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 “Honesty is the best policy” 

English proverb 

 

The “Contract for the government of change” is the project for a government 

subscribed by the League of Matteo Salvini and the Five Stars Movement led by Luigi Di 

Maio. The current prime minister, Giuseppe Conte, has been selected by both politicians 

to serve as an executor of the contract. However, to reach the result Italy had to get through 

three tough months, in which politicians had to overcome veto positions, to compromise 

and to deal with alliances. Eventually, an admittedly populist government was formed, 

formally led by Conte but substantially directed by Di Maio and Salvini, in which the 

management of power requires a constant mediation between different parties, opinions 

and priorities.  
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I. Italian electoral system: beyond apparent responsibilities 

The story begins with the approval of the Italian electoral law in October 2017, called 

Rosatellum bis.1 It entailed a mixed system, with one third of parliamentary seats allocated 

using a first-past-the-post system in single-member districts, and two thirds of them using 

a proportional system. Paradoxically, those who won the 4th March 2018 general elections 

and who eventually formed the government in June 2018 originally rejected this law when 

it was firstly proposed at the beginning of 2017. In fact, according to the Five Stars, 

including a system of single-member districts was something designed to disfavour them. 

Normally these systems require strong and well-known candidates – that the Five Stars 

notoriously do not have – and require forming coalitions, which are contrary to the 

Movement ideology. Since the dawn of this electoral law, conflicts occurred.2 Indeed, the 

parliamentary activity to approve it was constrained by the proposal of a vote of confidence, 

asked by the previous government of Democrats, so that voting against the Rosatellum 

would have led to the resignation of the government itself. This strategy adopted by the 

government, which at the time was led by Paolo Gentiloni, intended to compact the 

parliamentary majority and to avoid the opposition parties’ obstruction. Nevertheless, the 

institute of the vote of confidence is highly controversial in Italy, and it frequently leads to 

abuses and manipulation. In fact, asking for a vote of confidence means that amendments 

decade, members cannot propose modifications and they have to vote within twenty-four 

hours, giving certain deadlines for the law to be approved. For all these reasons, and for the 

strong political meaning that a parliamentary defeat would have, besides the fact that the 

government usually holds the majority of the Parliament, only in a few cases the vote of 

confidence fails and the government resigns. It is on these bases that even though the vote 

of confidence is not constitutionally established3 and should only concerns those laws 

considered fundamental for government’s political action, in the practice it is often used to 

                                                           
1 The electoral law was named after Ettore Rosato, the Democratic who proposed it.   
2 CIANCIO, A., “Italy’s electoral law poses legitimacy dilemma but no time for remedy”, La Stampa, 
October 2017. 
3 This use of the vote of confidence has been constantly used in Italy and it comes from a practice 
existing in the Albertine Statute – which was the constitution of Italy until 1948. Then it was 
formalized into parliamentary regulations. To better understand the meaning of this institute and 
its controversial relationship with the Constitution, see RAZZA, A. “Note sulla normalizzazione della 
questione di fiducia”, Rivista Associazione Italiana dei Costituzionalisti, n. 3, 2016. 
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get through highly contested issues. This happens notwithstanding the fact that it is 

particularly inappropriate to ask for a vote of confidence on electoral systems, because as a 

parliamentary matter it should not turn out to be fundamental for the political action of the 

government. As a technical, and not a political issue, electoral law ontologically lacks the 

preconditions for the application of this particular institute. Moreover, voting electoral laws 

by asking the confidence means that in general elections citizens will vote using a system 

that lacks a widespread agreement within their representatives. This leads to the 

fundamental question: if the tool for democracy – namely the electoral system – is achieved 

through a procedure that lacks democracy itself – as it does not respect ordinary 

parliamentary procedures and representativeness – can the outcome of this process be 

democratic? Perhaps, in judging the value of electoral rules, we should also consider the 

procedure by which they were chosen.4  

However, for about two months, Rosatellum was accused to be responsible for the 

political impasse that was affecting the country. Indeed, the biggest problem that everybody 

seemed to point out was the requirement of coalitions without any majority bonus, which 

lead to elections without a clear winner. In fact, neither the centre-right coalition – led by 

Salvini’s League – which got 37% of consensus, nor the Five Stars Movement, with a 32%, 

had enough power to form a government able to obtain the confidence from the Parliament. 

Moreover, without its coalition, the League as a single party only managed to gain 17% of 

the votes, therefore the situation became blurred, without a specific leader to invest with 

the duty to form a government.5 

Notwithstanding these systemic weaknesses, Rosatellum should not be considered 

completely responsible for the Italian electoral result. Of course, the contemporary 

existence of coalitions and parties did not help clarify an undoubtedly complex situation, 

but actually, the achievement of a clear majority was just wishful thinking with any kind of 

system. In fact, at least before the forming of the so-called “government of change”, Italy 

was a tripolar system, stretched among the centre right coalition, the centre left one and 

                                                           
4 ABIZADEH, A., “Which procedure for Deciding Election Procedures?”, in POTTER, A., WEINSTOCK 

D. AND LOEWEN P., Should We Change How We Vote? Evaluating Canada’s Electoral System (Montreal, 
McGill-Queen’s University Press), 2017.  
5 Official figures spread by the Home Office on 5th March 2018.  
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the Five Stars.6 More than Rosatellum’s fault, the division between many political entities 

led to an inevitable fragmentation of power, which is nothing more than the reflection of a 

divided country. In fact – on the one hand – the richer centre-North, where the intolerance 

for immigrants is tending higher, voted for the centre-right coalition; this is because of the 

populist approach held by the League and based on the slogan “Italians first” and its 

propaganda mostly referred to the immigration issue, occasionally manipulating news and 

data about migrants and fuelling racial intolerance. As an example, in his first statement as 

Minister of the Interior, Salvini claimed that for migrants now “fun is over”, showing an 

unbelievable lack of empathy and comprehension for the real status of those people risking 

their lives to cross the sea and escape from persecutions, wars and low standards of life.  

On the other hand, the poorer South and the Islands, where the population 

remembers the hateful campaign against them led  by the League – previously called 

“Northern League” – for the South itself, massively voted for the Five Stars Movement. One 

of their proposal got the attention of the South: a universal basic income, presented as a 

welfare measure based on citizenship; though, far from being universal, it would only give 

economic help to those who are looking for a job, and meet certain restrictive criteria. 

Moreover, the Democratic Party already introduced a similar measure in 2018, but most of 

the Italian voters were inexplicably unaware of its existence.  

Of course, there are other reasons for the electoral result. For instance, the previous 

government’s action played an important role in Italy’s fragmentation. In addition, 

sociological and more complex economic issues – such as taxation and unemployment – 

influenced the elections. Nonetheless, all these different factors led to an undeniable turning 

point in Italian politics: the defeat of traditional parties and the success of anti-establishment 

ones.  

                                                           
6 It is quite interesting to point out that Italy already alternated between bipolar and tripolar systems 
since the end of Second World War. In this sense, Italy shifted from what is usually called “First 
Republic” (1948-1993) – characterised by a pluralist system and a consensual democracy based on 
disaggregated social interest – to the “Second Republic” (1993-2018) – based on a two-party system 
and a competitive democracy of alternation. According to the many, getting back to the tripolar 
system marks the beginning of the Third Republic. A good explanation of Italian democracy 
transformation is given in FABBRINI, S., “The Transformation of Italian Democracy”, Bulletin of 
Italian Democracy, v. 1, n. 1, 2009, pp. 29-47. 
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II. Attempts of allegiances: lack of majority calls for agreements 

Due to this situation, and because of the fact that the only way to get out of the 

political impasse was creating a majority able to achieve the Parliament’s confidence, the 

parties attempted to ally. From the beginning, the most reasonable solution was an alliance 

between the League and the Five Stars, since they were respectively the winning party and 

the winning leader of coalition, and because of common political standpoints, for example 

Euro-scepticism. Though, after elections, this affinity was yet to be clear and the 

incompatibility between these two parties was mainly based on veto positions on individuals 

and personal relations. Therefore, there were four ways to obtain a government able to 

provide the numbers required to achieve the confidence of the Parliament.  

First, the Five Stars Movement could have made an alliance with the centre-right 

coalition. This would have been the most natural option due to the electoral result, but it 

was impossible due to the veto of the Five Stars over Silvio Berlusconi, leader of one of the 

centre-right coalition parties, Forward Italy. In fact, one of the main points of the Five Stars’ 

ideology – and one of the requirements to be part of the Movement – is to have a clean 

criminal record: notoriously Berlusconi did not satisfy this requirement. Plus, Five Stars 

complained about the internal division within the centre-right coalition, especially 

underlining different opinions about the European Union, as only the Salvini’s League was 

admittedly Euro-sceptic. Diametrically, Berlusconi himself posed a veto over the Five Stars, 

deeming them unprepared and unable to deal with complex politics issues. 

Secondly, the Five Stars Movement could have made an alliance with the Democratic 

Party, which obtained 18% at general election, leaving aside the centre-right coalition. 

However, there were issues with this option. On the one hand, the Democratic Party was 

fragmented, and still is to date: the ex Secretary Matteo Renzi opposing any alliance and 

wanting to remain at the opposition, and the actual Secretary Maurizio Martina who would 

have otherwise been ready to form a government with the Five Stars. On the other hand, 

this allegiance would have left the most voted coalition – the centre-right one – at the 

opposition, which would have been a bit upsetting for many Italian citizens who voted it.  

Thirdly, the centre-right coalition could have made an alliance with the Democratic 

Party. This was the least likely of the options, even with an explicit favour from Forward 
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Italy. Indeed, the League posed a veto over the Democratic Party, as its entire electoral 

campaign was based on discrediting all the things it did in the last years of government. 

Thus, avoiding this compromise was a matter of credibility for the League.  

Lastly, the Five Stars Movement could have made an alliance with the League only. 

This was the proposal of the Five Stars that claimed from the beginning to be ready to form 

a government with the League, leaving apart the rest of the centre-right coalition. However, 

the League had declared many times during the election campaign that the centre-right 

coalition would have remained united after the elections: furthermore, it would have been 

strategically harmful for the League to leave its winning coalition and to form a government 

as the third party of the country.  

III. Overcoming political impasse: three governments in one week 

For all the above-mentioned reasons, two months after the 4th March elections, the 

chance to form a government in Italy still seemed farfetched. The President of the Republic, 

Sergio Mattarella, granted an exploratory mandate to investigate if any allegiance was 

possible to the President of the Senate – elected within Forward Italy – and then to the 

President of the Chamber – elected within the Five Stars –, but they both failed. Due to this 

situation, the leader of the Five Stars, Di Maio, asked for new elections in June in order to 

fix the gap that separated them from the majority. In this case though, Di Maio would have 

faced another problem: because of an internal rule of his Movement that bans the election 

of its member for a third mandate, as “politics should not be a job”, the Movement should 

have decided to not count March elections, or they would have lost their leader, who was 

part of the previous parliament. On the other hand, the League was asking for an exclusively 

centre-right government, with an external approval from other parties.  This, however, was 

also unlikely to happen, as this approach would have excluded the first party of the country 

and would not have probably led to obtain the confidence of the Parliament. Another 

option, which was the one that the President Mattarella was more inclined to pursue, 

involved the formation of a technical government under the leading of an impartial expert7, 

                                                           
7 Governments of experts already occurred in Italy in the last years, e.g. with the cabinets Dini and 

Monti, which were highly criticised among the people. For an analysis of this phenomena within 

Italian First and Second Republic, see VERZICHELLI, L. AND COTTA, M., “Technicians, technical 
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in order to change the electoral system and to approve the financial law in October, leading 

to new elections in 2019. Anyway, creating a “transitional” government, deriving from an 

unnatural agreement within different parties, would have left Italy in a limbo, and would 

have only focused on those urgent themes, like the financial law, to be approved, leaving 

apart the real activity of governance in the pursuit of citizens’ wellbeing. Indeed, 

governments by experts have high competences but these latter are constraint by a lack of 

legitimacy, thus they must confine themselves to standard measures and uncontroversial 

matters.  

Finally, after two months of uncertainty and the concrete threat of an institutional 

government, in May the leader of the League Salvini left his allegiant Berlusconi and started 

a dialogue with Di Maio, looking for an agreement. Meanwhile, at least formally, the centre-

right coalitions did not break up, and both Forward Italy of Berlusconi and Brothers of Italy 

led by Giorgia Meloni claimed that their “step backwards” was an act of responsibility to 

give a government to the country. Actually, without their retreat, Mattarella would have 

chosen a technical government, as Italy urgently needed some decisions to be made. Thanks 

to this new situation, the League and the Five Stars started working on a contract of 

government able to mediate between their programs and choosing the ministers to present 

to president Mattarella. The final draft of the contract was submitted to the “will of the 

people” both by the League, which organised gazebos for people to sign it, and by the Five 

Stars, which loaded the contract on their website asking people to approve it. Yet, this 

attempt at direct democracy was done in one day, which means that many people did not 

have the time to vote, nor the competence to understand the real meaning of complex 

measures like “flat tax” and law issues. Therefore, this vote only had a symbolic meaning 

and a fake effect, without really involving the people or without giving them any power to 

emend the contract itself.8 

                                                           
government and non-partisan minister. The Italian experience”, paper presented at IPSA XXII World 

Congress, Madrid, 2012.  
8 About distort effects to which direct democracy processes may lead, albeit presenting themselves 
as “the voice of the people”, see CLARK, S.J., “A Populist Critique of Direct Democracy”, Harvard 
Law Review, vol. 112, n. 2, 1998.  
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The main issue, even after the approval of the contract, was that the single chair 

available for the position of President of the Council of Ministers was too tight of a space 

for the both of them. Therefore, Salvini and Di Maio had to choose a third man to lead the 

government. Unaccountably, they found an agreement on professor Giuseppe Conte, who 

taught Private Law at the University of Florence and was neither elected into the Parliament 

nor a politician. In the following days, Conte was subject to allegations regarding the 

apparent falsification of his curriculum vitae, claiming memberships and foreign researches 

that he did not carried out, immediately demonstrating that Five Stars’ strict request for 

politicians to be honest is not always easy to achieve as it may seem. Anyway, in spite of 

these rumours, president Mattarella agreed to give him the office and then Salvini and Di 

Maio – apparently with Conte, Prime Minister bound to obey to the winning parties’ leaders 

– defined the government team. No more difficulties seemed to ensue, until Salvini 

proposed professor Paolo Savona as minister of economy, with the approval of Di Maio but 

the disagreement of the President Mattarella. In fact, Savona was well known for his euro-

sceptic economic theories and Mattarella refused appoint him, a measure already adopted 

in the history of the Italian Republic,9 posing a veto on him because of the danger that a 

possible “Italexit” from the European Union would mean for the country. In spite of this 

veto, Salvini refused to give another name for the office, and due to this new impasse, Conte 

was obliged to remit the office to the President Mattarella. After the dialogue between 

Conte and Mattarella, the latter gave a speech to the country where he assumed a very 

political position, claiming that he did his best to give a political government to the country 

but that he also had the duty to protect Italian savings and foreign investments. For this 

reasons, to preserve the membership within the European Union, Mattarella announced the 

creation of a technical government and called Carlo Cottarelli – an Italian economist – to 

give him the office of President of the Council. The paradox was that an “impartial man” – 

as Conte was just a professor – leading a political government was replaced by an impartial 

man leading an impartial government, in spite of the presence of a political majority formed 

by the League and the Five Stars voted by the people. This democracy constraint led to 

                                                           
9 In fact, according to article 92 of the Constitution of Italian Republic: “The President of the Republic 

appoints the President of the Council of Ministers and, on his proposal, the Ministers.” Therefore, 

the President also has the power to “not appoint” them.  
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controversies, and some parties – like the Five Stars itself – started thinking about the 

impeachment for Mattarella’s political action, in contrast with his institutional role of 

guarantee.10 Among the people, many citizens started criticising President Mattarella, 

denouncing a threat against democracy, and most of them blindly reporting statements 

made by politicians and party leaders, without really understanding or enquiring neither the 

constitutional competences of the President nor the responsibility of parties. In fact, if 

Salvini would have changed his position, proposing another name for the minister of 

Economy, the government would have obtained the approval of President Mattarella. 

Anyway, he unaccountably and categorically refused to change his mind, consciously 

renouncing to form the government himself. However, while people discussed heavily 

about Mattarella’s responsibilities, less attention was paid to Salvini’s ones, demonstrating 

this latter’s undeniable political and communicative skills.   

To face this institutional crisis, the following day Cottarelli went to Rome and 

accepted the office, creating a new team for the government with new ministers. However, 

in spite of a ready list of ministers, when he went to Mattarella for a meeting, he surprisingly 

remitted the office. In fact, during those days the Salvini’s League eventually agreed to move 

Savona from the minister of economy to the minister of European policies, enabling the 

political government to form. Removed the only obstacle to the formation of the League-

Five Stars government, Mattarella re-called professor Conte to Rome and gave him the 

office. The 1st of June, Conte sworn to lead the government and officially became President 

of the Council, with Salvini and Di Maio both named “vice-presidents”. On 5th June, Conte 

held a speech in the Senate of the Republic, asking for the confidence of the chamber, in 

which he defended “populism” and the appellative of “anti-establishment” – given to the 

League and the Five Stars Movement – claiming that the real intention of this government 

is to care about Italians, and described himself as the “lawyer of the people”. He talked much 

less about the absence of financial funds to implement the program of the “government of 

change”, and he did not explain how the government intends to proceed. Nevertheless, he 

                                                           
10 Article 90 of the Constitution of Italian Republic. “The President of the Republic is not responsible 
for the actions performed in the exercise of presidential duties, except in the case of high treason 
or violation of the Constitution. In such cases, the President may be impeached by Parliament in 
joint session, with an absolute majority of its members”. 
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illustrated the main points on which the government intends to focus in the next months, at 

least giving to the people a list of promises to which they can refer in order to check concrete 

results. Citing Dostoevsky, the philosopher Hans Jonas, the sociologist Ulrich Beck and the 

economist Philip Kotler in his speech, Conte admirably showed a good knowledge of social 

sciences and literature. Only time will tell if he also has the required knowledge to lead a 

country. At the moment, with reference to the first month of government, facts show that 

while Conte was busy with international meetings, the supposedly “vice”-president Salvini 

led fundamental political issues and made controversial decision for the country, without 

even consulting the Prime Minister – like deciding to shut ports to migrants.11 At the same 

time, as Minister of Labour, di Maio seems to go on his own way promising measures 

without financial security and making statements without any overall plan but some short 

guidelines from the contract of government. Broadly, to date Italy looks more to have three 

Prime Ministers, each one with a specific role – respectively international relationships, 

security and internal (but also external) issues and employment – but unable to start joint 

actions or to work as a team.  

IV. Conclusion 

After three months, Italy relies on a populist government led by an unnatural 

allegiance between two parties that promise changes without taking into account the reasons 

why the country needs to change. They claim to be able to rapidly rebuild Italy but they fail 

in front of a more complex and variegated situation. In spite of blaming non-citizens and 

rewarding those lucky enough to obtain an Italian citizenship, without thinking about long-

terms policies to rebuild Italian economy, or to re-obtain a central position in the European 

Union, parties should remember the real role of politics. This latter is far from simply 

achieving consent, but it refers to the will of assuring the most shared wealth within the 

country.12 As an example of how the League intended to solve structural and complex 

                                                           
11 “Though migrant arrivals in Italy are down more than 77 percent this year from last, Salvini has 
targeted EU shortcomings on immigration while brushing off humanitarian concerns that his 
policies put lives in danger.” SHERER, S., “Echoes of Trump as Italy’s Salvini Gets Tough on 
Migrants”, Reuters, 26 June 2018.  
12 Aristotle himself, in its Politics, describes the role that politics and community must play in 
bringing about the virtuous life in the citizenry, showing a connection between the well-being of 
the political community and that of the citizens.  
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problems in the past, before the general elections and before the arising of the immigrant 

issue, its main goal – and the reason for its foundation – was the secession of the North of 

Italy from the rest of the country. In fact, this latter was deemed the only hard working and 

productive zone in Italy, slowed down by the weight of the centre and mainly of the south 

of the peninsula. This may be a good starting point to think about the attitude of this party 

to political, economical and social problems, as the best solution against those areas and 

people apparently unable to enrich the country was to break from them. 

Anyway, these parties are undoubtedly able to interpret people’s interests, fears and 

wills, also relying on their disinformation and their need for immediately effective measures 

more than in long-term benefits deriving from mid-term sacrifices.13 However, exactly 

because in democracy people have the power to choose their representatives, they should 

be able to do that in spite of their instinct and their fears, without relying on partial and 

distorted information, statistics or opinions. The ultimate problem, more than in the 

electoral system or in the political class itself, lies into people’s attitude to politics. On the 

one hand, many people think that all the politicians are the same, that they always pursue 

their personal interests and citizens can do anything to change this situation, therefore they 

give up looking for high quality information and refuse understanding, focusing on their 

lives and daily routines. Sometimes they do not even vote, because they think it is useless. 

On the other hand, other people are tired of an irresponsible and old political class, and 

they claim for a quick change, asking for a government able to fix all the country’s problems 

in one night.14 They show a simplistic view of politics, they do not know neither what 

complexity characterises a country like Italy nor how the legal system itself works. For 

example, after that the Five Stars Movement gained the 32%, becoming the most voted 

                                                           
13 “After the death of ideology the ideologically unbound voter tended towards a radical 
simplification of the political spectrum and to divide politics and society into, on the one hand, ‘the 
people’ indignantly demanding the undiluted representation (and realization) of its will and, on the 
other, ‘a corrupt elite’ distorting ‘the will of the people’ by transforming it into an ugly caricature 
in which ‘the people’ can no longer recognize itself” ANKERSMIT, F., “Representative democracy 
and populism”, Clingendael Spectator 3, vol. 71, 2017.  
14 “Large numbers of people possess an intense and shared feeling that their common interests are 
being ignored by rulers and politicians or addressed too slowly out of respect for traditional or 
complex legal procedures [..]. Populists always simplify issues, and usually have a single magic 
solution: “expel the foreigners”, “give the bank to the nation”, “restore our lost national glory.” 
CRICK, B., “Populism, politics and democracy”, Democratization, vol. 12, n. 5, p. 627, 2005. 



12 
 

party, many people could not understand why its leader, Di Maio, was not automatically 

nominated Prime Minister, completely ignoring that in a parliamentary democracy elections 

are held to elect the Parliament and not the Prime Minister. In conclusion, the very problem 

at the basis of the Italian institutional crisis lies into the presence of a large amount of citizens 

that have no idea who or why they are voting, and they also ignore their vote’s meaning.  

Since people do not have the tools to choose and to understand whether a politician 

is lying or not, democracy simply cannot work properly, and it risks turning into demagogy, 

forgetting about citizens’ real interests and giving them simple solutions able to please them 

in the present but unable to solve their problems in the future.15  Most of the parties are 

apparently ready to change everything, but they plan to achieve this goal without really 

changing anything, relying on too thin basis and ignoring the structural and long-term 

problems that lie under the surface of Italy. Furthermore, sometimes they also wish for 

things to remain exactly the same, as they could not be able to cope with a well-informed 

and critical electoral body. Relying on this, parties focus a lot on propaganda and on 

electoral campaign, but they sometimes forget to create structured and well-read strategies 

or programs, so that, once elected, they are unprepared to lead a country. Parties, especially 

populist ones, are good at claiming on what they are against, but they struggle to provide 

active actions or policies to implement things to which they are “pro”. They undoubtedly 

embrace the “honesty is the best policy” approach, but they should not forget that honesty 

could not be the only policy of the government. The main concern in Italy should involve 

people’s knowledge and education to create a responsible electoral body, and only in so 

doing creating the basis for the arising of a responsible political class.16 Since opinions are 

based on authoritative voices rather than on people thoughts, good choices are unlikely to 

be made, and people’s fundamental interests and rights risk falling apart. Of course, this 

process of understanding and self-consciousness of the citizens will take a long time – going 

                                                           
15 On some politicians’ tendency towards discrediting democratic values to enhance “national 
interest” and to gain offices, see STANLEY, J. “Democracy and the Demagogue”, The Stone, The New 
York Times, October 2015. 
16 In secondary schools in England, citizenship education had a positive impact on three key 
components of civic engagement: efficacy, political participation and political knowledge. See 
WHITELEY, P., “Does Citizenship Education Work? Evidence from a Decade of Citizenship 
Education in Secondary Schools in England”, Oxford Academic Parliamentary Affairs, vol. 67, n. 3, 
2014.  
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beyond the times of elections – and it will require a forward-looking policy, ready to 

sacrifice resources today in order to achieve best results in the future. However, investing 

on citizens – not only refusing those who do not have the citizenship – and on their 

capabilities is the only chance that Italy has to rebuild its credibility and its central role in 

Europe. Otherwise, any attempt to empower Italy by showing attitude or criticising each 

European action or policy, without even trying to cooperate, will only risk isolating Italy 

from the European Union and leaving it alone to face tough international and national issues. 

In order to really change everything and to give Italy the role that it deserves, the first change 

has to occur within the people, understanding the quality difference between fast changes 

and good changes, between shiny promises and actual outcomes, between rhetorical slogans 

and substantive results.  
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