Italian-Leftism and Social-ex-Leftism turned Right, had in common the same PSI origins, the same revolutionary Socialism, neither Gramsci nor Mussolini ever disavowed. The Gramsci quotation, clearly referred to the Mussolini success in the post-WWI Kingdom of Italy, declared only that, sometimes, social classes gave up their political representations, and that such crisis were dangerous because they opened the way to force solutions, obscure forces’ working, charismatic leaders. They were just purely political banalities (if assumed as of any general validity), and not even particularly interested in the qualitative meaning of historical processes. On the other side, Gramsci became, in the post-WW2 Italy, just Togliatti provided to the censorship of his writings, letters and notes, a flag used for different purposes from a variety of anti-modernising components, now evidently, also from components wanting to fight from the inside the Northerner liberism and efficientism of Berlusconi eventually for paralysing it.          

Ilari assumes the supposed dramatic and decisive nature of the 2001 general elections, as in social processes, and in Italy, there were ever any moment of real rupture. It was the giving up of all historical way of looking at things, inevitable when the goals of a discourse become entirely political. For Ilari, a new kind of war, specific to the passage from the 20th to the 21st century was running. On the other side, for Ilari all human interaction was ‘war’. For him the ‘Italian civil wars’ were endemic to the Italian history and also exogenous (us primers) to it. For Ilari, ‘Italy’ always imported both wars and revolutions. That may be told, in reality, for all countries and areas, since it is nearly always the interaction with the outside to generate internal divergences, so conflicts. 

The same Italian history existed, for Ilari, even when Italy did not already exist as unitary State. What was just a physical, and also ethnically and linguistically very heterogeneous, space was for him already ‘Italy’, perhaps ‘Italy’ as intellectual vision or fantasy, or even phantasm. Anyway he, subliminally, personally testified this purely ideal and opportunistic existence of ‘Italy’, and this practical extraneousness of the Italiotic intellectual to this nonexistent ‘fatherland’: for Ilari the side loosing a war was always the wrong side. The Churchill ‘my country’ never existed (apart from the case of brave individuals, indifferent to lick the occasional winners) in the Italic space: losers were always the other ones, those were tautologically wrong. The average Italiotic always was from the side of the winners, who/whichever they were. The intellectual built an imaginary ‘Italy’ in his/her mind, and he/she was ready to abjure it just this ‘Italy’ faced defeats. This imaginary ‘Italy’ was only function of what one could immediately earn from it.    

For Ilari the 1990s events in Italy were the result of the US and British assault against Europe. This assault would have chosen Italy as first trench, the weakest one, to be conquered. In practice, in Italy there was a marvellous particratic regime with the intellectually brilliant Andreotti at its political centre, but for some mysterious reason this masterpiece was very weak. The thesis of the Anglophone assault is not difficult to be supported from evidence for what concerned the US-UK intentions
 against nearly the entire world, and also contingent successes. Nevertheless, despite the intentions, the stable results of their plots there were not for the promoters of the world and of the various countries destabilisations. Anyway the average Italiotic intellectuals could self-feel the centre of the world attentions. He/she could self-perceive as the real victim of the Anglophone conspiracy. In Asia, Japan successfully survived in its numerous excellences and China strongly developed despite the US attempted assaults. In Europe even the USSR and its generated Republics found their way to recovering after the US-UK attacks for dissolving this Euro-Asian space. Middle East and North African countries reacted with development policies to annihilating assaults from the USA-UK. The Italiotic intellectual was fully self-realised either he/she was well happy of having turned unfaithful Anglophone servant or he/she was narcissistically satisfied of showing him/herself as centre of the world as primary victim of a word conspiracy, was he/she identifying with D’Alema ‘advising’ the annoyed Clinton, Blair, and Schroeder for supposedly building the born-dead International Olive Tree, or was he/she identifying with the anxious Berlusconi visiting London and Washington for being accepted from their rules (as it was a personal problem his refusal from the imperialist leaders and puppets).      

At the same time, for Ilari, in Italy there was not any limited sovereignty. Italy was, for him, after WW2, absolutely free to do to what it wanted. Perhaps, the pilgrimages to the USA were normal tours, or just tourism, if made from DC Statesmen, while subordination to the imperialist plots if made from ‘Actionists’ and ‘Communists’. In 1989, Italy suddenly became weak, for him, since the geopolitical supposedly sudden change. The frontier land neither bordered with the Russia Empire, and the NATO military plans consisted in abandoning in a few days all the peninsular Italy in case attack from the East side. On the other side the ‘exceptional’ DC rulers were not very sensible to the needs of the Armed Forces, which were even concentrated in the areas to be immediately lost.   
Naturally, inside this frame, that of a propaganda pamphlet, history becomes easily invention: consequently are not particratic, and Italian people responsibilities, relatively to the 1990s disasters. If the Anglophone world build and used Echelon, used intensively for the economic wars and for the political destabilisations, as the same Ilari seems to perceive, while Italy didn’t, that was for an easy reason: the Anglophone world traditionally invested in research and organisation, the DC-PCI Italy (and in various measure also relevant part of continental Europe) just in bureaucracies and disorganisation. It was ethnic superiority from the one side, and ethnic inferiority from the other one, until this situation will last. Reasons of this difference are complex, however it is so, in simplified terms. The reasons are not in plots. On the contrary, there was, for instance, the ‘plot’, for Ilari, even inventing dates and circumstances, of Enrico Cuccia, who would have sold himself in advance (immediately after 1989) to the international finance for realising better treatment, as, for Ilari, Cuccia would have done in 1942, when actually the young Cuccia flied to Lisbon in Party of Action and Comit mission for sending a newspaper article to Count Carlo Sforza. The article was really published on the 28 July 1942 New York Times. It denounced to the USA public opinion the Vatican-Monarchist-British coup d’État was organising against the PM Mussolini. The denunciation was directed, from the Pd’A and Comit milieus (Comit and IRI were the a-fascist fraction of the Mussolini regime, personally protected from the same Mussolini), actually to the same Mussolini and to the same German allied. To publish something on the New York Times meant to make it public to the entire world, even if the main concern was the breaking of the British game in relation to Italy. The average Italiotic intellectual would have made his confidences to a police commissar. The Pd’A and Comit, despite direct channels with Mussolini existed, preferred the New York Times. Very probably the same Mussolini, looking for solutions for coming out from the lost war, agreed with the Pd’A-Comit initiative. 

However since, in Italy, it is dangerous, for the intellectuals’ cowardice, to discuss of Vatican, concrete rulers (Andreotti and Martelli when the destabilisation started), particracy, it was safer, for the average Italiotic intellectual, to draw ‘Actionist’ conspiracies against the popular goodness and welfare. ‘Actionism’ became symbol, for the hyper-Statist milieus of the Right, of some limited form of capitalism survival, so the fear for Actionism was the fear for even some limited form of enterprise outside the direct particratic control: Cuccia exercised directly his dictatorship on the Italian monopolies, becoming shield against their total occupation from parties and TUs. In 1991, when already, then yet in the underground, the strikes to Craxi and the DC were running, PM, and also protagonist of such strikes, was Giulio Andreotti (General Prosecutor in Milan was Catelani, an Andreotti man
), with in suborder a Cossiga always needing to be driven and launched, not Enrico Cuccia. However to discuss on Andreotti was allowed only in the instrumental ways of the judicialist clans. The Italiotic intellectual must be aligned with one precise side, a coterie. He/she is fundamentally gregarious, a clan-man/woman, terrified by autonomous thinking and elaboration. Not that abroad is different. Intellectuals always follow who/which pay, but nobody there pretend to be independent from the Queen, or the President, or systemic needs.     

For Ilari, despite he claimed the real existence of ‘Italy’, there was some recurrence, an historical law, inducing ‘Italians’ to realise their separate peaces with ‘aggressors’, alias a spontaneous propensity to lick and to sell themselves. For Ilari, Italian fractions, immediately after 1989, defined their separate peaces with the Anglophone aggressors. At level of pure hypothesis, ideal intentions, one may suppose what one wants, eventually reflecting personal inclinations. However about the same days the Ilari pamphlet was finished, Il Giorno reported a non-new news on how privatisations were realised in Italy. Italiotic intellectuals, apart from some exceptions, avoided the too dangerous analytic ground of the privatisations’ fraud. It was in reality a too Italian ordinary story. The 1 March 2001 Il Giorno
 referred on an actually secondary episode concerning the State Railways. They sold real estates in Rome, Naples, Genoa and Venice for 155 billion liras. 155 billion liras were estimated as no more than one-half of the real value of the sold real estate. These real estates were bought, so rebought, in part (60%), from the same State Railways. In fact the State Railways had formed a company, it controlled for 60%, with great groups as Benetton, Caltagirone and Pirelli. Benetton, Caltagirone and Pirelli were not foreign groups. They were, Benetton from Treviso (Veneto) and of Prodi area, Caltagirone from Rome (Latium) and of Andreotti and Prodi but also Mediobanca area, Pirelli from Milan (Lombardy) and of Mediobanca and para-Lefts area. So the fraud of the sale at no more than 50% of the real value of the real estates was realised at advantage, 40%-advantage to be precise, of private groups of the Italic peninsula. The Agnellis and De Benedetti media remained silent: their owners largely benefited of the privatisations’ fraud by similar techniques, consequently they had no interest in referring to the popular massed the real powers’ businesses. The foreign imperialisms certainly expanded in Italy, in the 1990s, while Italy was inept to expand abroad in an organised way, as integrated system (also before the 1990s’ Italy was not more skilful in systemic policies: single enterprises as ENI and FIAT had their private foreign policies of world expansion), but the privatisations’ frauds were at advantage of groups of the various Italic areas. The frauds at foreign benefits were just the indispensable for getting the cover of US diplomatic personnel and of the international press (the same one claimed on the other people ‘corruption’). Leftist politicians, with also covers of the Centrist and Rightist ones, were not charities. In first instance they were concerned with their interests and of those of the Italic groups supported them, without forgetting, in the best consociative tradition, of benefiting also the parliamentary oppositions’ interests.    

The discharge of the Italian events’ responsibilities on the outside was, for Ilari, a conditioned reflex. For him, each time, in the Italic Republican history, there were internal wars among and from State apparatuses, and their relative political and institutional rulers used them, Ilari assumed as historical criterion that of the ‘judicial evidence’, typical judicialist criterion. Generally there were not judicial sentences on the main massacres realised with State apparatuses cover. In reality the also judicial evidence of systematic political and institutional deception on the Italic massacres there was, as there had been also condemnations even if only of eventual executers at level of police and military apparatuses, never of the Statesman always covered, apart from that judicial condemnations were in certain cases abusive, as well as acquittals, and that condemnations and acquittals are not evidence of guiltiness and innocence, from an historical point of view. Judicial material, generally very confused and confusing, is overall self-evidence from an historical point of view. Only judicialism and partisan intellectuals assume it as sure source of truth. 

Substantially, also who denounces imperialist plots with judicial waiters finally reveals, in certain cases, his/her judicialism: it depends whether judicialism served other sides or his/her own ones. The fact of having been abusively persecuted in the 1990s did not change that part of the persecuted, part of the persecutors, and part of the saved ones, had been protagonists of the same governing also by judicial persecution and police and military apparatuses management of internal terrorism as technique of consensus and stabilisation. Historical discussions may not be made by party-‘historians’, as all the stupidities and the politically oriented stuffs on fascism and anti-fascism have always shown. The same intellectuals were obtusely fascist when the PM Mussolini was in office, became the most obtusely-antifascist when the Allies occupied Italy and the DC-PCI were put in office, and who, since birth-date reasons, lived under only one regime felt always obliged not to contradict the winners rhetoric and history re-writings. After 1989, the most obtusely pro-Russian became violently anti-Russian. In reality the peoples’ histories can be only told, never judged and overall they cannot be ‘judged’ according to the directions of the winds and who/which pays. It is not serious to discuss, if not as ideology’s history, Byzantinisms of party-historians and stupidities of possible Soviet occupations of Italy after WW2. Even if abstractly assumed possible, the extension of an Empire changes the same Empire. That there was a confrontation between ‘Communism’ and ‘Capitalism’ is just a regime stupidity cannot be conceptual basis for serious discussions on history and political science, even if people and intellectuals were seriously terrifies from the ‘red’ danger or from the ‘imperialist’ one. But, outside propaganda, in Italy ‘reds’ and ‘whites’ always well co-operated for their private interests at common welfare damage. On the other side, if the white-red Italy had become white-white, everybody would have become ardently white, and if it had become red-red, the white-red Italy would have become ardently red. Only single people, a lot of single people, would have preserved their freedom, not certainly the party ‘Italy’. Italy was white and red at the same way it was Catholic. In occasion of the young people Jubilee, on 19/20 August 2000, in Rome, with the estimated participation of 2,000,000 young people, the kilos of used condoms later found from the cleaners were the best testimony on how Faith in a positive Church was lived. The relation of people, not only Italian people, with parties and ideologies was the same: use-and-put-away. Naturally the intellectuals’ choruses should build their propagandas on fantastic assumptions.      

For Ilari, Italy was formed by different ideological fatherland and consociativism prodigy was, for him, permitting their living together inside the same Constitutional context. Different ideologies, and also their absence, happily coexisted also inside the PNF, the CPSU, the British Tory, Whigs and Labours, the US Democrats and Republicans. And even where formal parties there were not. For Ilari, Italic consociativism limit was its having been obliged to conceive the national identity as confederation of conflicting political faiths, mediating State by the parties’ sovereignties. Its would be easier to say clearly that national identity and a true State did not really exist, simply because there was never a national revolution (violent or pacific it might be), but what existed were just conflicting party and bureaucratic clans united only since the power benefits: a form of predatory State in a relatively developed context. That a mediocre regime was a prodigy cannot be really demonstrated, as cannot be really demonstrated that the specific political regime there was in Italy was the only possible. Parliaments may be formed from only 3 parties as from 30 ones. It is not a divine imposition the representation by parties, as it is not a divine imposition that Parliaments should represent ‘people’. It was not always so, even if it is easier to reason according to the regime ideologies. Ilari complains because, for him, taxpayers were excluded from representation, in the 1990s, as consequence of the judicialist assaults. If one were coherent, and capable of autonomous thinking, one should conclude that a real democratic representation should be proportional to the paid taxes. The original function of Parliaments was the taxpayers’ representation relatively to the Crown. Where that generated creative conflicts, as in the UK, an extraordinary Empire was born. 

For Ilari, the European police corps and POs became weapons of the FBI-DEA inside the new geoeconomic war of the USA-UK against Europe, started already in the second half of the 1980s. That is only the arbitrary the generalisation of some processes verified in Italy, and in different form elsewhere: political reason hampered to discuss on the Aznar judicialism, in Spain, again the PSE, while it was a bit easier to discus of that against Kohl. Since the Italian intellectuals were sufficiently coward, and consequently they were too fearful for reporting and analysing the political-institutional responsibilities of the FBI-DEA penetration in some Italy’s police corps (the last Italian governments before, and in part already during, the judicialist subversion were Andreotti ones, with Cossiga as President of the Republic and CSM President), it was easier to invent an omnipotent global and successful Anglophone conspiracy, and only it, while everything was very limited as real results, despite the real plots there were everywhere in various countries of the world. Social and economic resilience mechanisms are stronger than all strike to weak governments and institutions, from Indonesia to Russia. In Italy, in addition to the pro-Russian and conservative Lefts, political-institutional exponents of the State bureaucracies as Andreotti were opponents of the German unification, even if he was, as usual, well ready to align from the side the winners, in this case of Germany, just the unification realised. In fact Andreotti was exponent of an Italy preferred not to decide and the game of the cold war was the best of the situations for preserving a blocked political and economic system. In the new world and Europe, Milan and the North Italy were deputed, despite the Andreotti-judicialist strikes against the North, to become the Italic centres of the new economic developments and political transformations, while Rome and its bureaucrats were destined to be marginalized.     

For Ilari, the European integration caused the crumble of the residual capabilities of Europe’s resistance. Apart from the fantastic nature of this observation, Ilari, coherently with its Mediterranean Statism, refused to see that the European inferiority was in its bureaucracies and insufficient efficient competition only a fair market permits. But, overall, he does not see that the apparently metamorphous and weak character of the European institutions was their strength. After the Anglophone successful war and defeat of the German internationalism and European unification attempted during the dozen years of the Germanic Third Empire, post-WW2 Germany pursued its expansionist policies moving with absolute prudence. The new German EU had weak and nearly inexistent formal institutions, such that the Anglophone world did not know to whom and to which to declare war. In fact there was only the new currency, Euro (while the Deutsche Mark was becoming the de facto currency in the Eastern and Eastern-Southern Europe yet outside Euro),, as real living witness that an epochal transformation was realising. And it was not sufficient the Anglophone monetary, and military, war against it, and its financial devaluation on the Anglophone-controlled financial markets, for collapsing it.        

Despite this epochal fight, in part really running, for Ilari the 1992 Parliament was dissolved, calling the 1994 new general elections, not since the complex action of forces and interests, and since the imperatives of the judicial offensive, but just on a juridical assumption. It is safer to ‘accuse’ an innocuous Radical-Segni referendum instead of discussing in detail the crimes and the subversion of a judicial offensive, and the also institutional crimes derived from the fight between Andreotti and Scalfaro (and relative interests’ blocks) for example. Apart from that, in reality, in the excitation of those days of the year 1993 and very early 1994, the poor Scalfaro was under the terrorist and judicial aggression coming from the para-Andreotti bureaucracies and military apparatuses. For Ilari, there was, then, guilty the ‘Radical’-Segni referendum, simply the assumption that the 1993 pro-majoritarian referendum (relative only to Senate) had delegitimated Parliament, since a Scalfaro wrong, for Ilari, interpretation of juridical-Constitutional principles. It was, in practice, for Ilari, a coup d’État, a Constitutional subversion, since wrong juridical interpretation, possible since the 1993 referendum, and only since it. Actually, from a formal point of view, it was Presidency right to call new elections, when he wanted, also without any previous referendum on the electoral laws. Consequently, if there was a process of subversion, it there was independently from the referendum, and also independently from the same call of new elections. Elections are, eventually, more subversive when they are not called, despite a representation is not any more representative. Those specific elections (the 1994 ones) had some stabilising effect, there would have been independently from the Berlusconi assumption of direct political responsibilities
, although also the non-calling of elections until 1997 might have been perfectly legitimate if Scalfaro had not been inside the forces wanted the purge of the most for-him-dangerous old politics. The CSM President was Scalfaro. If he had blocked judicialist magistracy and found a Prosecutor for sending police units, or simply imposed that to one of his governments, for arresting some tens of judicialist Prosecutors, this would have been even more stabilising effect than calling new elections. But that would have not been in his private interest of eliminating astute politicians would have constrained his personal power he thought came directly from God, better from Our Lady considering the Scalfaro’s mysticism preferences.  

Clearly the ‘anti’-‘Communists’ and ‘Communists’ Italy reasons according to its idiosyncrasies, and according to the supplementary idiosyncrasies of the ethnic group of belonging and/or identification. Ex-post, there were previously ‘anti’-‘Communists’ became supporters of the backward and disappeared PCI just because it ‘justified’ a backward DC, and everything was so reassuring for bureaucracies and their intellectuals. And every intellectual ‘saved’ the Statesman of his/her ethnic group and denounced the diabolic conspiracies of those of the other ethnic groups. Umberto Bossi, the LN leader, was, for Ilari rough because he represented the North independence: the Central and Southerner intellectuals felt very refined and superior to the laborious North, but they cannot conceive to live without the permanent charity of the ‘rough’ and productive North. Personal and ethnic prejudices and idiosyncrasies are ruinous analytic tools, although they are perfect in propaganda.     

For Ilari, the Italian experience had demonstrated that the, for him, destruction of political parties, and the, for him, commissionership of politics produced Caesarism and personalisation of politics. Actually politics was very personalised also when the new particracy had not yet replaced the previous one: the main political bosses were always the same ones, and part of the old one continued to be such despite/thanks the judicialist strikes/promotion. Anyway, for Ilari, in “the present historical phase” [before elections, when a lot of people send their curricula to Berlusconi hoping to be candidates, and in sure constituencies] the charismatic leadership of Berlusconi was without alternatives, for permitting to the expropriated plebeians to reacquire their power [supposedly] usurped from Jacobeans and criminals and refounding people and national sovereignty. That made, for Ilari, highly dramatic and decisive the 2001 electoral defy. For him, the Constitutional legality and democracy restoration, the refoundation of the national State and of freedom passed through the victory of the Centre-Right and of Berlusconi. 

However, that was not sufficient for Ilari. For Ilari, the only way for pacifying a Country was giving the awareness of the war and civil war to the evidently unaware people of that Country (Italy in our case), for Ilari. At the same time, for Ilari, journalists and professors cannot make the history of the Italian 1990s, because they will risk too much in term of legal pursuits for ‘slanders’. For Ilari, only a Government or a Parliament Inquiry Commission would have the “necessary authority” for commissioning such research. It was a perfect programme of regime history!

In fact one can imagine all the wars one wants, all the possible dramatic civil wars, all the possible historical imperatives, all the possible great heroes, but if one has not courage, one cannot find and use it. One wants to refound a nation, but one needs the cover of a Government and/or a Parliament for making historical research on recent and current events, the cultural cover of the absence of magistracy sentences when reality does not coincide with personal prejudices, and to alter historical circumstances for avoiding discussing of the personal role of the Andreotti in also recent events. Actually, in Italy there were journalist had already variously represented, also in historical researches, the Italian events, without waiting the protections pretended Ilari and without begging places from parties. 

For Ilari, only just pacified the Country, the supposed hope of Andreotti and D’Antoni of reconstituting, for Ilari, political parties would have been of possible realisation. For Ilari, pacification, peace, was evidently a value by itself. In reality, all peoples built real nations, did it transforming themselves in warrior peoples. Only by wars the spontaneous tendency to violence can be really canalised for common welfare. Abstract internal pacifications may exist only in senseless little schemes. Peoples had renounced to international expansion (it was the case of Spanish populations) greatly fell down in endemic internal massacres among fractions, and social and ethnic groups. In addition, evidently, for Ilari, only Andreotti- and/or D’Antoni-style (the Statesman of the State apparatuses and of clientelism and the man of the TUs paralysis of the Country) parties, could rebuild real ‘parties’. For Ilari, evidently the parties promoted by the destabilisation and the parties imposed inside it were not real parties. Or, it was more banally, a way for practising an apparent personality cult relatively to Berlusconi, while all his political arguing was in reality in harmony with the Andreotti and D’Antoni clientelist
 conception of politics.     

Political pamphlets submit objective data to their propaganda needs. From the Statist and anti-Leftist point of view, there was the need to demonstrate, for demagogic reasons, the supposed social costs of the apparent Leftist take-over of the 1990s. It was easy to use confused press cuttings, eventually without precisely understanding what they were referring about. And so there were claiming on supposedly dramatic movements of GDP from salaries to profits, and on poverty increasing. Poverty is a statistical convention, which, by itself, means nothing, apart from an eventual increased lag between lowest and highest revenues. It may even be positive for development and common welfare: it depends on specific contexts. Relatively to salaries and profits, it is positive an increasing of profits if they translate in investments producing development. If salaries are false jobs, as large parts of those on the Italy’s public administration, their reduction, or their different structuring would be certainly positive for development and common welfare. Problem was, eventually, that all this did not verify, and that in reality no real restructuring of the system-Italy there was in the judicialist 1990s, which were years of stagnation and preparing, or trying preparing
, further stagnation. That absence of any systemic restructuring cannot be really inferred from macro-data, apart from their indicating a long stagnation. Anyway macro-data indicate that these imaginary strikes to the revenues of the popular masses, as supposed consequence of a supposed suppression of representation (people continued to elects their representations! and anyway formal representations are not necessarily the most relevant ones), there were not. The 1990s disaster was at different levels than those instrumentally proposed from the anti-Leftist Statism, particracy partisans and para-Andreotti orphans. 

If the Eurostat data are correct, it can be seen that, at level macro-data, the weight of the family consumptions remained the same in 1998, relatively to 1991, if compared to the GDP. But it may also be seen that the differences among countries sometimes produce strange differences and strange similarities in data, suggesting that even international comparisons are not really possible at pure macro-level. Data must be eventually interrogated, instead than impressionistically submitted to propaganda goals.   

GDP at market prices. Current series in millions ECU [Eurostat data]
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Final consumption expenditure of households and NPISH (non-profit institutions serving households). Current series in millions ECU [Eurostat data]
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Final consumption expenditure of households and NPISH (non-profit institutions serving households), over GDP. Current series in millions ECU [Eurostat data]
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Gross fixed capital formation (investments). Current series in millions ECU [Eurostat data]
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Gross fixed capital formation (investments), over the GDP
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Basically, for the parts of the Ilari discourse where there is not just opportunism and political propaganda, there is a real misunderstanding of the 1980s and 1989 events, of the Italy’s position, and of the geopolitical dynamics, deriving from the intellectual failure of conformism and anti-‘Communism’ as interpretative key, overall in troubled times. Professor Ilari is a brilliant and very cultivate scholar of modern and contemporary events. Knowledge’s quantity and refined cultivation are not evidently sufficient to transcend the environmental conditioning. Political and ideological prejudices and idiosyncrasies led only to intellectual short circuits and breakdowns. 

  That Italy enjoyed a rent position in the US Empire because in a strategic position as frontier land is an unfounded banality not only for the reasons told a bit before. Strategic and geopolitical games made just on the geographic maps induce easily to repute every country, every land, every city, every village, every building, every tower, as strategic. A bit of rhetoric and each position is the centre of the world!. Perhaps people reasoning in such terms forget the technological advancements of the same military science in the last 500 years. Italy was precious for the US domination as it was such every other country and land of the world: since a banal domino effect feared if domination area shrinks. The Vietnam adventure come out from such myopic calculations, not from a real strategic position of the South of that country inside the US field, and the conclusion was what it was. But, apart from fears of domino effects, there was, relatively to Italy, no military base or source of financial profits was not easily substitutable. When NATO was created, Italy begged for being admitted. The initial orientations were not to admit it, since its military uselessness. Certainly for a war against Yugoslavia there were some advantages in having previous bases in the North of Italy, although they were not so indispensable. They were ‘indispensable’ just because they previously existed and cost to the US taxpayer. Italiotic intellectuals always forget that the Anglophone ethnic superiority derives from the reasoning in terms of investments and profits, not of vane exhibition.      

The Soviet block desegregation was a change of frame for other reasons. It was not question of Italy’s lost rent inside the US block, but of lost parasitism relatively to the pro-Soviet Russia one. The ordinary conformists and anti-‘Communist’ boasts of having been from the right side and having won were just stupidities of no analytic help. The Russian democratic revolution of 1917 and following years had extraordinary consequences for the Russian strength, and developed fully inside the semi-Asiatic Russian essence, while the Soviet Russia occupation was certainly not so beneficial for the Central-Eastern European countries the UK and the USA decided to pass to Soviet Russia for subtracting them overall to Germany
. Realised extraordinary modernisations, the Soviet Russia State, economy and society became victims of the same Statism and bureaucratism derived from their semi-Asiatic traditions, and the Russia system (contrarily for example to China) was incapable, whatever the reason, of endogenous change. The progressive dissolution of the Soviet Russia Statism and bureaucratism in front of the Anglophone superiority, and of the attraction it exercised inside the Soviet Russia Empire, was objective weakening of all the countries had economically and politically in same way benefited from that Statism and bureaucratism and, in the moment it dissolved, were not competitive with the US and other Western industries, technology and systemic force. The collapse of the Russian State and of the relative Empire was an objective strike to the Italy’s parasitism relatively to the Soviet Russia Europe. The same financial crisis of the party-firm, the PCI, was consequence of the end of the previous parasitism of its firms and other forms relatively to the Soviet Russia Empire markets. The Italy’s Statism and bureaucratism were incapable to compete on the ground of Eastern markets now opened, as the system Italy was not less incapable to pass from a parasite role to the real competition with the world powers. In fact they were later the small and medium firms of the Italic North and North East, or traditionally highly competitive groups as ENI, to find or refind better the way of the Eastern markets, and without systemic support. The system-Italy continued to remain paralysed, not only since the internal destabilisations. These same destabilisations were consequence of an Italiotic custom to do official politics by bombs, Prosecutors and tribunals, and Intelligence services. The FBI and CIA operations were consequences, in Italy as in Russia, of these changes and of these weaknesses. They were not causes or primers. The Eastern markets opened to the world competition, and the system-Italy (or the confused-assembly-Italy) tolerated that the PM Andreotti  (with the Cossiga cover) launched his Prosecutors against Craxi, Forlani and Spadolini, and that President Scalfaro utilised the same Prosecutors, with amplified power, against the core of the political system, with spicing, from various sides, of bombs and other pleasant things.       

For Ilari, it is easier to sustain that the Italic peninsula was the centre of the universe, that it found suddenly with changed geopolitical identity, and that the USA attacked, inside a super-sophisticate subversive operation against Europe, the [mysteriously] weakest [but politically-institutionally perfect] Italic stronghold. To suppose that the USA and its intellectuals understand anything of the other peoples’ culture, politics and society is really a too heroic assumption. They are rightly too concentrated in accelerated innovation and mass destruction weapons. They do not need anything more.  

No direct macro-costs for the Euro ‘admission’, apart from the destabilisation costs

Ten years of State deficit and State debt (% GDP
)
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The limited reduction of the rapport State Debt/GDP, stated only in 1996, was realised thanks to the interest rates reduction, with increasing of the fiscal pressure, and also with some reduction of the investment public expenditure. No structural reclaim was ever realised for the entire 1990s and under Lefts rule.
     

Different evidence testified also accounting tricks realised from Prodi-Ciampi, in fact it is possible to see as in 1996 there was a reduction of 3.2 points, in 1997 of 2.3, in 1998 of 3.5 for impressing the EU partners, while in 1999 only 1.4 points. 

For a global evaluation, relatively to the object of the present research, it is necessary to underline that in the year before the destabilisation, 1991, the State debt was 101.5% GDP. Until 1995, in full political destabilisation, it flied to 125.3%. After 4 years of attempted political normalisation, in 1999, it remained largely over the 1991 data. Assuming 1991 as base (as 100), in 1999 it was 13.20% more than 1991. The supposedly realised ‘budget reclaiming’ was a propagandistic tale, a political slogan, for masking the perpetuation of the State devastation. 

All these are percentage comparison. In absolute terms, and despite the low inflation rates, the State debt knew relevant increase, specifically during the Lefts rule. The economist and FI MP Professor Antonio Martino evidenced again on the 15 February 2001 Il Giorno, that it was sufficient to give a look at the official data for noticing that in November 2000 the budget deficit was near 2,537,000 billion liras. It was, relatively to the end of 1994 (the time of the deadly coup against the Berlusconi short government), about 500,000 billion liras more. No infrastructure was built. Everything was wasted in current expenditure. For Martino, there was, in addition, all the underground debt, pluri-annual expenditure engagements, not detectable inside State budget, but were heavy conditioning on future governments and parliaments.

State debt of the destabilisation until 1999, relatively to 1991
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State debt was certainly high. Although it was not such relatively to the interval saving. At end 1991, the internal saving was 162,7% the public debt.
 What was dramatic was that all the expenditure had produced such debt had been destined to wastes favoured underdevelopment instead of to investments for development and Country strength.

Fiscal pressure and State expenditure (% GDP)
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The going on of the fiscal pressure is further enlightening. The year before the destabilisation, 1991, it was 40.6%. Started the destabilisation, the fiscal pressure knew a real jump in 1992 and 1993. There is another jump in 1997, for facing the increased costs of the Prodi-Ciampi government immobilism, and for showing some decreasing trend of the State relative debt. In 1999 the fiscal pressure remained 2.7 points over the 1991 one. 

State debt and fiscal receipts variations, in GDP percentages, from 1991 to 1999
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Here there are the variations of the percentages of State debt and fiscal receipts, over the GDP, relatively to 1991. Public. debt y/var is the yearly variation of the percentage (over the GDP) of the State debt relatively to the previous year. Cum., the cumulate, in 1999, percentages State debt and fiscal receipts, is very rough relatively to the difference of fiscal receipts, since the presence of monetary and other accounting factors. It is however meaningful. The logic of the cumulative value of fiscal receipts is that, if the State debt data is intrinsically cumulative, the fiscal receipts renew each year. So, assuming 1991 as base, each year there has been a surplus to be destined to increased expenditure and/or to the reimbursement of the State debt. 

The 1990s had been characterised from the decreasing of the investment expenditure. So the increased fiscal pressure was not for common welfare but for distributing rents and, eventually for dealing with the State debt. This was not an obliged way because it is possible to deal better with a State debt by development. Anyway the judicialist 1990s had been years of substantial stagnation. 

However if one looks at the macro-data of the cumulated points of fiscal pressure at end 1999, they had been 19.9 points, while the public debt reduced only of 13.4 points. What means that, in reality, part of the increased fiscal pressure, and also the central State receipts, of the order [in the 1990s and end 13th Legislature] of only 200,000 billion liras (about 8-10% of what was the Italian GDP of one year
) from the privatisations fraud, had reached different destination instead of State budged reclaiming. This different destination was not for investment expenditure since its decreasing in the 1990s. So it was destined neither for accounting reclaiming nor for development. 

Even when State debt started to decrease slightly, relatively to the previous destabilisation-leap, and it decreased in the 4 year 1996-1999, of 10.4%-GDP, the 1996-1999 cumulating fiscal receipts (relatively to the 1991 level) were 11.0%. The about 100,000 billion liras receipts from the privatisations fraud were concentrated precisely in 1996-1999. It may be seen, from the 3rd (the last) series of the table (the series of State debt variation, in GDP percentage, relatively to the year before, and from the 2nd series of annual variation, equally in GDP percentage, of fiscal receipts, relatively to 1991, that, in 1996-1999, now the State debt reduction exceeds the difference of fiscal receipts now it remain below. Anyway the final result is that the decreasing of State debt, even in those 4 years, remains 0.6% below the cumulating of fiscal pressure relatively to our 1991 base.  

In the year 2000, the condition of the public budget dramatically worsened as demonstrated from data, and as also denunciated from the BankItalia Governor Fazio. However, on 6 February 2001, the President of the Republic Ciampi declared, as replying to Fazio, that the State budget was sane and that the deficit tended to zero.
 They were virtual and pre-electoral evaluations.    

Employment rates (over the total population
 [COMPLETE UNTIL 1999, JUST POSSIBLE @@@ @@@ @@@]
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It is possible to see, from the present table, as, during the 1990, the employment rates (over the total population) remained, in Italy, among the lowest relatively to France, Germany, Japan, Spain, UK, USA. The low Italian occupation rates were overcome only from Spain [@@@@@@@@ SEE 1999 DATA]. However, while there was, in Spain, a clear tendency to the improvement, overall after the passage of Central government to the Centre, in Italy the tendency was to the worsening, starting from 1992, the start of the destabilisation. And in 1999 [ finish @@@ @@@ @@@]

That in the Lefts-Right France there was a trend to the stagnation of the occupation, and that in the overall Centrist Germany a tendency to the worsening, did not change that Italy had passed from an employment rate of 38% in 1991 (the year before the start of the destabilisation) to [xxxxxxxxxxxxxx @@@ @@@] in 1999. If both France and Germany paid their Statism, the German economy had to absorb the consequences of the full integration of the East German economy with the West German one, what makes the German decreasing the most problematic from the point of view of specific value judgements. The Italian economy seemed to have paid, also from the point of view of employment, the increased fiscal pressure destined to avoid State and economy reform, so, substantially, to the financing of the increasingly costly minoritary social block of the destabilisation. 

GDP and total-GDP from 1982 to 1999
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1991/1983 and 1999/1991 growths
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From the two tables above it is possible to see clearly that the growth in 1991, the last year destabilisation-free, relatively to 8 years before, 1983, is 24/31%. In 1999, the growth relatively to 1991, 8 years before, and last year destabilisation-free, had been 11/16%. The growth had been halved, during the destabilisation and the policies accompanied it.      

Looking at the 1982-1999 historical series, without defining mechanic parallels between political and economic cycles, and considering a normal lag between policies and economic consequences, it is nevertheless possible to see, very roughly, the period of growth of the Craxi governments (4 August 1983 - 17 April 1987), the relative tendency to the stagnation of the Andreotti governments (22 July 1989 - 26 June 1992), the depression of the 1992/1993 pogrom, the restart of development with the Berlusconi government (10 May 1994 - 17 January 1995), the lower (relative to that followed the Berlusconi government) development of the following governments, despite the detectable expansion of the Prodi-Ciampi governing (17 May 1996 - 21 October 1998), after the Dini (17 January 1995 - 17 May 1996) government slowing down.   

Methodological note on the relation between these data and the destabilisation 

Naturally these data do not show, by themselves, that the destabilisation is responsible, in the 1990s, precisely from 1992 to 1999, of such results. As they do not show that these same data, and the elements of material reality they illustrate, are responsible of the destabilisation. But also the 1992 speculation against the Lira, and the dimension it assumed, cannot be proved as more or less uncorrelated with the paralysis of important part of the Italian economy de facto realised by the Di Pietro-variable. 

Anyway the data here showed are crossed with the destabilisation, not differently from the stagnation and anti-modernising policies of the judicialist 1990s. Whether the destabilisation selected the political and economic personnel of the economic stagnation, or it selected and promoted the most modernising one versus supposedly absolutely obscurantist fractions of the old ruling class, and eventual other correlations/uncorrelations, cannot be deduced from relatively objective statistical data, which are on other aspects. Although the data unequivocally show that there had not been specific costs for joining Euro. And the factual analysis below carried on univocally shows that the heavy costs for Italy came from the different aspects of the destabilisation, not from some abstract objectivity.               

All this does not prove that, in the 1990 game, what roughly may be assumed as the backward, rent-oriented, part of the Country had not made to pay the material costs of the perpetuation of its conservative social block, politically represented from the Lefts, to the progressive-modernising social block, profit-oriented, roughly represented from the reciprocally now conflicting, now in some kind of agreement, FP and LN. All this simply shows that the pressing regime propaganda on the ‘Europe costs’, ‘sacrifices for Europe’, and other senselessness, diffused also in other relatively backward countries of the Euro area, were only deceptions for other purposes. 

When in Italy, but also in other countries, media tried to explain to the popular masses the advantages of Euro, they finally concluded that the extraordinary, and nearly only, advantage of Euro would have been not to pay fees for changing currency when going abroad in the Euro area. Also at academic level, apart from Euro partisans and adversaries according to the belonging networks, there was not deeper interest in the global aspects of an operation was in reality considerably more political than tightly monetary-economic. In practice it was suggested to the popular masses that it was necessary to suffer ‘costs’ and ‘sacrifices’ for avoiding changing currency when going in some bordering countries. Market-trade unification showed not so easy and automatic since different economic policies, and different fiscal and administrative regimes, coexisted with the virtually unique currency started on 1 January 1999. People and economic operators, of the Dollar and Pound area of the second half 1990s and later, were well happy to pay a few point percent of change fees when going abroad, and to be exposed to changes volatility, but getting their national currencies revalued until 50% of ‘normal’ exchange rates: evidently the problem was not that claimed from the propaganda, and currencies were not ‘markets’ magic and mysterious simple outcomes. 

Productive and unproductive classes, and representation

In reality, if the coup was fully inside the post-1860 underdevelopmental model and the correlated para-State capitalism, to eliminate a political representation does not mean to eliminate the political representation. The middle classes, in part productive, in part parasitic, were equitably represented from the Lefts and para-Lefts, and from the moderately modernising Liberal Centre and the para-Liberal Centre. AN was not programmatically, socially and psychologically different from the PDS-RC area. The LN, a typical Centre (also of extremism Centre sometimes) force, geographically concentrated in the most developed area, not only was the party collapsed the 1994 Berlusconi government. After one year, the entire 1995, of terrorist pressure against the Berlusconi area, pressure to which the LN fully participate and with point role, the LN came out reinforced from the 1996 elections, with more than 10% votes, calculated on national scale. Also if autonomously presented, and despite all rhetoric, it was de facto a para-Lefts force, at that time. LN was voted without problems from Northerner workers and fractions of Northerner middle classes. 

When at the end of the 13th Legislature, it appeared as sufficiently sure that the PDS would have not had any more a leading position in any future government, and that very likely the Lefts and para-Lefts block would have been defeated, there was the run of orders and corporation for aligning from the side of the Centre and Centre-Right. Also a LN weakened from the underground alliance with an unreliable D’Alema joined again the Berlusconi side, with which it was socially and politically more consistent, overall after that the Lefts had only used the LN without even any apparent concession in direction of federalism.  

Only the family capitalism and its media remained stubbornly hostile to the progressive Liberal Centre. Firstly, they had anyway nothing to fear. Secondly, it was a clever technique for blackmailing, thanks to their power, their media and their international connections, whoever had won the elections and had governed. Apart from the Lefts and para-Lefts electoral weakness and discredit as government force, no real programmatic difference there had really been between the two opposing sides. There was a different spirit in the two coalitions, what made anyway impossible to forecast whether one of them could really modernise the Italian State. There was only clear evidence of the inaptitude of the confused and unreliable Cathocommunist-PDS galaxy to administer a country, and of the fact it had been stubbornly imposed to the Country exactly since its inaptitude and unreliability. However the practice of social and interest groups and micro-groups to shift constantly from one side to the other one, or to adhere to more than one at the same time, made all side the opposite of well-defined and stable fronts and with stable interest blocks. Also the political instability inside the Lefts minoritary galaxy made it hypersensitive to changes in its barycentre, and also to short Bonapartist solutions as the Amato one in the 2001 pre-electoral phase. 

Too easy and too static class schemes do not represent the complexity of social, political and institutional dynamics. That the Liberal Central block be strategically progressive, in the given context, and the Lefts one conservative and reactionary, are inevitably rough simplifications, which did not change that in a complex dynamics classes and interests did not move according to linear and mechanical rules. In addition the question of the political representation does not obey to political quarrelling logics. Elections are just moments, as specific parties just tools. Historical evidence shows that social classes, when not suppressed (only in very limited historical situations the suppression of a class in possible) find the way to represent politically their interests even in the limit cases of banned political representation and of unique parties officially of other classes. So, the fact of the ban of the key components of the 4/5 government parties in 1992/1993, and of the continuing repression of the new born FI, is not at all decisive from the point of view of the class representation.  

That the electors of the penta-party, arbitrarily identified with the middle classes, have been deprived of their political representation for economically striking them, is inevitably a stereotyped assumption. The class representation of the penta-party covered all the class range. These electors continued to be physically and socially alive. No relevant anti-institutional movement there was in the 1990s to signify that classes deprived of [not only and not necessarily political] representation had tried to evidence their social presence in other ways. So evidently classes and sub-classes adapted relatively easily, also from the point of view of the political representation, to the new conditions. The underdevelopmental uncertain stability of the governing minority of the long coup d’État, despite its weakness and inaptitude from the point of view of the capability to assure the Country welfare, is evidence that while it guaranteed the interest of its Godfathers, it enjoyed of wide, even if minoritary, direct social support and of substantive form of neutrality also from its opponents. What was testified also from the substantial consociativism the Lefts realised both with the Liberal Centre and with the Right. 

The constant barycentre changes inside the Lefts minoritary block were evidence, not only that classes found ways for being politically represented, but that also the political representation tried in some way to adapt to its needs of broader political and social representation. The hyper-organic government of the Agnellis and the De Benedettis, the Prodi one, lasted less than two years half. What was defined as transformism, or neo-transformism, testified instable but permanent adaptive dynamic between the social and the political sphere and outside the formal parties and electoral outcomes. Also the realised neo-consociativism with the repressed majority was decisive evidence in this direction. 

Sylos Labini for the Berlusconi-productive classes political ban
 

Professor Paolo Sylos Labini never was a political organiser, so improbably he may be assumed as a real father of the 1990s destabilisation. Naturally it is legitimate to assume him, as whoever else, as intellectual father. Although the 1970 are so far that no actor and intertwine then existed was really the same in the 1990s. Even if certainly there are long-term permanencies, however more visible in the break realised with 1978 (the Moro crisis) and following confrontations. When ideas are used from interests, this verifies for interests pure cover independently from the persons proposed them. In Sylos Labini there was an anxiety of legality and modernisation captured and made null, and he let to capture and to make null, from the Lefts networks, connected to which there were the Agnelli-Fiat and De Benedetti bribing (even in very sophisticated and imperceptible ways) of intellectuals. Who was not consistent with such interests was simply wiped out from all public and relevant presence. No such massive work of academic intellectuals bribing and seduction was realised from the Berlusconi side, a new appearance on the political scene, so eventually linked, since his business interests, to other kind, and more nationally focused, of intellectual strata.       

From his early 1970s vision of block of the ‘productive classes’, in reality the post-1990s, the 2000 Sylos Labini was pervaded from the pessimism of the intelligence without the optimism of the will, although without renouncing to his very focalised (against the modernising front) idiosyncrasies. So it was a very biased pessimism. Basically, in the vision of Sylos Labini there was a permanent aggravation of the Italian situation (Clans, ‘corruption, political dissolution) but without the looking for the elements of dialectical overcoming (if there were these elements, but Sylos Labini seemed aprioristically closed to that detection) of these crisis moments. There was in him a vision of Italian peninsula history as aggravation, without chances. And when a chance presented (Berlusconi) there was the anathema, with later delusion of who/which violently had hampered the chance (the Lefts, of whose governments Sylos Labini perceived the failure), but without the real restructuring of his intellectual frame. Anyway the supposed moral value was always opposed, from Sylos Labini, to the equilibrate evaluation of social dynamics, equilibrate evaluation made impossible also from his tendency to avoid careful historical-political-social analyses, and their consequent syntheses, by epic visions and the pure repetition of current conformisms.     

So Sylos Labini, after having represented the Italian reality by dark colours, and stereotyped images, discovered that in a such individualist reality as the Italian one, there was only one Italian citizen, politician and Statesman concentrated only on his interests: doctor Silvio Berlusconi. All the other ones thought only to the common interests. And, nearly automatically, for Sylos Labini in all clash between institutions and power centres from the one side, and the liberal Centre and Centre Right, from the other side, only this later side was condemnable guilty of having triggered a guerrilla welfare against so sane and common welfare-oriented institutions and power centres. It was the theory of the broken perfection, after that the same Sylos Labini had showed a conception strongly critic of such previous ‘perfection’. Although, evidently, the reappearance of the just purged (with Sylos Labini spiritual support) evil forces was sufficient to transform Sylos Labini in absolute defender of the frame he usually criticised and continued to criticise.       

Sylos Labini was, at the end of the century, at mid-2000, one of the last ‘Japanese’ of the war against Berlusconi and the productive classes he most credibly represented. Sylos Labini, always coherently theoretician of the Berlusconi ineligibility (according to a norm of the 1950s), continued to insist that Berlusconi ought to be banned and that it had been very serious responsibility of the Left to have ‘legitimated’ him. In reality the politician Berlusconi was always legitimised from the majority of electors, contrarily to the Lefts. The Sylos Labini implicit logical passages were: [1] the PCI-Left was legitimate because it was ‘legitimated’ from the De Benedetti-l’Espresso-Repubblica party already in the 1970, and traditionally from the Agnellis, and it was also more ‘legitimated’ from when it was hired, after 1989, from the Western powers; [2] that made the PCI/PDS the Italian legitimacy-provider; [3] D’Alema was wrong when, after the 1996 election, considered in some way (and without excesses of ‘generosity’) Berlusconi as the parliamentary opposition Head, alias the then 35% Olive Tree should have banned the de facto (since electors choice) leader of the then 44% Freedoms’ Pole; [4] this Olive Tree, for Sylos Labini, conciliator attitude relatively to the political expression of the core of the productive classes, Berlusconi, was, for Sylos Labini a very serious responsibility of the Left. It was the l’Espresso-Repubblica line, alias the De Benedetti, but also Agnellis in a bit subtler ways
, point of view, corresponding to their interest, or to the perception of their interests. On their press they continued the claims that Berlusconi existed only because in 1985 and later Craxi, his governments, and Parliament, had defended the free media against the Praetors assaults, and that the June 2000 Lefts should have not declared their agreement to the reinforcement of the institution-Government because, since the probable (at that time) Berlusconi victory, it would have been better to have weak and instable institutions. The Giovanni Valentini theory was that the 1985 Praetors defended the State monopoly on media were heroes obstructed from formally democratically elected institutions at service of sneaky new entrepreneurial forces. Institutions should have submitted to Praetors because this would have permitted to contain Berlusconi already in 1985 (when Prodi gifted State firms and funds to the financiers supporters of his godfather De Mita), and to permit the new economy became one of the usual para-State and mismanaged sectors, as Fiat and Olivetti, whose deficits were regularly and massively financed from State. The Rinaldi theory was that the interests of Italy should have been submitted to the interests of the politics’ domination of the financial and foreign powers.
 Sylos Labini was in good company.                   

For the 22 June 2000 Sylos Labini (certainly deluded from the 19 June 2000 further acquittal of Berlusconi), the Centreleft had the very serious responsibility of having legitimised Berlusconi, since its refusal to ban him declaring illegal its 1994 election and since its uncertainty in operating for the non-repetition of the error.
   

So, finally, the early 1970s apparent partisan of the productive classes Sylos Labini, was against Berlusconi whose real guiltiness was not of been owner of a relevant business group. The real guiltiness of Berlusconi was of having been entrepreneurially successful were others had failed and were continuing to fail. This private entrepreneurial success, in a frame of State and para-State economy, was judged, evidently also from the ‘moderniser’ Sylos Labini, inconciliable with governing. US-style economy, politics, and institutions, as modernisation, were always well quoted and liked, but not in Italy.  

On the 23 January 2001 Repubblica
 while reaffirming his visions of absolute goodness (the anti-modernising Lefts and their social block) against absolute evil (Berlusconi and free enterprise), Sylos Labini declared which was his model of political ruler for Italy. It was Cofferati, the General Secretary of the CGIL, the para-PDS/DS TU, which, thanks also to Cofferati, had condemned the same Lefts to the most absolute immobilism and further clientelist, pro-PDS/DS and pro-CGIL, share of the State apparatuses. 

Arguing on the end-1990s achievement of the politico-institutional collapse
            

The 5 December 1998 De Mita (the saved but marginalized DC Left-leader and Statesman, who does not seem to have contributed, contrarily to other DC Left leaders, to the judicial liquidation of the CAF) denounced the increasing of the political difficulties of the post-First Republic, relatively to the First one. Government was, for him, more fragmented that before, without any cohesion, and with a political struggle founded on pure power. For him, if the Lefts galaxy had showed compactness, under PDS hegemony, in function of the government conquest, once the government was occupied, its only project was the pure preservation of the occupied power without any real government design and perspective.      

For Craxi, in the 3 February 1999 Corsera, Italy was in a situation of political chaos. The realised ‘transition’ has been from particracy to partimania. In fact there was now even the custom to create personal parties. For him, the involution has not been medieval (according to an expression recently used from Giuliano Amato) but tribal.  

For the 25 February 1999 Corsera commentator, Ernesto Galli della Loggia, the political dissolution of the PDS/DS was happening in the contest of the more general dissolution of the Italian politics. Fragility of different political groups, decay, their lost of any consistency and meaning, were evidenced from the crisis of the PDS/DS then underlined from the Prodi initiative of ephemeral formation of a new party (I Democratici). It was the Prodi revenge for his expulsion from office in October 1998. His party for participating to the spring 1999 European elections was then forecasted of no more than 10% votes [it actually reached the 7.7% votes, decreased to the 3.5% of the 2000 regional elections
]. But it immediately provoked splits inside the PDS/DS and its area.  

Galli della Loggia evidenced, and interpreted (perhaps in a too concerned way), what was under the eyes of any observer of Italian questions. The DS/PDS crisis, the one of a party unnaturally survived to itself for a decade, could now become irreversible. It could translate in electoral dramatic decreases and destroying internal fights, obliging this party to pay, delayed, the bill of having been the only party to not having realised any cultural and political change, after the 1989 geopolitical changes. The PDS/DS was the only survivor of the First Republic. But since the PCI/PDS/DS role in the 1990s, it would have been the entire political order provisionally built to be frontally dissolved, for Galli della Loggia.  The PDS/DS crisis could have been, for Galli della Loggia, the real conclusion of the First Republic political cycle. But not having really being built a new political system, a nobody land opened, for him. 

For Galli della Loggia, in front of the final dissolution of the old parties Italy, and the nothing having replaced it, inevitably there would have been the stronger reaffirming of the Italy of particularisms, localisms, oligarchies, and thousand powers, corporations, in reciprocal struggle. The unvertebrated society would have triumphed, with the usual transformism of the ruling classes and groups. All this in a general context of structural weakness of the Italian economy, the non-working of the Italian State apparatuses, the permeability of the Italian frontiers, the labile national sovereignty. 

The international news agencies of the period informed the world only on the Telecom taking-over, on some invented GPs scandal
 (while the real and really useful ones were suppressed), on the exciting State-Church clash about insemination, and on other important and secondary events. But the open dissolution of the Italian political frame (that of the 1990s’ long coup d’état now showing further its purely destroying value), clearly started with the D’Alema government, was outside any news concerns. 

In reality, also the Galli della Loggia interpretation, of the reality he represented, had different odd aspects, although, coherent, perhaps with the Romiti (the Corsera formal controller) interested friendship with D’Alema. There was a clear overestimation of the PDS role, and, also more, of the real role of political parties in the 1990s Italy. Precisely the 1990s showed how parties were, in too many cases, rapidly creatable and destroyable (only the political space of the different areas was not so easily manipulable), and that institutions and powers were more relevant political actors.  

On different newspaper, the liberal Il Foglio, a liberal politician of the PDS/DS, the ex-senator Emanuele Macaluso, advanced, on 25 February 1999, analysis not very different from the Galli della Loggia one. Using the paradigm of the transition, Macaluso spoke of failed transition, which led nowhere. For him, the Second Republic did not succeed to find any political, institutional, social identity. In the political world, fragmentation and transformism diffused, and they aggravated with the Prodi initiative of a new party. Macaluso underlined as it had become current to use institutional positions, as the ones of mayors
, magistrates
, PM
 for creating socio-political blocks to spend in the political arena. Inside these processes, for Macaluso, the PDS/DS was the party continuing not to know what it was. It rejected others identities without having never defined and defining its own one.       

Other commentators participated to the debate about the clearer perception, in February 1999, of the worsening of the politics failure, in Italy. Inside this vein there was, in the 26 February 1999 la Repubblica, the Mario Pirani summary. He evidenced that the Left could not build its alternative relatively to the front it faced. Its 1990s’ action was actually an action against, not for something. The alibi of anti-Craxism was useful for avoiding an objective evaluation of the conquests of the Socialist tradition. The final outcome of this was the failure of any attempt of the Left to build a mass (or with mass-vote support) party occupying the leftist area space. The Prodi-Di Pietro-mayors initiatives of the early 1999 were only the detonator of a deeper failure.  

Since the source, not extraneous to the PCI-PDS promotion as ‘military’ core for having the pro-De Benedetti DC-Left in office, the Pirani-Repubblica evaluations had the function to differentiate from the PDS pointing more openly on the Prodi-Di Pietro (two De Benedetti friends and accomplices) I Democratici. ‘Analysis’ was only function of the interested goal. Certainly the absence of a real Left (powers had wanted tightly subordinate to their contingent interests) was not a sudden result, neither only a PDS responsibility. In practice, one of the same milieus had wanted the PDS/DS exactly only as a party-against, now dropped it out because it had remained only a party-against. The having wanted the PCI/PDS/DS only as a party-against increased its authoritarian nature, in the moment the other regime parties counterbalancing it were banned. For example, the PCI/PDS/DS and para- PCI/PDS/DS Lefts became stronger at clientelist level, also from the point of view of the possibility to reward the intellectuals joined it, and to damage who refused submission
. In addition, it lost definitely, during the 1990s, any residual cultural social and libertarian tradition. The civil, also women’s, rights defence passed definitely to the liberal Centre and to the liberal Right, as different cases showed. The best Left either remained independent from political parties or joined, already in the early 1990s, or before, the liberal Centre and Right. 

Actually it is an intellectual simplification to define the political protagonists, or apparent protagonists, of the coup d’état as party-against. Certainly they were against any Italian improvement, and fought it with all their strength, but because a power-business block imposed in this way its interest. So the party-against was a party-in-favour of a precise power-business block.  

The 7 March 1999 Ernesto Galli della Loggia underlined, on the Corsera, the dissolution of the Italian political frame with clans’ war and passage of MP from a group to another one in a frenetic game saw also formation and rapid dissolution of new parties. It was more than a pure political frame’s crisis. It was the politics’ dissolution. Politics was, for him, overall place where getting personal and group benefits. Also the Italian Unity had not been a turning point. With, from 1882, the most opened and liberal electoral laws of Europe, it was necessary to mobilise prefects at all general elections for getting a minimum of electoral participation. Nevertheless abstentions always remained high. As also the membership to the Italian first mass party, the PSI, was very tiny. When, in 1913, there were the first male universal suffrage elections, abstentions were nearly 40%. Still in 1919 and in 1924 the electoral participation was not decisively superior. For him, only Fascism, and later particracy, politicised the Country and imposed massive party and Trade Unions membership, and electoral participation. The end of the division of Europe and of all ideological opposition recreated the political indifference typical of the pre-Fascists era. The same parliamentary transformism of the Liberal Italy reproduced, for Galli della Loggia.      

In the mess of the ‘genial’ solutions for solving the problem of transformism, obsessed overall Berlusconi since his having being its victim, there was even who proposed, on the 29 March 2000 Il Giornale (of the Berlusconi family), a variable Parliament. For Luigi Mazzella, the forces forming a government should have seen attributed to themselves a supplementary number of MPs they would have lost just government had collapsed. What would have meant a government designed from the normally (and proportionally) elected Parliament, and the provisional change of Parliament until the elected government would have remained in office. Evidently the ‘government prize’ had the function to permit a larger pro-government majority for the legislative work of the parties supported it.
 It was a classical solution betraying the anxiety to have a system centred on Parliament instead of on delegation of wide powers to government. In fact a government with real executive powers does not necessarily need wide Parliament majority. On the contrary, if the centre of the system is Parliament and its legislative and micro-legislative intensive production, a wide parliamentary majority is only apparently real stability. But overall, the ‘genial’ invention of too complex automatic devices for extirpating institutions’ partisan utilisation betrays a reality of war of everybody against everybody, without superior interests tutored by fair (not necessarily written) rules and institutions.        

That the PDS was trying acting as the new DC of the 2000s, although in the new transformist frame, was evidenced from various sources. But it was also emphasised as it presented as a worsened version of the old DC. For the 20 May 1999 Cossiga, the government built from D’Alema, with the same decisive Cossiga push and support, was reduced, just after some months in office, to a purely numeric-parliamentary majority. For him, the government form had largely overcome all possible DC-style political engineering. The D’Alema government had inaugurated, for Cossiga, the era of the converging divergences. And, for what concerned the government parties heterogeneous and diverging mix, it practised the fireworks of the verbal expedients, as it was also the case at the time of the war against Yugoslavia. However it had been the same Cossiga, with his traditional PCI-complex, to favour the formation of a D’Alema government, with the only programme of the submission to the US-UK needs against Belgrade, and only tentatively for helping the D’Alema ‘Socialdemocratic’ [actually more Stalinist-Liberal] confused option against the Prodi-Veltroni ‘Democratic’ one. It was not by emergency governments that one could root, in the specific context, a political modernisation obstructed from powerful powers and decisive institutional centres. 

The 29 January 1999 Financial Times
, summarising D’Alema, had informed that the main task of the D’Alema government would have been to find a common (to the about dozen parties’ coalition) candidate for the Presidential election. In addition D’Alema feared that the Prodi new party could fragment the coalition (already of about dozen parties), apart from weakening the then Prodi’s supposed candidacy as European Commission President. It was symptomatic that the PM D’Alema,, instead of speaking of real gaols, spoke too much of political formulas, but the FT did not evidence that. The newspaper evidenced that the squabbling of the coalition could make Italy an unreliable European partner, as the same Italian commissar Mario Monti had declared. It mentioned the disagreement between EU and Italy on privatisations, and the evaluation of Western diplomacy that Berlusconi could win again. There was nothing more. No Italian debate on the politico-institutional dissolution found no space on no kind of international press. After having presented the Italian forces pursuing national interest and modernisation as gangs of corrupts and fascists, the international press (in the FT case, with De Benedetti participation to its capital), after warning that Italy continued to be even worse than before the glorious ‘judges revolution’ should not describe explicitly the failure of the ‘new’-foreign-supported political Italy as a total failure. It limited to do it in cryptic language. There was a kind of Italic peninsula’s historical condemnation started on 8 September 1943
: the foreign powers decisively contributed to national [Italian national] failures, for explaining everything by the magic word unreliable, while they were really promoters and organisers, and later absolutely pleased, of such ‘unreliability’. The Italian ground was naturally fertile for such operations.   

For the 29 March 2000 Saverio Vertone, on Il Sole 24 Ore, the Confindustria newspaper, Italy was not only an artificial creation. It always remained without a real ruling class. Its bourgeoisie never pretended that State provided efficient services, limiting to barter their absence with clientelist favours. Evidently the 1990s ‘great’ ‘revolution’ had not improved, for Vertone, this condition. 

The 5 September 2000 Galli della Loggia, commenting the summer 2000 competition from the PM Amato and a media-created [and, supposedly, Greenberg Quinlan Research Inc. pre-created
] Rutelli candidacy to the anti-Berlusconi front leadership, noticed which point had been reached from the political dissolution, from a politics outcome of the judicialist way. In practice the PDS/DS, after the D’Alema-Kosovo war parenthesis, saw denied its faculty to choose the coalition leader [this was the meaning the vetoes against the Socialist Amato and the pushing of the eclectic Rutelli]. The PDS/DS was the main party of the coalition. It had the duty to collect votes. It had the faculty to participate to the power benefits. But the coalition leader ought to he selected from somebody/something else, and not among the PDS/DS leaders. Di Pietro, Senator only because the PDS gifted him of a super-sure constituency, had the veto right on all candidacies. He declared, or was induced to declare, that Amato had no right to be PM and coalition leader because a Craxian, and although equally elected PM, Amato was under progressively more intense fire as coalition leader in occasion of the approaching 2001 general election [in fact, on 25 September 2000, he finally, polemically and astutely let the field apparently free to Rutelli]. In practice Repubblica (on Carlo De Benedetti orders and direction
), later followed from the regime other press, created, in the summer 2000, a Rutelli candidacy. The only argument offered to the popular masses was that Rutelli was beautiful. Consequently it was hypothesised that the people voted Berlusconi because a skilful entrepreneur and defender of national interests would have suddenly voted the anti-Berlusconi front since the supposed beauty of Rutelli. Opinion polls were immediately reservedly produced for demonstrating that Rutelli had more chances than Amato. So, for Galli della Loggia, the same anti-Berlusconi political and powers areas had for years ridiculed the Berlusconi supposed subordination to opinion polls, suddenly became opinion polls addicts, for trying to fire a too skilful, and of the ESP area, Amato. 

Actually behind the fight Amato-Rutelli there was the fight D’Alema-Prodi in the perspective of the 2006 elections, since the 2001 ones were unanimously considered as lost. What was anyway the confirmation that the powers backed the anti-Berlusconi front did not recognise to the PDS/DS the right to express the PM-coalition leader, and preferred candidates created, so easily destroyable, by media. What is today pushed because with a supposed beautiful face, may be tomorrow destroyed because of limited culture, or presented as inept and/or corrupted: it is not difficult to build some affair against was Mayor of a city as Rome. Destiny wanted that a few hours before Amato apparently renounced to the race, Rutelli were provisionally condemned to reimburse public funds clearly used for distributing ‘consultancies’ of the Rome Commune to its partisan: the thing was not by itself excessively relevant from the point of view of his candidacy, but it contradicted all the judicialist culture, the same late-Rutelli culture, that tried and provisionally condemned people should resign while hopefully waiting the ‘Justice course’. Rutelli was already well known since his adaptive skills, according to his personal convenience, in politics, since his Rome Commune privatisations (as that of the milk company
) at undervalued prices for friends’ friends, and since his Rome mismanagement as Mayor. For instance, Rome had got, already in 1995 from the Dini government, 1,200 billion liras for realising the light-tube. With all the necessary authorisations, patents and project in order, Rutelli could build nothing.
 Rutelli was from all points of view weaker than Amato, so preferable from who/which manoeuvred the anti-Berlusconi front. Rutelli seemed really a small Prodi, in fact selected for supposedly opening the way again to Prodi in 2006. For Emanuele Macaluso, the Rutelli candidacy had been a Carlo De Benedetti, Prodi and Veltroni initiative
. The same Rutelli confirmed, more crudely, that his electoral campaign would have been relevantly financed also from “(…) some big donors (…) rich business people, who don’t like the idea of Mr Berlusconi in power.”
 It is more than legitimate to assume that they selected the object of their funds. Not only the coup d’État powers had no really qualified personage, but they insisted on a not particularly bright, even as personal image, Prodi. The promoted politico-institutional collapse created evidently problems also from the point of view of the recruiting on new, reliable and seducing faces, from the coup d’État-judicialist side.               

Many months before the formal candidacy of Rutelli as Olive Tree leader, Prodi already knew that would have happened. In fact he talk of that with Cossiga. It was during a three hours half meeting between them by the Presidency of the European Commission. Prodi denied the conversation. Cossiga confirmed it.
 Who plans Lefts’ political developments is farseeing. 

1998 thee differently negationist approaches 

The September 1998 Calise silent Constitution negationism
 

For Professor Mauro Calise, the Alberto Predieri Osmotic State had finally created in Italy as a State permeable to interests but outside elections, parties, Parliament. For him, the State traditional powers had been eroded since the parties decline, and the media-plebiscitarian and/or media-judiciary legitimacy. 

For Calise, the crisis of the political system was already rooted in the transformations of the 1980s. For him, the political system was in irreversible crisis also without the judicial assault. 

Calise evidences that the reinforcement of the Government role, relatively to Parliament, realised during the 1980 (the decade saw the Craxi governments), with the subordination of Parliament to the legislative needs of Government and the expansion of the normative role of Government. And inside Government the role of the PM grew and affirmed as really central. The same PM Office passed from the about 50 employees of the start of the 1960 to the about 4,500 nowadays (and with a law defines in 6,000 their number). What produced a PM Office outside the real control of the same PM. There was anyway the possibility to select directly the nearest staff and consequently to create the precondition for the creation of a party of the PM. Also the rigid distinction, there was in the material Constitution, between PM and Party Secretary, was overcome in the 1980.        

For Calise, the post-WW2 Italian political system enjoyed a great stability founded on the so-called conventio ad excludendum of a PCI however never became the first Italian party, on the mass parties and on the strong stability of its party system founded on its political and ruling class stability. For him, the institutional frame of the post-WW2 Italy was marked from the intertwining between parties and State had started during the two decades of the Mussolini governments. For him, what made similar PNF, DC and PCI was their anti-capitalism. For him, the administrative intertwining and melting between parties and State, and the parties and State intertwining and melting with economic interests, went on in parallel.  

For Calise, in the 1990s dramatically developed the progressive divorce between Constitution and political party. What emerged was not the citizen as arbiter. There was a kind of rediscovering of the pre-parties-Constitution of the Liberal Italy, which was, for him, an oligarchic Constitution. In the 1990, in front of the crisis of the parties as mediation between masses and State, what re-emerged was the traditional tendency of society to self-organise on more bounded bases following well-defined interest groups. A powers’ order where the unitary form of command, and a Constitutional order where power multiples, specialised and made autonomous, recreated. Consequently the collapse of the party system produced the micro-corporative re-appropriation of the public sphere. In this social fragmentation, the 1990s so-called Right and Left were a little more than two containers for a country remained fragmented. They were not a real and new reorganising of the old had been destructured. For Calise, in reality political fragmentation increased in the 1990s.  For him, the majoritary electoral device multiplied the parliamentary fragmentation. What emerged were MPs-notables, outcome of the balance between the localism of the electoral constituencies and the Roman lounges were candidacies were decided. 

For Calise, it was claimed, in the 1990, for justifying the political change, that it was necessary reduce the centrality of the political party for making citizen central in the relations between State and society. This was the perspective already traced from De Mita
 when he became DC Secretary in the 1980s. 

For Calise, the message sent by media for promoting the referendum on the supposedly majoritary system was that Italy would have finally had just two parties instead of the too many it had had until then. What would have implied, for the media propaganda, that these two parties would have lost the position of privileged intermediaries between citizens and State, because, by the majoritary system, citizens would have, in practice directly elected Government. The deception continued, for Calise, relatively to the failure of these promises and to the same majoritary system failure. In fact the propaganda slid, for him, from the discourses on two parties to those on the two Poles, as it were nearly the same thing, what was not at all. Anglophone- and French-style party systems are radically different between them. In the bipolar or tripolar system was created in the 1990s Italy, the glue of the coalitions became the exasperate micro-bargaining of candidacies, and also of the candidacies in the sure
 constituencies, exactly what had been claimed wanting to suppress by the majoritary system. In addition what had been sold as the citizens device for choosing, in each constituency, the best candidate resolved, in reality, in the candidates centrally chosen and imposed to the constituencies, naturally with the sure constituencies of each Pole attributed to the nomenclature of the parties of each Pole. What was inevitable since the increased blackmail power of micro-fractions. The media propaganda had in substance claimed that the majoritary system would have permitted the sudden and magic passage from the disdained consociativism to political sane competition, what did not verified. For Calise, majoritary system and bipartitism are not necessarily correlated, while sure true majoritary system cab be realised by the direct election of the PM, what would guarantee the direct relation between citizens and government. For Calise, the electoral system was presented as central while the solution of the problem of a strong Government was avoided. The whole deception was however consistent with the powers interests, fearing strong political leadership. The fraud of presenting the electoral system as the magical solution of the Italian politico-institutional problems continued on the ground of the failure of the majoritary. Media presented a plurality of ‘true’ new majoritary systems would have avoided the failure of the one really introduced. Inside these destructuring-restructuring, for Calise the Berlusconi party represented a suspect excessive modernity, a media abnormal use prodigy.

For Calise, the problem of the judiciary way seems to have been more the damage for the image of the magistracy supposed neutrality, and the magistracy “interference”, than the fact that if some Prosecutors posed at the “centre of the political system”. In fact when Calise refers to the Bicameral Commission collapse, it seems it collapsed for some esoteric reasons. 

Until here Calise. 

As everybody preferring to hide that the political system was destructured apparently from some Prosecutors, what is a fact not an interpretation, Calise focalises his attention on the 1993 electoral reform, in reality more stabilising than further destabilising, if one looks at consequence instead of claims and intentions. The assault to the political system starts on 17 February 1992, under the 7th Andreotti government, and progresses exponentially, as an avalanche. The referendum on the majoritary correction of the Senate electoral law took place on 18 April 1993, and the electoral reform the following months. Anyway, I insist that the concrete effects of the electoral reform, and connected real events on the political ground, had been stabilising, relatively to the political destructuring realised from some Prosecutors. 

What does not change that a substitute Prosecutor become apparent source of political and institutional legitimacy, at least until the year 2000 (then as ex substitute Prosecutor, but also then as Repubblica party co-operator
), is a decisive and deep institutional alteration may not be reduced to interference, either, as made worldwide, to some meaningless claim on a supposed substitution function some Prosecutors would have been obliged to assume. ‘Substitution functions’ are worldwide used claims whenever one wants to justify coups d’État: a coup d’État is always a ‘substitution’ intervention. If a decisive merit should be recognised to President Scalfaro was that, whatever the reasons, he never submitted to some Prosecutors and Chief-Prosecutor deliria until the point of calling anyone of them in the central offices for which they offered in different occasions. In the 1990s, other relevant institutional alteration has been the role of the Presidency of the Republic, and its governments, alteration well more substantive than an in-part-formal (formal because eluding the key point of political control on bureaucracy
) redefinition-by-doing of the relations between Parliament and Government progressed from the 1980s. In fact the Presidency played objectively, whatever the convergences and tacticism, against the too strong political Prosecutors and against all government Constitutional powers. One or some Prosecutors, and perhaps also the Presidency of the Republic, may be supposed negligible quantity as implicitly also Calise seems to do. Also the negligible quantity, the few grams a bullet represents, does not change its possible relevant consequences in certain situations. On the contrary the quantity of claims around the electoral reforms were massive, however finally, it was not part, whatever the intentions, of the institutional alteration and destabilisation. Coherently with idiosyncratic and stereotyped analytical frames, the politician Berlusconi, and overall what politically and socially he represented in the specific context of a liberal-Socialist and liberal-Catholic Centre judicially banned, becomes, in the Calise analysis, somebody/something to be exorcised.   

Calise supposes a system in irreversible crisis for not explaining why electors were deprived (by the Di Pietro-variable, not by electoral laws) of their power to determine themselves the pace and characteristic of an eventual natural outcome of this irreversible crisis. Berlusconi, the de facto concrete reality’s reply to the ban of the previous political representation of the liberal Centre, and de facto the only new politician among legions of old ones (despite the newism mythology) becomes suddenly a ‘diverse’, not analysable with usual frames: either the usual frames were intrinsically inadequate for all analysis, or there was an also analytic discrimination against Berlusconi, or both. The fact than one came from Milan (the core of the stabilisation), were a hardworking entrepreneur (the destabilisation had a Communistish-Fascistish anti-entrepreneurial ideology), entrepreneur in a then new economy sector (the destabilisation was also against economic modernisation), and controlled politically perhaps no more than one-half (the other at least half was politically controlled from the Lefts) of his 3 TVs over about 500 there were in Italy, produced also in Calise some insuperable inhibition. One can argue on De Mita or Berlinguer. One cannot, in the same terms, on Berlusconi. Analysis becomes, in Calise, prisoner of the ideology of the destabilisation. In front of the Devil, or of the God, according to somebody else, it is possible to argue only of ‘plastic men’ or parties produced from Evil, or of the ‘successful entrepreneur’ the Providence sent. Plebiscite, or derivation, is not an analytic concept. In Italy the last plebiscites, and precisely fraudulent ones, were used for formalising by the people vote the British-French-organised occupation of the Italic multi-State peninsula from the Piedmontese armies in the 19th century. The subliminal meanings attributed to the word have transformed it in all-purpose insult. Not differently from populism, or other all-purpose slogans, it is world without any real meaning. Its and their only meaning is that when certain words are used as weapons they are always used against the ‘others’. Their only rationality is inside the dialectic friend-enemy. It is a propagandistic rationality, not an analytic one. Why mediation (alias the orders very softly received from some Roman or other lounge, in our case) should be preferable to people vote (plebiscite according to also academic journals, relatively to Italian relatively fair and free voting) is not rationally demonstrable, also if it in understandable whose interests were opposed to voters disliked majorities.  

The collapse of the D’Alema-Berlusconi Constitutional reform becomes, outside the evaluation of the politico-social blocks militant Prosecutors, Scalfaro-Gifuni Presidency and Berlusconi represented, a black hole mysteriously destroyed inside it months and months of MPs work. While there was the success of the powers backed militant Prosecutors, and Presidency, in their hampering the formal redefinition of the equilibria among power States in direction of the constraining of the same militant Prosecutors and Presidency abusive strength, but also the success of the modernising block, Berlusconi represented, in its refusal of a new Constitution under blackmail and collapsing it after it was evident the Lefts galaxy was under judicialist and corporations blackmail: the open continuation of a war is better than a false peace on irrelevant details.               

Impossibility to discuss of the judicialist destabilisation, mythology on a banal electoral reform, impracticality of the Berlusconi historicisation, mystery of the vanishing of an ambitious Constitutional reform, are elements of the short-circuit of an analytic frame.  

What is on the contrary interesting, in the Calise analysis, is the proliferation of autonomous centres, with also formal sanction of Parliament, he detects inside the State networks. Key point of the authorities-fashion is that they grow in a reality where there was already absence of political controls on State bureaucracies. So finally, authorities, which are created as also formally politically irresponsible entities, cannot be systemically responsible as they should be in an equilibrated State frame. The systemic irresponsibility, already mark of the material constitution since the 19th century Italy’s formation, aggravated with the mid-20th century foreign occupations and the Republic creation. The pre-1992/1993 Constitutional frame was partially part, partially cause of this further weakening of systemic irresponsibility. This weakening was not responsibility of the 1990s destabilisation.     

The 1998 Pizzorno virtue’s control negationism
 

For the 1998 Pizzorno the causes of the supposed ‘judiciary power expansion’, and evidently also of the 1990s sudden strikes banning the Liberal Centre, were essentially in the social and political institutions’ evolution. Neither specific mechanisms of the judiciary structures in Italy, nor the will of groups of magistrates had for him any role. Meaningfully Pizzorno refers to the ‘Judges’ power. The word ‘Prosecutors’ is unknown to him who, eventually, sometimes, uses the expression ‘requiring magistracy’
, what is in reality ‘inquiring and/or prosecuting magistracy’. ‘Requiring’ is a mystification overall in a legal frame, covered until the entire 1990s and further, in which evidence is not fairly formed in front of the Judge, and accusation and defence were very far from being on the same level. On the conceptual confusion between Prosecution function and judiciary function or power, Pizzorno build his arguing in favour not of the judiciary independence (Italy Judges are objectively intimidated from the Prosecutors’ irresponsible power) but of the Prosecutors independence as State power. For Pizzorno, if one analyses well his arguing centred on this confusion, Prosecutors should be independent and autonomous power guaranteeing the virtue’s control on politics. He even wished a kind of politicians’ virtue’s control Authority. 

Pizzorno, as other justificationinsts, tries to present the Prosecutors take-over on politics, as a kind of natural tendency. For him magistracy would have substituted to the multiplicity of situations without normative cover and of uncertainty, as on delegation of the political power. For Pizzorno, the passage from the norms’ production as expression of the people majority consensus to technical processes wanting to regulate specific situations, transformed the ‘judge’ from law applicator to legal developer. So there was, for him, the growing participation of the judge to the law creation, the growing tendency of the legislatives and administrative organs to delegate delicate questions to the judiciary, the citizens’ growing access to justice, control of legality realised in Europe from Constitutional Courts, the expansion of the virtue’s control of magistracy on politicians. All this would have been inside some historical trend to the global expansion of the judiciary power and to the due trial revolution, however evidently just where and when politics needed to be destabilised, and the judicial option was judged conform to the political needs. Pizzorno formulated an Italy-focused precise law according to which the case of the Alberto Predieri co-government, the absence of normal dialectic between government and opposition, and the uselessness of the electoral sanction, would have produced a proportional expectancy (on who/which, if electors were resilient in their vote behaviour?) of virtue’s control on the activity of Government and majority. This, for Pizzorno, would have created the conditions for the judiciary activism. 

In reality there is noting of natural in the substitution of irresponsible Prosecutors to responsible Governments-administrations. There are processes may verify, or do not. But overall the theory the virtue’s control of magistracy on politicians is a double false, reflecting the usual judicialist approach. From the one side, it is not magistracy duty to control virtue, neither to control legality: magistracy function is to judge legal cases submitted to it. In Italy there was the further abuse of a unitary magistracy submitting to itself the cases to judge. Such are the practical effects of the confusion between Prosecution and Judgement. So if a magistracy transforms in Savonarola, it becomes different institution and in not any more ‘normal’ contexts. From the other side, political magistracy did not select, overall but not only in Italy, its targets according to crimes but according to purely political criteria. It became political-ideological ‘virtue’ controller. There is also the further problem of the Inquisition-style pretence, with the same hierocratic posturing, of some Prosecutors apparently self-proclaiming virtue controllers: in certain contexts they finish in asylums or dismissed eventually with certificate of mental disorders
, on other they are acclaimed, for a while, as heroes. Finally, the Pizzorno sophism of using a generic judges was function of hiding that if the Judge function of legal developer is everywhere normal, Prosecutors deciding apparently autonomously of suddenly campaigning against the one or the other crime, against the one or the other target, are not physiological legal developer but only abnormal law abusers, and intimidators of the same Judges and their judging function. Finally the Pizzorno theory that consociativism would have produced an imprecise expectancy of ‘magistracy’ virtue’s control on the activity of Government and majority seems just the theoretical and deceiving metaphor of what concretely realised: a tiny but powerful minority, outside the citizens will, needed some well supported Prosecutors for firing a government powerful interests had decided to dropout, so non-virtuous, for replacing it with the oppositions, so virtuous. Pizzorno may not admit that very tiny bit decisive fractions of regime Prosecutors had suddenly passed to the service of the regime liberal Centre destruction, and evidently not since sudden Prosecutors craziness. 

For Pizzorno the independence of the judiciary power relatively to the legislative and executive power was one of the essential marks of the representative regimes, and tutor of individual rights. What becomes a false if the Prosecution function is sold, as it is sold in Pizzorno, as ‘judiciary’. In Italy, it transformed, together with media, in a kind of Prosecutors-media become judge-executioner. It is a Pizzorno point of view that this was right State and tutoring of individual rights. As it is a Pizzorno mystification that some Prosecutors superposed to Parliament and government be qualifiable as institutional independence. Pizzorno should have précised that in his institutional frame the ‘judiciary power’ should have been superposed to Parliament and government, while Parliament and government submitted to it: this was the reality had created after 1991 in Italy and the Pizzorno sophistic deceived.    

The use if media, not only of Prosecutors, for the joint defamation of targets is equally solved from Pizzorno by some historical tendency. For Pizzorno, with the advent of mass communication, the magistrates’ recognition would have transferred at people level. Actually in the mechanism of targeting and defaming specific politicians, or also other citizens, there is nothing of spontaneous. It is necessary to choose the target, to produce ‘evidence’ to pass illegally this ‘evidence’ and other secret material necessary for the defamation to Repubblica-l’Espresso and other friendly press. The people judgement and the relative Pizzorno popular recognition of ‘magistrates’ is a carefully built process. It was, in the 1990s Italy, the judicialist practice of the lynch-‘justice’.

However, for Pizzorno this did not exist, as did not exist the Prosecutors link with interested milieus, and their intimidation on magistracy. For Pizzorno, Italian ‘magistracy’ operated according to its concern for what verified in the public sphere (for Pizzorno, in practice the public opinion and operators influencing politicians) and the support found there. Apart from that a mythic and impersonal public sphere does not exist, at least Pizzorno passed from the mythology of the ‘magistracy’ independence to the fact that interests influenced it decisively. Pizzorno did not like the political control on the Prosecution function, while that private interests (at least who controlled the media and the lobbying activities forming the public sphere) oriented it was presented, from Pizzorno, as some spontaneous outcome, as some reality objectivity, however only for some countries. Evidently, for Pizzorno, this magic invisible hand of the public sphere wanted only the growing recourse to civil justice in the USA, while it pretended assaults against liberal-Centre politics in Italy, and the attempted destabilisation of Russia, Germany, France and Spain.

The same Pizzorno was not really so convinced, despite his claims, that the subversive nature of Italian magistracy was an historical tendency. When he was writing the D’Alema Bicameral Commission for Constitutional Reform was running. Pizzorno while declaring that politics primacy (a very clear expression) meant nothing, was just an empty slogan, declared against all Constitutional reform on justice and against the separation between the judiciary and the prosecutions (‘requiring magistracy’, in the Pizzorno language) functions. For Pizzorno it would have been better to wait …because Prosecutors were upset against politics, Parliament, the D’Alema-Berlusconi Constitutional reform. It was the Pizzorno perfect institutional order: the naturalness of some Prosecutors whose upsets should lead and drive the Country destinies.   

Perhaps ignoring how politics was already in the ancient Greece and Rome, but also the ‘enlightened’ industrialists’, religious and financial networks there were behind the same early workers organisations, Pizzorno, coherent with his looking for justifications of the judicialist assaults by some structural, historical, inevitable transformation, ‘discovered’, in his mythological way, the politics changes would have made magically inevitable the violent destruction of the liberal Centre. For Pizzorno there would have been a golden age of centralised parties and voluntary work for the party opposed to the age of politics professionalism, connection with business and consequently, for him, ‘new structural occasion of political corruption’. Evidently, for Pizzorno, the parties depended from the Russian Intelligence and from the Washington and Vatican benediction were pure and honest, and full of disinterested voluntary work, instead of thousands and well-paid party functionaries, while politics modernisation would have implied all kind of corruption. It was just the reactionary vision of the golden age, vision which opposed the Ethic State (the contemporary equivalent of the other times divine inspiration and legitimacy of the Monarch), funded on judicialist Prosecutors and their authoritarian repressive activities, to the functional State involved in a permanent problem solving finalised to freeing potentialities and governing modernisation instead of obstructing it. Political transformation was resolved, also in Pizzorno, in some ethic antagonism, where modernisation was claimed as equal corruption, while backwardness equal to some supposed past honesty. It was the usual, Inquisition-style, utilisation of moralism as obscurantist tool.     

For Pizzorno the magistracy, alias Prosecutors (and Examining Magistrates, when they existed), protagonism was a continuous line from the time of terrorism, to Clans, to political purge. For Pizzorno, these were three situations other institutions could not normalise, so ‘magistracy’ was obliged (Pizzorno does not specify from whom/which) to intervene. In reality ‘magistracy’ ‘normalised’ nothing. Pizzorno quoted precisely three contexts used from regime fractions, and other, also geopolitical, interests for fractional and powers’ struggles. Some ambitious magistrates, not the best ones, were only let to profit, as normal, from their role of good agents of various interests inside these dynamics. More generally the selection of the worst magistrates verified inside these dynamics and, in part and not incontrasted, their progressive taking over of the leadership of the whole magistracy. The theory of the substitution role is a good and usual mask for not speaking, more banally, of adventurers and profiteers. Pizzorno reserves the candid expression of ‘institutional impoliteness’ to a Cossiga opposed, using the understanding that criminal fear publicity, these adventurers and profiteers magistrates clans progressed through these legally aberrant judicial and judicialist campaigns.            

For Pizzorno, absolutely concerned in the judicialist magistracy defence and preservation, the magistracy independence is impossible if ‘judges’ are elected or politically designed, ‘as in some States of the North American Union’. Perhaps Pizzorno ignored that the Constitutional Court and the CSM were in Italy elected and of political and also party designation. In parallel with the 1970s and post-1970s magistracy judicialist transformation progression, Italian magistrates started electing their quota of CSM members by party
 lists. If the direct election may eventually give a people legitimacy to magistrates, the internal election gives them a corporative legitimacy inside structure should led magistracy: the controlled becomes self-controller. Differently from the US Supreme Courts, in Italy the magistrates of the Constitutional Court, CSM and other high Courts were rewarded, according to their pro-parties attitudes when in their office, by political appointments when they left their offices, which were temporary. Clearly a Pizzorno attributing the function of virtues’ controllers to magistrates cannot deal with, and refer on, their party corruption realised in these ways. The question of the systemic controls of a bureaucracy is in reality more decisive, and also more delicate, than the technique of designation of its members.     

In synthesis, Pizzorno is a good summary of aspects of the judicialist theoretical arguing. The judiciary front, or galaxy, was not, in reality, so theoretically aphasic, as sometimes it is supposed to have been. 

The 1998 US Republican-Berlusconi, Burnett-Mantovani, theory of the ultra-leftist plot
 


The Burnett and Mantovani work wanted to oppose the good sheriff theories, supported by the judicial intensive repression against all dissenting voice, relatively to the 1992/1993 events and their later prolongations against the Berlusconi area. We refer about it later. Interest here is overall in the idea of the ‘communist plot’, and connected arguing, the Burnett and Mantovani book proposed in a year, 1998, particularly prolific on the clashes of the 1990s Italy. 

The Burnett and Mantovani interpretation of the overthrow of the previous regime, realised by the judicial assault (but also by the 1992 Sicilian and 1993 continental-Italian massacres), was centred on the sounding theses of the old corrupt Italian political system demolished from an ultra-leftist judicial plot. Both the combined theses appears as totally unfounded and as a deception of what really happened.

With apparent naiveté, Burnett and Mantovani explained that there was an old corrupt Italian political system and that the end of the cold war made possible to punish it for decades of malfeasance. There is a series of questions induced from these theses. Why was this possible in Italy and not in the USA and UK, apart from banal under-the-tables stories of the White House mounted in parallel with the Iraq and oil question? Was this the only malfeasance in the USA while politicians of inferior countries were just disgusting gangsters, but with NATO protection until 1989? The lack of the useful previous ‘enemy’ verified for everybody. Personal enrichments there were everywhere. Politics cost were everywhere very high. Only in Italy, and only the Italy’s liberal Centre, alias its most skilful and experienced political personnel, was object of purge. There is also a subtler question relative to the concept of old corrupt Italian political system. This kind of expressions were always meant in their immediate sense, that of the personal corruption of politicians. In reality not only the Italian politicians object of purge were not corrupted, and nobody ever demonstrated any corruption. They were liquidated exactly because non-corrupted. Other discourse would be that on the systemic marks, anyway not analysable by the category of corruption. In substance, Burnett and Mantovani accept the mythology of a system needed to be destroyed. They are only worried because, mysteriously for them, the purge continued against the recreated liberal Centre. The ‘communist’ plot is a reassuring slogan avoids other questions, both in Italy and the USA. The Burnett and Mantovani sociological conclusion is the banal nostalgic literary image of the Lampedusan change necessary in order to prevent change. In reality, whatever the intentions, an apparent change for preserving the old order was deeper change both when the Savoy Royal House were sent to occupy the Italic peninsula in the 19th century, and when the authoritarian Lefts were sent to occupy central office in the 1990s. There are micro-processes, tendencies and countertendencies, no macro and purely super-structural intervention can really control, overall when there is no real understanding of the realities one pretends to submit or to change. 

The theory, Burnett and Mantovani present, that fewer than a dozen magistrates destroyed the governments’ parties is probably well sounding for who does not imagine how a society, and also State apparatuses, works. Anyway it was useful, to them, for avoiding all analytic real problems. Surely technically it was true that pieces of paper signed from some substitute-Prosecutors (two ‘fascists’ and a Catho-‘communist’, with countersignature of a deputy Chief Prosecutor and a Chief-Prosecutor: a PCI/PDS militant and a conservative Centrist) and amplified by media led the dissolution of the liberal Centre. But if tomorrow a Colchester substitute-Prosecutor destroyed the two main British parties, or a Namur substitute-Prosecutor eliminated the Royal House, perhaps all analysts would try to understand why the usual car accident or providential immediate removal had not immediately obstructed the ‘Justice course’. In our case, all analysts would try to understand why, on the contrary, all ‘analysts’ avoided to pose him/herself these banal questions. The question would be more important of whatever reply to it.   

However, Burnett and Mantovani candidly argue that “all (except one) of the old political forces of the First Republic were burned to the ground in a conflagration that was ignited, fanned, and controlled by a small group of people who had declared, twenty years earlier, that they would make a revolution. The parties that had shared in the governing of Italy since 1948 were destroyed in a matter of months.”
 The thesis is rich also of anthropological implications, because, for example in the USA, the 1967/1968 leftists fully integrated inside the US State apparatuses and society, while it is assumed that these diabolic ‘revolutionary communists’ of inferior countries, and specifically the Italian ones, remained stubborn in their secretive plans of radical subversion …at USA (and other) world domination, De Benedetti, Martini minority of the Catholic Church, and PDS service. The odd anthropologically suppositions mix with the paradoxical nature of what would have happened. The same Burnett and Mantovani explain that the ‘communist plot’ was massively supported by media, which were controlled from the main economic groups, which, for the two authors, were terrified from the perspective opened by the Maastricht Treaty. Again the Burnett and Mantovani explanation is very sounding: these diabolic Italian parties pretended too much money from these economic groups and more generally from Italian entrepreneurs, that made them uncompetitive in the Maastricht era, so the Italian media they owned supported the ‘revolutionary communist’ Prosecutors for finally freeing Italy from politics. As to tell that everywhere in the world politics was free of charge, while only in Italy, and eventually in other inferior countries, some diabolic parties ruined the business world for financing themselves. Burnett and Mantovani were enunciating a new theory on competition, while they were forgetting that the fraud of the privatisations, certainly a more substantive reason (neither necessarily the only one, nor the main) for assaulting experienced political personnel for promoting a submissive one. If the point would have been the systemic competitiveness, Burnett and Mantovani did not explain why the same interest block did not launch its Prosecutors against the very expensive, inefficient and also corrupted Italian State and public bureaucracy. A 2/4% (but also considerably less) imposed on the volume of certain businesses for contributing to political parties but also to State and public bureaucracies (apart from, or in addition to, what private and public managers and entrepreneurs stolen for themselves during the journey of the funds ‘for politics’), was surely a limited amount relatively to the 40/50% of fiscal extraction suffered the Country and largely finished mismanaged not only since politics responsibility. The theory of the costs of the Italian politics is deceptive of the real systemic problems and of the interest blocks around them. Looking at the Italian State problems from the point of view of the systemic efficiency, they were not related with the politics costs, which anyway were not reduced, either changed, from the judicialist assaults.              

Built the theorem of the ‘communist’ plot, the two authors, following the Anglophone typical academic method, have to fill it of ‘evidence’, whatever ‘evidence’. The only 1968 real ultra-leftist they quote is Tiziana Parenti. In fact she was immediately liquidated because she wanted to do seriously her work and to investigate the PCI/PDS illegal financing, and included the one specifically in connection with GDR and USSR and relative financial and security apparatuses. Another ultra-leftist Prosecutor by the Milan PO, Boccassini (very skilful neither in finding evidence nor in building it) was kept well far from the Di Pietro investigations and, after having marginalized her also relatively to anti-Clans investigation she officially ought to follow in Milan, happily she was ‘provisionally’ sent to Sicily. She was later recycled, by the Milan PO, but only after the Di Pietro era, and only for confused and strategically unsuccessful anti-Berlusconi mega-persecutions. The deputy-Chief Prosecutor Gerardo D’Ambrosio (a coherent PCI/PDS unofficial member: magistrates have the prohibition of the formal party membership), was not exactly the kind of person had dreamt the revolution 20 years before. The Chief Prosecutor Francesco Saverio Borrelli was a conservative (and also a bit guarantist before the 1992/1993 and following years dirty work) magistrate, never signalled for subversive positions also when he had participated, decades before, to the creation of MD. It is necessary to imagine, and below it is referred, which kind of agreements were necessary for becoming Chief Prosecutor in Milan, economic capital of Italy and Craxi stronghold. The extremism of Gherardo Colombo was the same of personages as Professor Prodi and Cardinal Martini, not the participation to ultra-leftist groups or mass movements: the servilism to some powers against other ones. The only colleague, of the operative team Di Pietro-Davigo-Colombo, Di Pietro appreciated, as Prosecutor, was Davigo. He was a rightist with the sadism of desiring the destruction of his preys. Di Pietro was a rightist with police and Intelligence apparatuses connections, following the perfume of power and banknotes, came them from DC, PSI, high or low finance, PDS, or whoever and whichever else. There is no reason to believe that the others later joined the dirty work core, and the mass of more or less occasional collaborators, were sociologically-psychologically different, from the sample of names here presented. Their extremism was relatively to the preys (the Statist regime enemies, the people-majority-elected Parliament and institutions), not relatively to the ‘revolution’ somebody had hypothetically dreamt 20 years before. The recall of extremists’ previous dreamt, as founding of the 1990s destabilisation, was also a way for avoiding confronting with the untellable marks of the 1990s events. In the Burnett and Mantovani approach there was also certain conspiratorial-paranoid vision seeing in the other an irreducible antagonist: here the ‘other’ was the supposed cell of ‘Communist’ Prosecutors coming from a mysterious past and stubbornly pursuing some atavistic mission. What was also a way for avoiding looking at their real past and at their professional paths. The realities most difficult to accept are those under one’s nose: [a] the Andreotti and others interest to weaken Craxi and also Forlani, in Milan, in occasion of the 1992 Presidency and government games, which combined with internal and international powers (and also Scalfaro) interest to liquidate the liberal Centre, so the pure weakening rapidly run uncontrolled from Andreotti and others, [b] the intensification of the already intense FBI-DEA, certain judicialist Catholic Lefts, and the PDS judicialist fractions pressure against Andreotti, in Palermo. It was not exactly a ‘communist’ plot, and it is evident why a Republican Professor and a FI militant could deal with these questions, in 1998. The same FI had seen, as inevitable, the adhesion of judicialist personages had not evidently understood the permanent
 character of the judicialist revolution, or had understood it (but not the irreducible nature of FI as Berlusconi list) and wanted to profit of the anti-Berlusconi phase of the judicialist permanent revolution from force positions. 

The method of looking for evidence, just decided what to demonstrate, directly points to sounding ‘evidence’. So if one needs to demonstrate the ultra-leftist plot, and there is an apparent some Prosecutors ‘plot’, what best solution than creating the MD plot! It is exactly what Burnett and Mantovani do. However Di Pietro was an independent (relatively to political and judicial parties) rightist, while Davigo was a rightist, and member and leader of MI, the rightist current of the ANM. So, eventually the ‘plot’ was rightist-leftist, however with leftist fractions as bad continuators, never as starters. The judicial waves become overall leftist after that Di Pietro leaves at the end 1994. Anyway it is clearly political bias and conscious deception from the side of Burnett and Mantovani to present the whole 1990s destabilisation as a banal ‘communist’ plot. If it had been just such, it would have been easy, in a country were ‘communists’ were and remained a minority, to charge the few ‘plotters’ of subversion, to arrest, and to condemn them, so to fire them from magistracy. On the contrary a Berlusconi worried from the continuing hysterias against him will go, directly and by his ‘ambassadors’ in pilgrimages by internal and foreign powers (foreign Presidents and rulers included). In the autumn 2000, a Berlusconi perhaps aware of the key role of Paris in different operations having Italy as target, will pay a visit to the rightist Chirac. For Burnett and Mantovani the, for them, Leftist-MD and pro-PDS coup d’État was completed with the 1996 Olive Tree government. Although Prodi was a Cathocommunist of the ex-DC, he had nothing to do, apart from the political convergence, with the PCI/PDS, in relation to which he always kept an attitude of contempt. It is true that Berlusconi coined, relatively to Prodi, the theory of the useful idiot, of the puppet: one thing is political propaganda, other one analysis. If Prodi was such, as evidence shows, he was not such relatively to the PDS. Actually it would have been sufficient to see which interests Prodi represented, for understanding who/which were the possible puppet-masters, or at least who finally profited from eventual puppet-masters: the same had supported the regime DC-PCI-PSI. The events followed the publication of the Burnett and Mantovani book, the PDS leader D’Alema as ephemeral PM, showed, more than the achievement of ‘communist’ plots, foreign powers’ foreign policy interests, and the a social majority, also inside the Lefts minority, against the PDS political hegemony. What is not witness of ‘communist’ plot, but only of tentatively clever use of the PDS from stronger interests. D’Alema as PM, since NATO interests relatively to Balkans, was, for what concerned internal interests’ blocks, the liquidation of the Agnellis and De Benedetti organic PM, in favour of more equilibrated solution, although with Ciampi as Treasury Minister assuring some internal continuity with the Prodi government. Not only Burnett and Mantovani avoid the ground of the real frames of the coups. They also avoid looking for and at the complex pressure and interaction of interests concretely verified.  

And overall to assume the 1996 elections outcome as the end of the coup d’État was, even supposing the full fairness of the elections, a very heroic assumption. There was the continuation of the judiciary persecution against the liberal Centre, as there was the repression of the judiciary elements dared to inquiry supposed crimes of Prodi and of the Lefts coalition. Finally there was no institutional normalisation, since the continuation of a government without the powers of a government, while from the Presidency of the Republic to certain Prosecutors continued unpunished to abuse Parliament and government. There was the continuation of the destabilisation logic of the coup d’État, instead of the stabilisation of the new order.  

Too many theories, Burnett and Mantovani propose, seem to have the de facto consequence to deceive, but with the precise logic of defocusing, since opportunistic reasons, from certain responsibilities. The theories around the ‘Communist’ plot defocused from internal and foreign responsibilities, indicating metaphysical entities and processes. Further theories defocused from external powers responsibilities. Burnett and Mantovani propose the theory that the end of the cold war would have made freer the voters choices. Actually also the USA and other powers choices were freer. That no foreign power opposed the authoritarian purge of the liberal Centre was a fact. On the contrary the supposedly freer electoral behaviour could not be really tested: the liberal Centre was liquidated by Prosecutors, not since electors vote, and electors showed in reality very conservative relatively to their previous choices. What contradicts the theory of the voters’ freer choices. Burnett and Mantovani propose the theory that the passage from a supposedly ‘authoritarian period’ (the pre-WW2) to the ‘post-Fascist constitution-writing’ would have created a situation of Prosecutors power. During the phase of the Mussolini governments, as during the Centrist governments, Italian magistracy was a liberal magistracy. The authoritarianism of the Italian magistracy progressed after the liquidation of monarchy, not before. So, there was, eventually, if one wants to reason in terms of reaction, or excess of reaction, the reaction against the previous liberalism towards authoritarianism. Prosecutors’ power, which implies absence of really independent Judges (and non-separated from the Prosecution)
, is authoritarianism, not reaction to authoritarianism, if one reasons in terms of reality instead of conformist-orthodox ideological prejudices and idiosyncrasies. Anyway the fact that the Allied occupation systemically weakened Italy is ‘guiltiness’ if nobody. What does not change that it weakened Italy and that different assumption leads to inventing imaginary ‘reactions’, as that of the Prosecutors independence as reaction to a supposedly previous Judges dependence, with not only historical but also logical-conceptual confusion. Burnett and Mantovani further theory is that of 1992 as the historical the moment chosen from destiny: “If radical steps were to be take, the moment was at hand in 1992.”
 Ex-post, the destiny choices are unappealable. Ex-ante, destiny always needs to be helped. Burnett and Mantovani quote the 1992 currency crisis, as structural element of that magic 1992: in reality it followed of months the start and full running of the destabilisation. Eventually, the destabilisation permitted or made more serious for Italy, and more advantageous for the Prodi client Soros and, more generally, for foreign investors, the 1992 currency crisis. Similarly, Burnett and Mantovani quote the Anglophone historian Paul Ginsborg who, in 1990, would have written that for-him-major personages of the Italian economy as De Benedetti and Prodi would have called to combat the inefficiency of services for successfully meeting the 1992 European challenge. The game of launching appeals, while practising exactly the opposite way, was a very common sport for certain personages. It is even considerably humoristic the reference to the call, for Ginsborg, of the two Italian personages to combat the inefficiency of services as post and telephones. About in that period De Benedetti and his Olivetti (an enterprise De Benedetti and TUs contributed to devastate with the help of State funds) were realising a fraud against the Post and Telecommunication Ministry selling it out-of-date materials of Olivetti. The De Benedetti media, friends, declarations, were generally inside his current games. Perhaps, realised the fraud, they claimed that the Italian postal and telephone services were on the way of their decisive modernisation. Burnett and Mantovani quote Sergio Romano who on the 28 May 1995 Financial Times wrote that: “Italian capitalism is still little inclined to accept the strictures of the market economy”
. What does not seem to testify in direction of a sane, or suddenly become sane, economic frame, previously oppressed from a paralysing superstructure some heroes suddenly would have swept away. The magic 1992/1993 pogrom changed nothing by itself, and overall nothing from the point of view of certain permanencies it was claimed to have been deputed to desegregate. Not more decisive is, in the Burnett and Mantovani arguing, their lugubrious quotation of a Piercamillo Davigo declaring, in 1993: “My opinion if that the system blew up because the money ran out.”
 Such quotation, of such a personage, is as to quote an executioner contemplating a head he/she has just cut and commenting that in his/her opinion the chap finally passed away because the heart arrested. 

In substance, if the work of Burnett and Mantovani presents to the international public essays of materials generally silenced from the academic networks, its immediately anti-judicialist-PDS political goals drive far for the complexity of the events and of the different forces concretely acted, combined and clashed. Consequently it, finally, was really useful neither to the political propaganda, nor to the anti-Lefts anxieties it seemed to have.    

The mid-September 2000 Freedoms’ House proposal for the Country modernisation
   

While the Lefts were trying firing the skilful Giuliano Amato because Repubblica was trying imposing the empty Francesco Rutelli, the Rome Mayor supposed beautiful and so, officially
, supposed as capable to lose the 2001 election less dramatically than Amato, the Freedoms’ House presented, in September 2000, its programmes for the Country modernisation. One of the moments of this presentation was the Berlusconi editorial on IdeAzione, dated 15 September 2000, and then made public. 

The preamble was the noticing of nearly a decade of economic depression, and also law and order decaying, since political inaptitude and weakness. 

 In the Freedoms’ House proposal, the electoral programme would have been the government programme. And the government programme would have been not only a leaflet or a booklet. It would have become a precise and limited series of bills to be immediately presented to the new Parliament. 

The first phase of the government action, the first 100 days action, would have been centred on 4 bills with the goal to send to the economy an immediate and positive message of development. The second phase would have been the purpose to reform, on the basis of the action of the first phase, the economy of the Country and its State apparatuses.   

The 4 bills of the first phase would have been [1] objective law, [2] new Tremonti-law, [3] free hiring contract, [4] elimination of the inheritance and donation taxes.     

[1] The objective law was a new law permitting to realise outside bureaucratic delays and obstructions the great works were defined each year in the financial law, but in reality not realised since all the blocks consisting in concessions, permits, further deliberations made vane all decisions. Bureaucracy was blocking everything in Italy. The proposed law would have been a possible and immediate reply.    

[2] The Tremonti law was a law, which in 1994 relevantly reduced taxes on new investments. It was planned the reproposal of this kind of measures. 

[3] The free hiring was the freedom of firing people newly hired. What would have had the power to increase relevantly the employment, since the custom not to hire since the impossibility to fire. In fact Berlusconi called the innovation, not only since propaganda reasons, the freedom to hire. The de facto prohibition to fire depressed the economic activity, reduced employment, and provoked black employment with relative overexploitation. The planned measure was a partial liberalisation of the labour market.  

[4] The elimination of the inheritance and donation taxes was a banal measure, but a break with the Catholic and Stalinist perception of personal welfare, and goods and capitals free disposal, as something needed to be penalised. It was also a first and easy simplification of the fiscal machine.  

The second phase consisted in 3 great reforms: [1] fiscal reform, [2] social security reform, [3] ab imis [the most deep, radical] reorganisation of all the State sections, from the public administration, to the educational sector, to the health service, to the law and order.    

[1] The fiscal reform was planned on 8 taxes, one fiscal code, two share rates for people and one for firms. All was planned in function of development promotion.  

[2] The social security reform was planned as founded on pension funds. But overall the way for dealing with the forecasted pitfalls and social security crises was seen in development policies for recreating wealth and saving and in the promotion of family solidarity. 

[3] on the State reform Berlusconi did not specifically diffuse since its being an unpopular ground susceptible to provoke great lost of votes among the masses of civil servants and other State dependents. 
The Southerner underdevelopment was seen as question, from the side of State, of creation of infrastructures and in the development of communication ways, more than in the usual policies of subsidies. 

Immigration policies were seen in function of the labour market needs and with Region as instances defining the concrete needs, instead of the current obstruction of legal immigration and the favouring of the illegal one. The Freedoms’ House was also in favour of the immigration of the families of foreign workers, and of the concession of full citizenship according to clear and universal rules instead of the running discretionary attitudes. It was also in favour of incentivising the development help in the areas of more demographic pressure towards Italy, since the impossibility receive unlimited quantities of immigration. .   

The progression of federalism was seen as progressive devolution of competences, necessary both relatively to local entities and relatively to the EU. Devolution was seen as the concrete way for realising the subsidiarity principle. Health service, education, local law and order, and local public services were seen as Regional competences. For what concerned the EU, a new phase in direction of the Giscard-Delors model of U.S. of Europe was judges indispensable. 

Great emphasis was posed on the creation of a system-Country could make Italy immediately concurrential from the point of view of the attraction of foreign investments, what it was not since the multiple complications and obstructions characterised it. Italy had remained a business unfriendly Country, and with the further aggravation of an educational system not finalised to the systemic competitiveness. 

Berlusconi asked the citizens mandate for governing, and so operating for the happiness of everybody. 

On 8 March 2001 night, Ciampi finally signed the 13th Republican Parliament dissolution decree sinking the 35%-votes regime dictatorship 

On 8 March 2001 night, the always para-Lefts partisan President Ciampi finally signed the 13th Republican Parliament dissolution act. Anyway Parliament would have equally expired in a few weeks. The formal dissolution from the Presidency had the function to permit that the Lefts new leader Francesco Rutelli, who was not eligible as MP (he had resigned from Mayor less that 6 months from the Parliament expiration), could [falsely] claim to be equally eligible. 

However the PM Amato, nearer to D’Alema more than to Rutelli-Prodi, not only nearly immediately declared the he would not have been candidate to a MP or Senator position. He fixed 13 May 2001, as elections day, a date made Rutelli surely not eligible, without any possibility to find legal sophisms, if law will be respected when the 14th Parliament will be convoked. Apart from his political-fractional aligning, Amato was apparently running for a EU high appointment
, what made for him necessary, or at least useful, also the Berlusconi support. Although, on 21 March 2001, Amato announced, changing his previous decision, he would have been Lefts candidate Senator. It was normal manoeuvring between the D’Alema and the Rutelli-Repubblica fractions in the perspective of the post-elections confrontations inside the Lefts.  

The Ciampi act was perfectly synchronised for not ruining the further institutional crime of the 1990s, and a bit more, para-Lefts rule, the centralist fraud. On 8 March 2001 afternoon, Parliament had finally approved the centralist reform of the Italian Constitution. The centralist fraud, without even any use of the world federalism, was claimed from the Lefts, and their supporters of the big press and of their other media, as the real federalism finally introduced inside Constitution. 

The only devolution of powers clearly and explicitly stated in the reformed Constitution (specifically in article 117) was relatively to the EU and not better defined “international obligations”. It was the limited sovereignty openly introduced inside Constitution.  

The move was formally important because it demonstrated that Constitution could be reformed by a few majority votes, without the usual consociative traffics and impotence. 

For what concerned its contents, some Constitution agile articles were replaced by an incredibly long and redundant list of matters were attributed to the central State competence. It was the bureaucratic, Lefts and also President Ciampi reply to the Italian regions intensively pushed in direction of real federalism. Even in the form, the Constitution reformed articles evidenced the mephitic influence of the worst central bureaucracies.       

Berlusconi expressed his wishes, after the Parliament dissolution, that 8 March 2001 were the day of the beginning of democracy and freedom restoration. 

International powers had already launched, without Italy’s Government and Presidency reactions, some of their craziest and most ridiculous Statesmen of foreign governments
 to try to threaten the majority of the Italian electors. Berlusconi had indirectly replied that all foreign Statesmen should be concerned to try be better than him [Berlusconi], not the opposite, because as personal experiences and achievements he was the best on the world arena. He was surely right, for what concerned the personal skills. It was naturally impossible to know his achievements if he would ever become PM, since the States and societies natural resilience also to innovation.      








































� (Nolte 1985), (Nolte 1991). 


� Virgilio Ilari, Ilari e la storia riscritta, [Ilari and the rewritten history], Foglio, 30 September 1999; Virgilio Ilari, Letter, Foglio, 11 Maggio 2000. 


� Pier Paolo Pasolini was a well-known intellectual, not particularly conformist to the different churches. He had understood the criminal nature of power and the DC State use of subversion, terrorism and political homicides, and he scandalised for that. He did not seem however to have well understood, or if he had understood it he did not yet make it explicit, that there was the PCI full co-interest in these DC policies. And he avoided underlining that his brother, a partisan of national brigades, to whom he was very linked, had been killed for political reason, together with the command of the partisan Division Osoppo, by PCI partisans worked at Yugoslav service (the Osoppo was in negotiation with the X MAS – an Italian nationalist army had refused the monarchist betrayal of the German allied was on the way of being defeated – for the common facing of the Yugoslav occupation at the end of the war). However Pasolini had no fear, against all the leftist intelligentsia point of view, to declare that between the 1968 leftist student of bourgeois extraction and the cops coming from the South, he preferred to align from the side of the latter. What was already a metaphorical way for rejecting the Leftist and para-PCI opportunism and new-conformism. A PCI member immediately after the war (as having his brother being killed from PCI pro-Yugoslav partisans had been a fault of his family), dr. Pasolini had been expelled from it on 26 October 1949, officially since moral indignity deriving from ideological reasons, actually because the Carabinieri were informally inquiring on his homosexual intercourses with some boys. As consequence of these events, he and his mothers escaped to Rome, from Casarsa (Friuli region) where Pasolini had lived from 1943. Pasolini remained long time in the PCI area, as the expulsion had been decided simply since PCI image reasons and in some way agreed with him. On the other side an intellectual totally broke with the PCI was condemned to the civil death, if not belonging to other churches.   


It is anyway very arduous to use the name of Pasolini, as it is arduous to use that of anybody else, for representing an ‘Actionist’ conspiracy against the ‘wonderful’ regime created in Italy as consequence of the Allied occupation of Italy and Europe. It is instead meaningful the acrimonious hate, there is in different intellectual and political milieus, for all intellectuals showed the courage, not without personal risk sometimes, to face and contest a social and civil order where power was a value by itself without any interest in results and common welfare. Pasolini was objectively (and also subjectively since the mega-novel he was working to in 1974/1975) in open collusion route with the power further intertwining between DC and PCI was running in the 1970s. ‘Actionism’, used as anathema, is the denunciation of the refusal of the two churches (DC and PCI) anti-modernising role.   


Pasolini was killed, in Rome, the night between 1 and 2 September 1975, apparently during a homosexual intercourse with a 17-year-old boy-prostitute, and since some violent arguing relative to it. In reality, since testimonies published from the press (Oriana Fallaci, in L'Europeo, n. 46, 14 November 1975), two other men aggressed and killed him, disappeared and were never inquired, letting the boy-prostitute as scapegoat. 


When Pasolini was killed, or wanted to be killed, he was intensively working on a long novel (Petrolio [Oil]), a voluminous saga (more than 2,000 pages in his plans), in his intentions, on the Italy’s republican power as criminality, referring, under nicknames, on the main Italian rulers and their fights of the previous two decades. He had achieved the full awareness that the PCI was totally inside these events. The draft (of the order of 500 pages) was published from the previously para-PCI publisher Einaudi in 1992, when the PCI did not exist any more, or at least it presented now under different names, and when the judiciary/judicialist option had prevailed inside the PDS against the same pro-Berlinguer-PCI traditional fractions. This draft’s draft of the Pasolini main work, inevitably and perhaps intentionally unaccomplished, is actually full of the Pasolini sexual desired and practices (the male dick and sperm, combined with the desire to be submitted and nearly raped), mixed with political commonplaces eventually metaphorised, and the possible outline on economic interests governing politics and power (with Italian concrete cases). Actually, this last element, the outline on a long and analytic discourse on power, seems totally secondary relatively to the existential and intimistic exploration played around the nostalgia of the quite disappeared rural society and culture. Pasolini is attracted and disgusted, at the same time, from the hamlets and slums surrounding the traditional Rome, and specifically from their boys. Anyway, the political-ideological operation of using also authors (after two decades in this case) for political and cultural operations is evidence of nothing, by itself, about the same authors.  


Pasolini was not the only writer and intellectual to be involved in this kind of reflection on the criminal nature of power in Italy. Probably with considerably more literary psychological research and deepness, certainly in a formally more detached way, there was, from the other side of the Italic space, in Sicily (Pasolini, born on 5 March 1922 in Bologna, had lived in different cities and town of the North and far-North before reaching Rome in 1949), Leonardo Sciascia (born on 8 January 1921, in Racalmuto, Agrigento, and died on 20 November 1989 in Palermo; he was in Rome between 1979 and 1983, as Radical MP with main interest in the Commission on the Moro kidnapping and killing). Sciascia started writing, about in the same period of Pasolini, different novels where he represented the Italian republican regime as tightly marked by the criminal practices of its ruling class finalised to pure power perpetuation. His Il contesto [The context], already ready from a couple years, was totally published at end 1971. Previously, his intellectual research and production had been more Sicilian. Sicily is, and was also for Sciascia, anyway a very valuable ground for inquiring the social and power mechanisms, in addition to those of the human psychology.  


The 1975 Pasolini image of the ‘process to Palace’ (the Pasolini article with this expression was published on the 1 February 1975 Corsera), actually borrowed from the practice of the Radical leader Marco Pannella, came some years later of the suaviter in modo, but absolutely fortiter in re, Sciascia prose already dealing with the power criminal nature. Sciascia will quote the Pasolini ‘process to Palace’ in his L’affaire Moro (1978), for commenting that in the Pasolini Palace there was only a lonely Moro in 1978 (before his kidnapping, and later killing), because the other ones had moved for occupying the surer (surer for the worst ones, specified Sciascia) rooms of a new and vaster Palace.


If the Sciascia literary prose, his metaphors, correctly represented the historical and institutional reality, to refer, in the 1990s, to passed concepts, personages, dynamics, de-historicizing them, and to pretend to use them for dealing with 1990s events, as they were just the projections, the actualisation, of old quarrelling, and nothing more, has certainly meanings and implications. An Italian classical novelist, Alessandro Manzoni, wrote than one cannot show the courage one has not.   


� Les words Jacobin and Jacobinism have been used, during the 1990s, as anathema not against judicialism, but against the specific judicialism, in practice against that of the Repubblica-l’Espresso party. Some intellectual posed as champions of a struggle long two centuries against Jacobinism. De Felice (De Felice 1990) noted that Jacobinism does not exist as specific category, despite some attempts. In the Italic peninsula, as elsewhere, Jacobin had become synonym of subversion of the present order. In the Italic peninsula it became synonym, in practice, also of conservation of the present order. In fact the French occupation of two centuries ago was initially positively welcome from the peasants, and opposed just it showed incapable to improve their condition, tutoring instead the landlords. It would be source of clarity to discuss on interests, relatively to the political and social phenomena, and on fears, for what concerns intellectuals.    


� CGIL-CISL-UIL. 


� The family capitalism under the Mediobanca dictatorship. 


� The liberist and other fractions of FI, AN, etc. 


� Virgilio Ilari, La lotta di classe del ceto medio, [The class struggle of the middle classes], IdeAzione, n. 6, November-December, 1999.   


� Every party having participated to the CLN was defined as popular, in Italy. The label was refused only to the MSI, since the regime usual rhetoric. The expression of great popular parties was generally used for indicating the greatest ones.       


� Alias the imposed hegemony of the ‘minoritary’ Piedmont on the entire peninsula. However it was a very particular kind of ‘Jacobinism’. A socially, and in part also military, solid Italian region was chosen, and operated for being chosen, as Italian peninsula police from the UK with the French second-instance agreement and control. Piedmont was played against liberal and liberal-democratic intellectuals of other areas, of the North and other parts of the Italic peninsula, who wished a national revolution, as against the peasant masses of the South.      


� From the heritage of the real anti-Fascist party, the Party of Action (and its predecessors), which led the armed struggle in 1943-1945, but without mass consensus in the 1946 election, while other parties were more concerned in creating militias and clients for the post-war phase. It disappeared, as party, but, being a party of intellectuals and professionals, its previous militants spreads everywhere, in politics as in society. And overall a lot of people found advantageous claiming as heirs of that tradition, which was neither univocal nor clearly defined.   


� The same D’Alema PCI/PDS had finally interest in the Berlusconi saving for avoiding the same D’Alema PCI/PDS destruction from the De Benedettis and Agnellis men and women of the PDS (see the Veltroni fraction). The ‘Communists’ finally collaborated for saving the mostly modernising capitalism while the catch-all and fully-on-hire political personnel (Veltroni-Prodi) was against real bourgeois relations. The identities of the savers and of the saved inevitably change in such interrelations. 


� Moderate was a kind of etymologically meaningless self-definition currently used, in Italy, from the Centre for indicating that ‘extremist’, alias destructive and to be feared, were the other ones. In reality there are indifferently Centre, Left and Right extremisms. It is more productive, also here, to reason, at analytic level, in terms of interests concretely pursued.   


� (Ilari 1998).


� Carnevale, Polo contro procura. Folena: non si riscrive la storia, [Carnevale, Polo against PO. Folena: history may not be rewritten], Repubblica, 10 June 2000.  


� For Ilari, blocked, in the literature on massacres, since the supposed ‘subversive’ and ‘antidemocratic, tendencies of the ‘moderate classes’. 


� Theories on ‘strategists’, skilful ‘Italian desks’, ‘sophisticate experiments’, ‘very refined minds’, revealed mythologies, or pure allegories. I do not want to tell that they were just conspiracy theories, because perhaps who formulated such hypotheses was aimed more from real comprehension anxieties, than from pure paranoia. However, since the conditions of Lukacsian rationality destruction dominated worldwide the academic departments of political science (whose functions were ideological, in the Marxian sense of ideology), simply there were not, on the market, specialists trained for governing Italian-style destabilisations, either for understanding them (the same lack there was relatively to the other countries, as Russia and China, for example). Functionaries of Italian parties were more qualified political scientists and practitioners than the academic ones. And Berlusconi, his business layers, and his Fininvest managers revealed more skilful and refined political scientists, strategists and practitioners than foreign and internal ‘specialists’, and than the same PCI/PDS specialists essentially trained in standing war (a military technique buried with WW1, and a party practice failed by the 4 August 1914 collapse of the Second International). 


� (De Felice 1999); (Ilari 1994b); (Ilari 1996); Virgilio Ilari, Il mito della riforma costituzionale, [The myth of Constitutional reform], unpublished [originally written for IdeAzione], 1997; Un esperto di guerre spiega gli anni Novanta in Italia, [An expert of wars explains the 1990s in Italy], Foglio, 28 July 1998.  


� Really ‘inventarsi’ may be both a spoken expression for ‘inventing’ and to have the meaning of ‘inventing for themselves’, ‘inventing something to believe to’ or ‘inventing something to let to believe’. In fact, the subtitle problematically asks whether ‘Esiste l’identità nazionale?’ [Does national identity exists?]. 


� The date of the start of the Maastricht Conference, if it is not a mistake. In fact the start of the judicialist strike is 17 February 1992 (the last day of the Maastricht Conference), with the arrest of Mario Chiesa in Milan.   


� The Far-Right was then fought by armed struggle, and the revolutionary Lefts were denounced from the PCI (and also the PCF in France, and the other pro-Russian parties in the other countries) to the Gestapo as ‘Gestapo accomplice’, when not directly eliminated.  


� A DC very attentive to full range consensus to regime, avoided not only the discrimination on the Left, but also that on the Right, and with decisive advantage because, for example, the Giorgio Almirante (RSI Statesman) MSI helped the containment of the Rightist subversion. The PCI agreed with this unofficial integration, reserving anti-‘Fascism’ for propaganda. When the Fascist Almirante entered inside the PCI central headquarters for his homage to the corpse of Enrico Berlinguer (1922-1984), nobody obstructed him.   


� The concept became equivocal because for example the PCd’I, later PCI, never was an anti-fascist party but followed the orientation of the USSR whose relations with Mussolini were very good for a long time, apart from propaganda.  


� The Fascism-connections of the ‘anti-fascist’ milieus were intensive, as it was the case of every emigration with its ‘enemies’ of the fatherland. Similar case of massive infiltration of the anti-regime emigration there was relatively to Soviet Russia.      


� The collaborationists of the winning powers. 


�De Felice, a historian not subordinated, contrarily the other ones, to regime and political convenience, had since decades ‘discovered’ the forms of 1943-1945 civil war and also historicized it. Mussolini, freed from the monarchist prison by a German unit, accepted to create the RSI for preserving the German-occupied Italy from German revenge. The same compulsory conscription, imposed from Germany, contributed to increase the number of rebels to the RSI government and German occupation. Partisans were of the order of 200,000 and the RSI armed forces of the order of 500,000. In addition there were Italians enrolled from the Werhmacht and the SS. The Italian population was about 44,000,000 people. (De Felice 1999). In addition, massive (even if silenced from current discussions) historical evidence showed that also inside who officially radically fought there were strong conciliatory currents and continuous contacts, and with the decided cover of the same Mussolini, who appeared a	s the most, and most concretely, concerned from the national dissolution. There was terrorism from both sides, sometimes implicitly in common agreement, as there were continuous favours for saving exponents now of the one, now of the other side.   


About 500,000 soldiers (400,000 Army, 80,000 Navy, 35,000 Air Force) were in the Royal Air Forces aligned with the Allies after 8 September 1943, and about 650,000 remained Germany prisoners even deprived of the status of war prisoners. (Alberto Papuzzi, I militari rivendicano il loro ruolo nella Resistenza e il contributo filoatlantico alla rinascita del paese, [The soldiers claim their role in Resistance and the pro-Atlantic contribution to the Country Renaissance], Stampa, IE, 7 March 2001; Rigoni Stern, Noi internati, schiavi del Reich, [We inmates, Reich slaves], Stampa, IE, 7 March 2001). 


� The UK was certainly not disappointed from the humiliation represented for Italy (in the fraction represented from monarchy) to pass from the side of the new winners, after that the same choice of aligning with Germany derived from the revealed wrong forecast that Germany would have dominated Europe after a light-war. The UK did not want, in addition to the already equivocal position of France (a legal government in France and a puppet government, but real in case of Allied victory, in London), an Italy finally winner of the war.    


� By them, high functionaries were fired (but with very high costs for the State budgets, since the preference for their golden retirement) and other promoted, old structures were subverted by now creating salary equalitarianism, now new divisions more tightly depending of the immediate party and TU agreements.    


� Fabrizio Di Ferdinando, Affondata la Bicamerale, fine del Polo, [Sunk the Bicameral, the Pole is finished], Padania, IE, 28 May 1998; A nudo le holding di Berlusconi, [Naked the Berlusconi holdings], Padania, IE, 21 July 1998; La Giornata, [The day], Foglio, 2 October 1998, p. 1; La Giornata, [The day], Foglio, 3 October 1998, p. 1; Maria Latella, Zecchino: Ppi troppo indeciso, serve subito un congresso, [Zecchino: Ppi too undecided, a congress immediately needed], Corsera, IE, 30 January 1999.


�“«piena solidarietà»”; La Giornata, [The day], Foglio, 3 October 1998, p. 1.


� “«Mani Pulite ha costituito davvero un momento magico, una occasione storica, una chance irripetibile di modernizzazione»”; I momenti (micro) magici del bollettino delle procure, [The (micro) magic moments of the Prosecution Offices’ bulletin], Foglio, 3 October 1998, p. 1.


� See the international press sudden operation of transforming Fini from ‘Fascist’ to ‘modern Right’. 


� The Lefts favoured systematically they companies, discriminating the other ones. Where the Freedoms’ Pole was in office, it discriminated the companies of the Berlusconi group, for avoiding being accusing of favouring its national leader interests.  


� E’ arrivato un professore a spiegarci una guerra che non ha combattuto, [A professor arrived to explain us a war he did not fight], Virgilio Ilari, Letter, [and upset Ferrara reply], Foglio, 15 July 1998, p. 4; Pierluigi Battista, Mani pulite: guerra civile?, [Clean Hands: a civil war?], Stampa, 29 July 1998; Paolo Biondani, Pellegrino: i nomi? Io suggerisco Baldassarre e Ilari, [Pellegrino: the names? I suggest Baldassarre e Ilari], Corsera, 20 July 1998; Stafano Zurlo, «La sinistra ha avviato una guerra civile», [«The Lefts started a civil war»], Giornale, 4 August 1998; Dice Montanelli, [Montanelli says], Foglio, 15 November 2000.     


� Gianni Baget Bozzo, Quella festa non va buttata, [That feast must not be thrown away], Giornale, 26 April 2000.   


� (De Felice 1999). 


� Virgilio Ilari, Perché e come dobbiamo fare la storia degli anni novanta, [Why and how we shall do the 1990s history], manuscript, summer 1999; Pietrangelo Buttafuoco, “Ero immerso nella doppiezza, fascista tra i fascisti e antifascista con gli antifascisti. Non ne parlavo perché me ne ver-go-gna-vo”, [“I was fully inside doubleness, Fascist amid Fascists, and anti-Fascist with anti-Fascists. I avoid speaking on this because I was a-sha-med”], Foglio, 12 November 1999; Luciano Violante, Mettiamo fine all’inutile guerra fredda italiana, [Stop the useless Italian cold war], Stampa, 6 December 1999; Virgilio Ilari, Letter, Foglio, 9 December 1999, p. 4; Barbara Spinelli, Una discussione civile su Tangentopoli, [A civil discussion on Kickback-city], Stampa, 9 December 1999; Ernesto Galli della Loggia, Com’è lontana la pace civile, [How civil peace is far], Corsera, 15 December 1999; Bobbio, uno che non dorme sul suo monumento e conquista contro i filistei la gloria della penitenza, [Bobbio, one who does not sleep on his monument and conquers, against philistines, the glory of penitence], Foglio, 29 December 1999, p. 1; Ugo Magri, Cossiga attacca: riforma elettorale subito, [Cossiga attacks: electoral reform now], Stampa, 3 January 2000; Giovanni Negri, La menzogna non è immorale, dice Cossiga. E chiede al Papa la beatificazione di Tommaso Moro come protettore dei governanti, [Cossiga tells that lie is no immoral. And he asks the Pope to sanctify Thomas More as rulers’ protector], Foglio, 8 February 2000, p. 2.   


� “conciliazione nazionale”. 


� “sovranità limitata”.


� “limitazione di sovranità”.


� The responsible of the PCd’I members’ files Massola had written, in 1936, on the Gramsci file that he was an ex-communist passed to GL. The files were kept both on Paris and in Moscow. (Riva 1999, p. 334). 


� Massimo Novelli, Violante: conciliazione sì ma i corruttori pagheranno, [Violante: conciliation but the corruptors will pay], Repubblica, IE, 15 January 2000. 


� “Oggi che «pacificazione nazionale» è formula d'uso corrente nel discorso pubblico, è giunto il tempo di lasciare in un canto i pre-giudizi e di ritrovare giudizi condivisi. Soltanto un popolo capace di ricordare le prove che ha dovuto affrontare trasfigura la propria esperienza in valori che segnano la propria identità di popolo. Soltanto un popolo che ha una «memoria comune» è capace di darsi un «comportamento comune» che rafforza le norme della convivenza, il funzionamento delle istituzioni sociali e politiche: per dirla in una parola, la vita civile.” (Giuseppe D'Avanzo, Ventotto anni dopo, [Twenty-eight years later], Corsera, IE, 25 January 2000). 


� Antonio Socci, Viva Gramsci se la scelta è tra Eco e Berlinguer, [Long life to Gramsci, if the choice is between Eco and Berlinguer], Giornale, 27 March 2000.  


� “un paese distrutto alla radice dalla dittatura giacobina.” (Virgilio Ilari, Sulle macerie del giacobinismo, [On the Jacobinism ruins], l’Opinione, 28 July 2000).  


� Ferdinando Adornato, Ma a “Repubblica” non ci sono anche i girondini?, [But there are not also the Girondins in “Repubblica”?], Liberal, n. 23, 6 August 1998; Francesco Bei, Benvenuti a Giacobville, [Welcome to Jacobville], Liberal, n. 23, 6 August 1998; Edmondo Berselli, Il fattore N, [The Factor E], Liberal, n. 23, 6 August 1998; Fausto Bertinotti, [Interviewed from Giancarlo Loquenzi], Aboliamo la parola “traditore”, [Abolish the word “betrayer”], Liberal, n. 23, 6 August 1998; Angelo Panebianco, Attenti, tornano i guerrieri della gauche, [Be careful, the Left warriors are back], Liberal, n. 23, 6 August 1998.


� Martinazzoli defined Buttiglione a betrayer when Buttiglione, PPI Secretary, after having contributed, in 1994, to collapse the Berlusconi government tried to drive the entire PPI into the Berlusconi area.  


� Marco Ventura, «Prendiamo le impronte a chi entra in Italia», [«Took prints to who enters in Italy»], Giornale, 3 June 2000.   


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mclink.it/assoc/criticaliberale" ��http://www.mclink.it/assoc/criticaliberale�. 


� The Italian Constitution is absolutely unequivocal about this point: “Organisations and private citizens are entitled to found schools and educational institutions which do not involve charges on the State.”, [“Enti e privati hanno il diritto di istituire scuole ed istituti di educazione, senza oneri per lo Stato.” from art. 33 of the Constitution, � HYPERLINK http://www.senato.it/funz/cost/home.htm ��http://www.senato.it/funz/cost/home.htm� ]. However this is not the prohibition to define precise contracts for assuring the implementation of the State education by privates. In this case there would not be ‘charges’ for State but the State paying for services it would provide by privates. Although, for not transforming that into the de facto financing of religious and party school, as such and not for the State or common service, it would be necessary the global reorganisation of the educational services with wide delegation to the single educational institutions, and tight but not bureaucratic controls. Overall it would be necessary to change the common way of thinking made from people defending the direct State education for the popular masses while preferring for themselves and their families the education abroad, and from other people wanting just the State co-financing (in co-operation with the direct users) of private education. Constitutions are easily changeable. Organisation and way of thinking are not.         


� Marco Cianca, GALANTE GARRONE, La crociata dei laici, [GALANTE GARRONE, The laics’ crusade], Corsera, IE, 8 December 1998. 


� “Bisogna essere inflessibili, implacabili, senza nessuna indulgenza, contro quei mali sotterranei che si prolungano nel tempo.” 


� “«La corruzione è un fenomeno grave ma è un fatto di polizia e di pulizia. È una mistificazione dire che è figlia della prima repubblica. Chi lo sostiene e invoca un'assemblea costituente o nasconde volontà di sovvertimento totale, e ci possono essere persino torbidi giochi di restaurazione fascista o monarchica, o vuole quanto meno porre dei limiti all'azione della magistratura».” 


� Violante, Caselli, etc. 


� Pierangelo Sapegno, «Savoia, quel giuramento non basta più», [«Savoy, that oath is not any more sufficient»], Stampa, 18 July 2000. 


� Mani pulite, appelli confusi, [Clean-hands, confused appeals], Foglio, 16 December 1998, p. 3.    


� Mani pulite, appelli confusi, [Clean-hands, confused appeals], Foglio, 16 December 1998, p. 3.    


� Mani pulite, appelli confusi, [Clean-hands, confused appeals], Foglio, 16 December 1998, p. 3.    


� Carlo Panella, Niente repubblichini nel cimitero italiano, i Ds londinesi si oppongono, [No RSI-soldiers in the Italian cemetery, the DS oppose], Foglio, 21 June 2000. 


� In this way the ethnic and social war of Piedmont was now against Southerner brigands, but also against their ‘Roman’ supposed protectors. 


� The cases were numerous, and their real recycler was the PCI or the para-PCI area. It was for example the case of the ultra-leftist intellectual and radical ‘anti-fascist’, the Nobel Prize winner Dario Fò, Black Shirt (what was different from the regular Armed Forces) of the RSI. Other intellectuals and artists did not found their professional career on politics and avoided the 1943-1945-complex were discriminated whenever possible.  


� He had left the PCI and had become Federalist. 


� (Ilari 2001).  


� In the last pages, after an essay built around judicialim, Statism, eunuch fear of open fights and free thinking, the prose resolve in a hymn to Berlusconi send from the divine Province, with tunes tentatively epochal and dramatic, actually just an hilarious and quite pathetic personality cult. 


� In the January 1995 Fiuggi Congress Thesis of AN, there was the reference of this new party to Dante, Machiavelli, Rosmini, Gioberti, Mazzini, Corradini, Croce, Gentile and Gramsci. It was a confused assemblage for avoiding the passage of the Right from its traditional socialist (Fascism was a socialist movement, with only the external alliance, inside the Mussolini governments, with Liberal forces) to a Liberal positioning. 


� (Andriola 1995). 


� Unusual event, the same Andreotti was present when there was the Catelani formal assumption of office in the economic-financial capital of Italy.   


� ra. ma., «Le Ferrovie svendono case. Poi le riacquistano assieme ai soci», [«The Railways gave houses on sale. Later they buy them again together with partners»], Giorno, IE, 1 March 2001. 


� With the elimination of Craxi, the Milan of the free enterprise had remained without political-institutional representation. Since the unreliability, from this point of view, of the promoted political leaders, Berlusconi preferred to represent directly his interests, instead of paying ransoms to the parties and monopolistic interests were threatening and trying to blackmail him. All the stories on the Berlusconi conflicts of interests were absolutely precise: Berlusconi was in irreducible conflict with the interests of the Agnellis and De Benedettis wanted to expropriate (as they did in a lot of other cases, even at zero price, and always with State subsidies) enterprises they were unsuccessful to create. In Italy the TV chains were more than 500 [five hundred]: people watched those they want, as people bought the newspapers and magazines of the Agnellis and De Benedettis, and in some measure also of Berlusconi, because they were evidently more appreciated than the other ones.  


� Coherently with this vision, and also with the fact that the principal enemy was the liberal and progressive Centre because more solid than the Lefts, in the early March 2001, in practice in full electoral campaign, Andreotti launched in a ground for him new, that of ideological fight, and aligned from the side of the fighters against ‘globalisation’ and ‘liberism’; (Mauro Mellini, Se Andreotti va alla crociata, [If Andreotti launches in crusades], L’Opinione, IE, 10 March 2001). He did that in a country where problems were para-State parasitism and savage bureaucratism.   


� Italic peoples adaptiveness showed always stronger than anti-modernising policies.  


� Also Italy had some influence, before the Mussolini governments progressively subordinated Italy to Germany, the late years 1930s, after economically-financially disastrous African wars. Also the UK and France had influence in some Central-Eastern countries. 


� PIL (Prodotto Interno Lordo).


� ISTAT, Treasury Ministry, BankItalia, Eurostat, IMF. In every source the data are different and sometimes they are different inside the same source (it was the case of an ISTAT publication). I have finally used, for reasons on internal consistency of the series, the IMF data.       


� Geronimo, Anni sprecati, [Wasted years], Giornale, 7 June 2000.  


� Antonio Martino, I conti risanati? E’ solo demagogia della sinistra, [The reclaimed accounts? It is just leftist demagogy], Giorno, IE, 15 February 2001. 


� (Pini 2000, p. 233).


� (BankItalia 2000a, p. 173/174).     


� The central State privatisations’ (for the limited fraction realised, about 50% of the whole State companies) receipts were distributed along the 1990s, with the exclusion overall of its first years.   


 were delayed 


� Paolo Cacace, «L’ Italia è risanata e ora il Sud decolla», [«Italy is reclaimed and now the South takes off»], Messaggero, IE, 7 February 2001. 


� IMF, Statistiques financières internationales, IMF, Washington, USA.   


� ISTAT, National accounts historical series, 1982-1999, 15 March 2000,


� HYPERLINK "http://www.istat.it/Anumital/Astatset/conti.htm" ��http://www.istat.it/Anumital/Astatset/conti.htm� [data found on 13 September 2000].


� Francesco Giavazzi, I sotto italiani esclusi dai patti, [The under-Italians excluded from pacts], Corsera, IE, 28 October 1999; «Generazioni future tartassate», [«Future generation stricken»], Corsera, IE, 29 October 1999.  


� (Sylos Labini 1995); see also his [written because in hospital] intervention to the 22 September 2000 Conference on Ernesto Rossi in Florence: � HYPERLINK "http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s7.2.2/uni_giacomo_0_20000923141502.rm?start=\"11:02\"&end=\"26:41" ��http://audio-5.radioradicale.it/ramgen/s7.2.2/uni_giacomo_0_20000923141502.rm?start="11:02"&end="26:41�" . 


� An easy game is to observe how systematically (or for relatively long cycles), not occasionally, there are personages the media of the one or the other financial group present in subliminally negative, positive and neutral way. The non-Berlusconi media, but also ½ of the Berlusconi media (more moderately), always sent negative subliminal messages against Berlusconi. In the same period in this point referred (near mid-2000) for example Maurizio Costanzo (and he was the kindest of the series, since his objective position), the Director of Canale 5 (the main ‘Berlusconi’ TV Chain) speaking on D’Alema and Berlusconi ‘casually’ told that D’Alema was his friend while Berlusconi just his boss. It merits to be noticed that a journalist or director of the para-Lefts area would have not been allowed to be political aligned with the ‘enemy’ (the judicialist Left had enemies, the Liberal Centre had only adversaries). On the contrary the productive classes, of which Berlusconi was one of the expressions, were more concerned in profit and in who (also if aligned with the Lefts, the Lefts of the billionaires in the Costanzo case) guaranteed it more than in great political operation for gaining rents frauding State.       


� Gli ultimi giapponesi, [The last Japanese fighters], Foglio, 16 June 2000.    


� Paolo Sylos Labini, Sinistra, burocrazia e il “signor Rossi”, [Left, bureaucracy and “Mister White”], Repubblica, 22 June 2000.  


� Paolo Sylos Labini, Tremonti, i conti non tornano, [Tremonti, the accounts are wrong], Repubblica, IE, 23 January 2001. 


� Felice Saulino, L'INTERVISTA – De Mita: sulla legge elettorale si rischia la rottura, Prodi vive di rancore, [INTERVIEW – De Mita: we are risking the break on the electoral law, Prodi lives only of rancour], Corsera, IE, 6 December 1998; Maurizio Caprara, Craxi: «Era meglio la partitocrazia della partitomania», [Craxi: «Particracy was better than party-mania»], Corsera, IE, 3 February 1999; Ernesto Galli della Loggia, Il medioevo della politica, [The middle-age of politics], Corsera, IE, 25 February 1999; “Grande è il disordine sotto il cielo, la situazione è pessima”, [“Great is the disorder under the sky, the situation is the worst”], Foglio, 25 February 1999, p. 3; Mario Pirani, La nuova febbre della sinistra, [The new fever of the left], Repubblica, IE, 26 February 1999; Ernesto Galli della Loggia, Italia in attesa come 90 anni fa, [Italy waiting as 90 years ago], Corsera, IE, 7 March 1999; M. Ca., Cossiga: Palazzo Chigi fa del cerchiobottismo, [Cossiga: Palazzo Chigi does cunning artifices], Corsera, IE, 20 May 1999; Saverio Vertone, Azienda Italia senza classe dirigente, [Firm-Italy without ruling class], Il Sole 24 Ore, 29 March 2000; Ernesto Galli della Loggia, La maledizione dell’antipolitica, [The anti-politics malediction], Corsera, IE, 5 September 2000.


� The sudden collapses of such new parties, when passing from general to local elections are relatively normal. However the I Democratici decline continued with the Di Pietro split just after the Regional elections. And in fact there were operations of federation grouping with similar small groups. The federation of micro fraction gives the dimension of the existence of irreducible micro-entities more identified with themselves than with projects for the Country.   


� It was claimed that GPs assisted, and were consequently paid for, death people. Actually it was not their responsibility to check their lists of assisted people, but of the health service, which did not it. It was born as an enormous GPs scandal, in February 1999, it vanished in some days into nothing. In fact, if the responsibility is of bureaucracy, a crime becomes suddenly a no crime, in Italy. (Marisa Fumagalli, «Assistiti morti», indagini da archiviare, [«Dead assisted», inquiry to archive], Corsera, IE, 26 February 1999). Health Service scandals exploded, sometimes invented, other times real, only in the North of Italy now as work of the Health ministry, now since the controls of the Northern Regional authorities. In the Centre and South the waste of public money was so inside the material constitution, that, even if what evidenced in the North verifies in the South on wider scale, even the most elementary controls are avoided. So one avoided even posing the question of what happens with State funds for the health service distributed to the South.  


� There was a so-called mayors’ party finished, in part, into the Prodi party, in other part neutralised from D’Alema.


� Di Pietro finished into the Prodi party, but also a lot of others magistrates passed from magistracy to active formal politics.   


� Already Dini created his own party, pushed from Scalfaro, after having being PM. But the Macaluso referring was perhaps also to the then developing informal D’Alema party. 


� Carlo Pelanda, Proposta indecente. Vi racconto il mercato delle vacche (e dei voti), [Indecent proposal. I relate to you on the cows (and votes) market], Il Giornale, 30 October 1998, � HYPERLINK http://www.buongoverno.emr.it ��http://www.buongoverno.emr.it� . 


� Luigi Mazzella, La soluzione è nel «premio di governo», [The solution is in the «government prize»], Giornale, 29 March 2000.     


� James Blitz, Coalition dilemma for D’Alema, Financial Times, IE, 29 January 1999. 


� For 8 September 1943 the British and Allied commands organised with the Italian ones, in a perfect way, the passage of the Italian Navy (valuable) and Air Force to their bases, while they refused all plan for the Army. The Army, apart from numerous spontaneous cases of resistance, disbanded. So, 8 September 1943 became symbol of disbanding, alias Italian unreliability, in reality wanted and carefully planned.     


� Greenberg Quinlan Research Inc. was a notorious US company operating worldwide in the field of the electoral and politics manipulation. Its costs in the Rutelli support were supposed as of the order of 150 billion liras, to be paid from the international companies directly interested in the perpetuation of their control on the Italian politics. (Velino, IE, supplement to its number 174, 20 October 2000).      


� De Benedetti convoca a cena il leader che ha lanciato sul mercato, [De Benedetti convokes for dinner the leader himself launched on the market], Foglio, 23 March 2001. 


� The Compagnia del latte of Rome was sold in July 1997 to the Cirio of Sergio Cragnotti for 106 billion liras. In 1999, Cirio sold it to Parmalat of Calisto Tanzi for 765 billion liras. (Vespa 2000, p. 211). The Rome Commune was called to pay to the EU, as fine for irregularities of the operation, about to the same sum it cashed. 


� Quali sono i vizi di Rutelli, quali le sue velleità, quanto egli sia vuoto. Tutto ciò che del pacione dispiace (e molto) ai suoi vecchi nemici, [Which the Rutelli vices, which his vain ambitions, how much he be empty. Everything dislikes (and much), of the nice face, to his old enemies], Foglio, 5 September 2000. 


� Macaluso critico: «Dietro Rutelli Prodi, Veltroni e De Benedetti», [Macaluso critic: «Behind Rutelli Prodi, Veltroni and De Benedetti»], Giorno, IE, 3 October 2000. 


� Francesco Rutelli, Italy’s would-be prime minister, Economist, IE, 26 October 2000. 


� (Vespa 2001, p. 74).


� (Calise 1998).


� It was the same De Mita had then wanted the young Prodi as IRI President (as DC-Left expression and on Andreatta suggestion), with the mandate of masking an IRI at Agnellis and De Benedetti service behind accounting tricks for showing budget reclaiming. Human and institutional behaviours are generally recursive.    


� ‘Sure’ for the one or the other block. 


� When the Repubblica party used Di Pietro, again in parallel with a Repubblica campaign in the summer 2000, for firing the PM Amato (accused of Craxism) as Lefts electoral leader, for imposing the Prodi-proxy Rutelli. In fact the function of Rutelli was, in the summer 2000 intentions, to open the 2006 way to Prodi versus D’Alema (initially the Amato godfather).     


� In the meaning that the political control, eventually US-style, on bureaucracy is essential for the State efficiency. In Italy there was the party-TU intertwining with bureaucracy, what has different nature.  


� (Paciotti 1999); (Pizzorno 1998).  


� ‘Magistratura requirente’. 


� It was the case of the magistrate Carlo Palermo in the 1980s. . 


� ‘Parties’ are here formal currents of the ANM.  


� (Burnett 1998, chapters 1, 2 and 23).


� (Burnett 1998, p. 7/8).


� Permanent revolution in the Trockist sense: from the CAF, to Berlusconi, to everybody else, without interruption of continuity but as part of a unique process developing for natural evolution from a phase to the next ones. 


� When the Judges function is strong and so absolutely independent from Prosecution, a strong Prosecution is systemically useful. 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 244).


� (Burnett 1998, p. 243). 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 244).


� Silvio Berlusconi, Quello che l’Italia si aspetta, [What Italy expects], IdeAzione, September-October 2000.  


� In reality the fight of Rutelli versus Amato was the operation of imposing the block interest used Prodi as public face against a possibly modernising socialism, the liberal one of Amato and/or the D’Alema personal ‘party’. Amato was not certainly person linking with the unreliable D’Alema but in the running game they were tactically from the same side.   


� It was suggested he would have been called to participate to the elaboration of the EU Constitution. 


� It was the case, the previous days, of the Belgian deputy-PM and Foreign Affairs Minister, and PRL leader, the francophone xenophobe Louis Michel. Perhaps under the effect of alcohol or other substances, he excited pretended to speak in name of the EU, without no EU formal leader ordered him to shut up. Belgium was a decaying country (overall in its Francophone minority) economically at the same level of the laborious Lombardy, which had 10% fever population. Louis Michel was preparing, by his early May 2001 xenophobic declarations against Italy, to receive in State visit, as also President Chirac did, the Zimbabwe President Robert Mugabe. Businesses are businesses. (William Ward, Letter, Foglio, 8 March 2001).       
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				438,910		475,262		486,442		525,286		525,062		528,724		559,128		547,994		596,485		746,828		809,062

										812,069		884,003		959,277		1,000,299		1,068,238		1,076,395		1,072,483		1,104,407

				2,838,604		3,264,513		3,008,813		3,204,796		3,242,923		3,804,189		3,964,966		3,798,894		4,124,857		4,871,417		5,216,834

				1,438,273		1,532,796		1,357,336		1,572,982		1,658,081		2,141,441		2,358,633		2,361,742		2,167,821		2,231,650		2,081,527

				710,870		792,341		867,836		939,613		951,165		849,037		863,369		839,041		967,873		1,023,488		1,058,697

				702,131		760,266		776,753		831,578		822,317		817,727		871,290		859,746		927,259		1,161,180		1,252,776

										1,432,638		1,561,740		1,670,845		1,763,760		1,880,187		1,877,938		1,866,547		1,921,764

				4,320,000		4,982,122		4,557,196		4,830,880		4,867,832		5,672,359		5,930,383		5,657,888		6,153,332		7,319,613		7,813,767

				2,469,138		2,632,640		2,341,499		2,752,656		2,868,185		3,652,634		3,950,321		3,928,223		3,623,235		3,717,963		3,404,713
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				Annual State deficit * IMF data		Public debt %GDP * IMF data		State debt Maastricht parameter

		1990		11.1		98		60

		1991		10.1		101.5		60

		1992		9.6		108.7		60

		1993		9.5		119.1		60

		1994		9.2		124.9		60

		1995		7.7		125.3		60

		1996		7.1		122.1		60

		1997		2.7		119.8		60
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Sheet1

				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998

		Italy		0.2128195029		0.2134295714		0.2145071189		0.2104153519		0.2047058081		0.1843677013		0.1799960388		0.1834368046		0.1815134837		0.1795976113		0.1810820282

		UK		0.2059416263		0.2169082926		0.2061620618		0.1795706476		0.1653170249		0.1587131157		0.1588529651		0.1633017193		0.1665446224		0.1668802425		0.1761312477

		Germany								0.2375701329		0.2403966089		0.2303331548		0.2313222887		0.2244026791		0.2173341186		0.2140840815		0.2106522965

		USA		0.1935712963		0.1899965517		0.1831646038		0.1705165518		0.1700718102		0.1738698132		0.1786285978		0.182263417		0.187228643		0.1895587922		0.197347067

		Japan		0.2964285512		0.3056851677		0.3173351772		0.3142001761		0.3047111675		0.2954114757		0.2864648215		0.2847794028		0.2946667826		0.2857056404		0.2679908703

				151,287		169,109		186,157		197,709		194,709		156,535		155,403		153,911		175,682		183,816		191,711

				144,598		164,908		160,137		149,327		135,943		129,784		138,407		140,398		154,430		193,778		220,653

										340,352		375,437		384,851		407,997		421,919		408,140		399,598		404,824

				836,228		946,586		834,717		823,745		827,881		986,252		1,059,336		1,031,226		1,152,080		1,387,497		1,542,024

				731,923		804,759		743,040		864,885		873,968		1,079,030		1,131,628		1,118,677		1,067,647		1,062,243		912,432

				710,870		792,341		867,836		939,613		951,165		849,037		863,369		839,041		967,873		1,023,488		1,058,697

				702,131		760,266		776,753		831,578		822,317		817,727		871,290		859,746		927,259		1,161,180		1,252,776

										1,432,638		1,561,740		1,670,845		1,763,760		1,880,187		1,877,938		1,866,547		1,921,764

				4,320,000		4,982,122		4,557,196		4,830,880		4,867,832		5,672,359		5,930,383		5,657,888		6,153,332		7,319,613		7,813,767

				2,469,138		2,632,640		2,341,499		2,752,656		2,868,185		3,652,634		3,950,321		3,928,223		3,623,235		3,717,963		3,404,713






_1058005577.xls
Chart1

		1990		1990		1990		1990		1990		1990		1990

		1991		1991		1991		1991		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992		1992		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993		1993		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994		1994		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995		1995		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996		1996		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997		1997		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998		1998		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999



I % empl.

D % empl.

F % empl.

E % empl.

UK % empl.

USA % empl.

J % empl.

Employment rates (over the total population) 
[IMF data, yet incomplete in the May 2001 IMF data]

0.3720776968

0.46779

0.3947823021

0.3237837838

0.4679464906

0.4718239693

0.5055375331

0.3805286344

0.4678169542

0.3933742331

0.3239722508

0.4566683965

0.4626172108

0.5134509807

0.3774006331

0.4580489016

0.3884957295

0.325335438

0.4330977418

0.4604337391

0.5171471732

0.3580543383

0.4480847395

0.3544145707

0.3028396009

0.4384086613

0.4622113746

0.5169760508

0.3517307692

0.443072955

0.3474956822

0.2996168582

0.4400924816

0.4720694179

0.5160996209

0.3492146597

0.4414401176

0.3441692466

0.3071155318

0.4431325712

0.4746017753

0.5142151788

0.3500871384

0.4393406593

0.3441493918

0.3156608098

0.4459013605

0.4771442666

0.5153181211

0.3492176634

0.4363270777

0.3427230848

0.3246439471

0.4521606507

0.4856142613

0.5197121253

0

0.4372104365

0

0.3354076708

0.4578929482

0.4885466681

0.5149977073

0

0

0

0

0

0.4887343023

0.5108133744



Sheet1

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		I employment		21,454		21,595		21,459		20,427		20,119		20,010		20,088		20,087		nd		nd

		I population		57,660		56,750		56,860		57,050		57,200		57,300		57,380		57,520		57,590		57,340

		I % empl.		37.208%		38.053%		37.740%		35.805%		35.173%		34.921%		35.009%		34.922%		0.000%		0.000%

		D employment				37,416		36,905		36,380		36,075		36,048		35,982		35,805		35,860

		D population		79,360		79,980		80,570		81,190		81,420		81,660		81,900		82,060		82,020		82,090

		D % empl.		46.779%		46.782%		45.805%		44.808%		44.307%		44.144%		43.934%		43.633%		43.721%		0.000%

		F employment		22,396		22,442		22,288		20,432		20,120		20,010		20,088		20,087

		F population		56,730		57,050		57,370		57,650		57,900		58,140		58,370		58,610		58,850		59,100

		F % empl.		39.478%		39.337%		38.850%		35.441%		34.750%		34.417%		34.415%		34.272%		0.000%		0.000%

		E employment		12,579		12,609		12,366		11,838		11,730		12,042		12,396		12,765		13,205

		E population		38,850		38,920		38,010		39,090		39,150		39,210		39,270		39,320		39,370		39,420

		E % empl.		32.378%		32.397%		32.534%		30.284%		29.962%		30.712%		31.566%		32.464%		33.541%		0.000%

		UK employment		26,935		26,400		25,124		25,511		25,697		25,972		26,219		26,682		26,947

		UK population		57,560		57,810		58,010		58,190		58,390		58,610		58,800		59,010		58,850		58,740

		UK % empl.		46.795%		45.667%		43.310%		43.841%		44.009%		44.313%		44.590%		45.216%		45.789%		0.000%

		USA employment		117,914		116,877		117,598		119,306		123,060		124,900		126,709		129,558		131,464		133,488

		USA population		249,911		252,643		255,407		258,120		260,682		263,168		265,557		266,792		269,092		273,130

		USA % empl.		47.182%		46.262%		46.043%		46.221%		47.207%		47.460%		47.714%		48.561%		48.855%		48.873%

		J employment		62,490		63,690		64,360		64,500		64,530		64,570		64,860		65,570		65,140		64,623

		J population		123,611		124,043		124,452		124,764		125,034		125,570		125,864		126,166		126,486		126,510

		J % empl.		50.554%		51.345%		51.715%		51.698%		51.610%		51.422%		51.532%		51.971%		51.500%		51.081%

		employment

		population

		% employment over total population
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Sheet1

				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998

		Italy		710,870		792,341		867,836		939,613		951,165		849,037		863,369		839,041		967,873		1,023,488		1,058,697

		UK		702,131		760,266		776,753		831,578		822,317		817,727		871,290		859,746		927,259		1,161,180		1,252,776

		Germany								1,432,638		1,561,740		1,670,845		1,763,760		1,880,187		1,877,938		1,866,547		1,921,764

		USA		4,320,000		4,982,122		4,557,196		4,830,880		4,867,832		5,672,359		5,930,383		5,657,888		6,153,332		7,319,613		7,813,767

		Japan		2,469,138		2,632,640		2,341,499		2,752,656		2,868,185		3,652,634		3,950,321		3,928,223		3,623,235		3,717,963		3,404,713
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				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998

		Italy		151,287		169,109		186,157		197,709		194,709		156,535		155,403		153,911		175,682		183,816		191,711

		UK		144,598		164,908		160,137		149,327		135,943		129,784		138,407		140,398		154,430		193,778		220,653

		Germany								340,352		375,437		384,851		407,997		421,919		408,140		399,598		404,824

		USA		836,228		946,586		834,717		823,745		827,881		986,252		1,059,336		1,031,226		1,152,080		1,387,497		1,542,024

		Japan		731,923		804,759		743,040		864,885		873,968		1,079,030		1,131,628		1,118,677		1,067,647		1,062,243		912,432
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				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998

		Italy		411,069		463,101		499,236		545,544		563,582		496,269		508,465		492,797		564,364		602,894		623,622

		UK		438,910		475,262		486,442		525,286		525,062		528,724		559,128		547,994		596,485		746,828		809,062

		Germany								812,069		884,003		959,277		1,000,299		1,068,238		1,076,395		1,072,483		1,104,407

		USA		2,838,604		3,264,513		3,008,813		3,204,796		3,242,923		3,804,189		3,964,966		3,798,894		4,124,857		4,871,417		5,216,834

		Japan		1,438,273		1,532,796		1,357,336		1,572,982		1,658,081		2,141,441		2,358,633		2,361,742		2,167,821		2,231,650		2,081,527
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				Public debt /1991

		1991		100.00

		1992		107.09

		1993		117.34

		1994		123.05

		1995		123.45

		1996		120.30

		1997		118.03

		1998		114.58

		1999		113.20
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Sheet1

		[1995 values]		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		[PIL]/GDP [1995 prices]		1,360,399		1,377,220		1,415,209		1,457,306		1,494,116		1,538,714		1,599,473		1,645,403		1,677,885		1,701,210		1,714,149		1,699,000		1,736,505		1,787,278		1,806,814		1,839,624		1,867,796		1,894,407

		Tot. GDP [1995 prices]		1,564,355		1,576,342		1,639,071		1,692,946		1,739,257		1,813,828		1,890,782		1,962,625		2,031,484		2,062,878		2,102,536		2,045,168		2,110,800		2,197,729		2,215,866		2,290,340		2,359,603		2,402,760

				GDP		total GDP

		1991/1983		23.52%		30.86%

		1999/1991		11.36%		16.48%
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Feuil1

				Public debt - 1991		Tot.fisc.rec. - 1991		Publ.debt y/var

		1991		0.00		0.00		0.00

		1992		7.20		2.40		7.20

		1993		17.60		3.80		10.40

		1994		23.40		1.10		5.80

		1995		23.80		1.60		0.40

		1996		20.60		1.90		-3.20

		1997		18.30		4.00		-2.30

		1998		14.80		2.40		-3.50

		1999		13.40		2.70		-1.40

		cum.		13.40		19.90
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Sheet1

		[1995 values]		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		[PIL]/GDP [1995 prices]		1,360,399		1,377,220		1,415,209		1,457,306		1,494,116		1,538,714		1,599,473		1,645,403		1,677,885		1,701,210		1,714,149		1,699,000		1,736,505		1,787,278		1,806,814		1,839,624		1,867,796		1,894,407

		Tot. GDP [1995 prices]		1,564,355		1,576,342		1,639,071		1,692,946		1,739,257		1,813,828		1,890,782		1,962,625		2,031,484		2,062,878		2,102,536		2,045,168		2,110,800		2,197,729		2,215,866		2,290,340		2,359,603		2,402,760

				GDP		total GDP

		1991/1983		123.52%		130.86%

		1999/1991		111.36%		116.48%
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Sheet1

				Total State expend.		Total fiscal receipts						GDP * IMF

		1989		51.8		39.0

		1990		53.8		39.6						1,310.70

		1991		53.9		40.6						1,427.60

		1992		56.1		43.0						1,502.50

		1993		57.8		44.4						1,550.30

		1994		54.9		41.7						1,638.70

		1995		53.2		42.2						1,772.30

		1996		52.9		42.5						1,872.60

		1997		50.9		44.6						1,950.70

		1998		49.4		43.0						2,034.60

		1999		48.8		43.3

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		Declared total fiscal extraction		471,000		508,152		568,974		563,695		620,032

		Total current expenditure		620,153		628,334		580,868		634,702		677,200

		Total current and investments expenditure		692,681		700,714		642,650		709,803		755,732

		Total (previous + debts repayment) expenditure		885,045		891,983		880,761		1,040,202		1,094,430

		GDP at market prices		1,787,278		1,902,275		1,983,850		2,067,703		2,128,165

		Claimed fiscal pressure		42.20%		42.50%		44.60%		43%		43.30%

		Total expenditure over GDP		49.52%		46.89%		44.40%		50.31%		51.43%






