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It is easy to harm everyone at
the same time.

 

  
Almost impossible to do good to everyone at the same time.

 
 



                    
                

                
            

            
        

    
        
            
                
                
                    
                        Preface
                    

                    
                    
                        
                    

                    
                

                
                
                    
                    
 




  

    


  



  

    


  



  
       Populism has been a
rising phenomenon in the last couple of decades, especially since
the great crisis of 2008. Apparently, also based on the EU
inequality map that EUROSTAT periodically publishes, that is mostly
due to the wealth and GDP per capita divergencies between the
states and within the states.



  

    


  



  
Journalists and establishment
parties and politicians, anyway, seem to have no clear idea of what
populism actually is and the potential concrete damage to economy
it may cause. When it comes to defining it, in fact, they almost
all agree on considering it negative and basically characterized by
a tout-court aversion against the establishment and an alleged
“elite” governing the world against the interests of the
populations, but they always miss outlining clearly WHY it is
negative and in which way, especially from the economic point of
view; also in public debates, that generic “economic-aspect-free”
definition leaves room, even for common sensed and moderate voters,
to the consideration that populism is not that bad after all and it
might be the solution to any kind of problems of their
nation.


 



 What I did, then, is try to investigate, to find general and
complete criteria and characteristics to identify populism and to
predict the (generally noxious) effects of it when it comes to
actually governing a country and its economy, in the hope that
these argumentations can help get rid of populist proposals in the
electoral campaigns once and for all.

 



In the second part instead, the “technical-economic” one, I
describe a thesis of mine which shows how, under a specific
productivity “structure” of a country, a certain economic policy
with some slight “half-Keynesian” character is the only possible
one that is  “healthy” and “non-populism-generating”, adoptable by
a government regardless of the political color or economic creed
(monetarism or Keynesianism) that administration is more inclined
toward. We shall see that, probably, due to the lack of such a
policy in Europe the Great 2008 Crisis generated deflation, a slow
growth and, in fact, a huge flare of populism, while in the USA the
(of course unaware) application of that thesis (with their
particular productivity structure) was able to produce the 10-year
robust growth we are still witnessing. And, 
ça va sans dire, without populism! Yes, because even Mr.
Trump, as far as he may be bizarre, violent, rude, extreme,
allegedly “illegally acting”, cheeky and probably much more,
according to the definition of the present paper, is not a
populist.

“
Réddite quae sunt Caésaris Caésari”.
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“...They say we are just 'populists'; well, let me tell you
something: if being a 'populist' means being on the side of the
people and pursue their interests, well, I – AM – A – POPULIST and
I'm proud of it!!!”.  

 Thunderous applause.

 



   



       The quote above was pronounced by Mr. Giuseppe Conte as a
prime minister, in June 2018, during the speech held for his
cabinet's installation in front of the Italian parliament in
plenary session. I remember I almost jumped incredulous on my chair
after hearing that and I immediately started zapping the TV
channels in desperate search of a comment from some journalist or
some opposition politician who pointed out the absurdity of that
sentence and its suicidal character along with it.

 But nothing.

 



 Then a doubt came on my mind: maybe I heard it wrong, maybe he
did not actually said that. I turned to the Internet for some
recordings of the session and... Yes, he did.

 He really said “I'm proud to be a populist because I pursue the
interests of the people”!!!

 My goodness... the “people” WHO??? I could not believe that
phrase  had not raised a worldwide chorus of hilarity and mocking,
with international commentators and politicians going like: “Mr.
Conte, are You serious? (smiling) Do You really think that the
interests, say, of a millionaire investor are the same as those of
a worker in a factory or an employee of some firm or a public
officer, when it comes to public services quantity and quality,
taxes to pay and business and economic regulations?? Because that's
what you are candidly declaring: that you'll pursue the interests
of all those people at the same moment, with the same economic
policy, in one word, with the same government!”

But no, unfortunately nobody ever said or wrote such a
clarifying thing. Worse still: quite soon almost all the press
commentators started either praising or criticizing the
administration political agenda on the basis of this or that stance
against immigration or the government's confused overall policy or
the intent to fight corruption and dishonesty etc. but without ever
lingering even for just a second on the basic, fundamental thing
missing: there was
 no clear-and-defined-direction economic policy to
actually comment. I'll explain better: what is the purpose of
analyzing, for example, the perils of a road that someone is
supposed to drive on, if that someone does not know which road he
will actually take and even if he is ever going to make a choice,
in the first place?

 



 Do not get me wrong: no politician, leftist or rightist, will
ever state that her/his intent is to favor a part of the population
at the expense of the other, of course. They will all say that they
want the good of the entire population, that is normal political
rhetoric, it would be very bad marketing otherwise: can you imagine
a shop owner admitting, in front of his customers, that for a part
of his clientele the competition definitely has a better product?
Of course not. But that means no harm to anyone, as the customers
know that she/he is a shop owner and thus they expect such
uncritical comments on her/his products and then mentally filter
the information received and try to get additional one, reading
newspapers, watching debates on TV or over the Internet etc.. In
the end, if the customer is rich, he will probably visit mostly
sports cars salons when it comes to buying a new car while if the
customer is a middle-low income one, he will probably visit a
ordinary cars salon and leave little room to visiting sports cars
salons.

 



 But what if the one offering you a set of cars among which to
choose your next buy is a friend? Or at least one who says so, one
who says not to be a shop owner but just a good-hearted person who
has come into possession of some mixed selection of cars, both
ordinary and sports cars and that you can choose whatever you want
among them and the price will be fixed later, after your purchase
(so basically you might find yourself with a Ferrari paid at the
price of an ordinary car or, watch out, with an ordinary car paid
at the price of a Ferrari)?

            



         That is the point with populism: the voter does not
know what he is actually voting till the moment the populist party
wins the elections and goes to power. Then the voter finds out that
not even the populist party's representatives know exactly what
they want to do simply because... they were not car salesmen of
this or that car category, they just presented themselves as
friends (and that is why they got the votes) and now they do not
know which kind of cars they want to sell and to whom!

 



 The resources of an economic system are limited, that is the
basic principle every economist and, better, every politician deals
with, every day. There would not be economy itself if it were not
so.

If in a democratic, rule-of-law and civilized society
[1] based on free 
market principles you thus
allow some people to get richer than others (legally of course,
just because, say, they can do a job better), it is obvious that
when those people get richer some others in that community get
poorer.
 
 It is also obvious then, that the main interest of the poorer
will be to recover and gain back the economic position they lost
(or never had). They are then definable as “progressive”, as their
intent is to “progress”, to gain positions.
 
And it is obvious that the main interest of those who got richer
is to maintain, to preserve their more well-off position. They are
then definable as “conservative”, as their intent is to “conserve,
preserve” their conquered positions; if it is possible, even to
widen their advantage with respect to the others, so as to feel
more secure and superior

.[2]

 



 There is a third possibility of course: there is an overall
growth in the economy and so everybody get richer. But those who
first got richer in a non-growing economy because they could do a
certain job better, still can get proportionally richer thanks to
the same capacity now that the overall economy grows. The overall
growth is just one more chance. Again, these people will be
“conservative” as they will want to preserve their richer position.
The others will instead still remain “progressive” as they will
want to gain position and reduce the spread between themselves and
the richer and the overall growth is a chance for them too.

 



 So, as we see, from the economic point of view, there seems to
be no room for a third part (hence a “third interest”) of the
population.

Even if some of the people belonging, for example, to the poorer
part of the population decided, for whatever reason, not to fight
(politically, of course), not to try to advance their
socio-economic position, that would not be a “third share” (let's
say “neutral”) of the population but still we would be in an “only
two parts” world: in fact, those people would be (unconsciously and
unawares) just perfect “conservatives”, as they would 
de facto play the game of the rich, they would just aim at
keeping the situation as it is, which is exactly the basic expected
score for a conservative.

  Then, what is Populism, how does it collocate inside this
undeniable objective frame of the human existence and modern
democratic economic systems?

      It just can not, evidently.

 



  



 That is what the political commentators, analysts and
journalists always miss: the disastrous economic aspect of populism
or, better, its economic absurdity, its total lack of raison
d'etre. If only this aspect were taken into consideration, it would
really swipe populist proposals out for good in people's
imagination.  

What unfortunately happens, instead, is that commentators
regularly leave that 
absurd economic aspect of populist proposals out
of their scope, only concentrating on the political risks populism
brings for democracy and the rule of law and hence leaving  room,
even for a common sensed and moderate voter, to the possible
opinion that populism is not that bad after all and, net of some
'negligible' extremisms, yet from the economic point of view it
might really be the solution to the problems of the nation!

 



 The result is that the voters may find themselves with a
populist party in power and the political risk (dictatorship)
materialized before the economic absurdity of that party's proposal
may even appear finally clear.

   



  In light of all that, it is now the moment to better define
populism.

 According to the FSI – Freeman Spogli Institute for
International Studies – (which has made of the analysis of global
populisms one of its main core activities), the definition is as
follows:

     

  “Populism argues that the establishment elites are a
  corrupt and unresponsive cartel, and that the people need to have
  their general will represented.


  ”.


   



 Now, as is clear, that is only the political generic aspect and
regards the formal, exterior presentation of the phenomenon, it
says nothing about what a populist party actually would do when in
power: it will have to make economic decisions, and that is where
it will be irremediably disastrous, mathematically, for what said
above. If people knew that, with this same certainty, they would no
longer follow populism even when it is not in power and it
“friendly” presents itself with that “rebel”, “shouted” and
generically shareable protest against injustice and “Elite”'s
privileges. They would not do that anymore because they would know
that is just a dress, a captivating and fascinating one for many,
but still a dress, not the substance. They would know that, should
that party actually come to power, it would damage everyone in the
society, the elites, maybe, but also the rest of the people!

 That's the real meaning and harm of populism.

         Yes, because it is easy to harm everyone at the same
time.

 Almost impossible to do good to everyone at the same time.

 



  



 A modern democratic economic system cannot but have leftist or
rightist parties, there are NO sensible third ways. There might be
(and actually are in almost every western democracy) shades of
those two main political categories, but there can not be any third
way possible, unless... you give room to populism, in fact.

                 



 Of course this is not a treatise on political philosophy and it
has no pretension to be, but that political dichotomy is undeniable
and is the premise, eventually, for an economic consideration of
the damages populisms can bring to the countries where it thrives
and, consequently, also for the second part of the book, where I
tried to expose a way-out economic policy which allows a nation to
avoid populism and boost its prosperity, under certain productivity
structure conditions, as we shall see.

 



However, the theme of the “necessary political dichotomy” has
already been quite deeply examined in some previous work of mine.
[3] Suffice it here to say that, if we
start from a hypothetical distribution of the wealth which is
perfectly equal, so an hypothetical perfect communist system, the
condition of no dichotomy and a “
single good and a single interest of everyone” claimed by
populists would be actually existing. Only... it wouldn't work for
long: the 
“homo homini lupus” principles already so well expressed
centuries ago by distinguished scholars in the specific subject of
political philosophy like Thomas Hobbes 
[4] and Adam Smith 
[5] himself, have clearly demonstrated
that, in the end, a strong pressure towards that dichotomy can not
be avoided, unless a dictatorship is what we are looking for.  

 



And they were incredibly predictive too, as we all know: no form
of perfect communism actually has ever been implemented and the
versions that were, all turned into tragic dictatorships to then
collapse or change their substance into hybrid forms that,
economically speaking, with communism had definitely nothing to do
and, better still, confirmed the above mentioned dichotomy (of
course we are talking about China, for example: according to the
U.N.O. report on inequalities 2020, China shows a remarkable
increase in the disparities among its citizens) 
[6].

 



Nor a Herbert Marcuse outlined society 
[7], of a rediscovered Eros and a totally
new relationship between man and nature which gets rid of the
constrictions of modern capitalism and thus would materialize a
form of “common good and interest of everyone” seems near its
realization. Pretty far and maybe utopian, instead.

 Again, this is not a political philosophy treatise and scholars
of that specific subject, political analysts or law experts can
certainly examine and explore the theme much better than I do.

And, on the other hand, many politicians still sincerely believe
that such political-economic systems can be actually realized and
that  one day they will. But this is not a 
“de iure condendo” paper aimed at stimulating discussion
and ideas on what the juristic and economic  structure of a state
should be to realize those visions.

 What we are interested in, here, as economists, is the so
called “matter of fact”. And that “matter of fact” leads us,
undoubtedly, to the political dichotomy left-wing/right-wing with
no logical-economic possibility for a third “populist” way.

  



Some might object, at this point, that this final stance is
illiberal and even contradictory with respect to the possibility,
admitted just a few lines above, of the existence of a totally
different kind of society which realizes the annihilation of the
dichotomy. What if, in fact, the populist (or whatever) movements
proposed right that very radical change in the ethical, political
and economic thinking? It would not make sense to judge their
proposals with the traditional economic parameters of the dichotomy
and all the reasoning we have been doing so far would be nonsense
and thus the 
tout court conceptual rejection of those movements would
be just illiberal.

 Yes, it would.

 It would, on two conditions:


  
	 that     the populist movements and parties presented
themselves as a sort       of, let's say, “new age” reformers and
they collected political         consensus/votes among the people
based on the clear, explicit   declaration of their revolutionary
target, something like: “We  want to totally change the world with
completely new    social-ethic-economic parameters.”, followed by,
to be coherent, a      clear description of 
how       they intend to do it.



 This first assumption is necessary to make sure that the
“populist” proposal really has the “right”, in front of the
population, not to be judged (hence also by journalists,
commentators, other politicians, etc.) via the parameters to which
the civil society has been used till that moment (and which the
society applies to the other parties/movements). If the “populist”
movement does so, nobody will ever dare to dismiss it as “non
worthy to participate” in the electoral competition, such a stance
would be profoundly illiberal, in fact.

 Of course every commentator and citizen/voter will form her/his
own opinion on the validity of the proposal, but they will not do
it through the classical left-right parameters but on totally new
ones, the ones that the populist representatives themselves will
probably suggest. And then she/he will democratically express
her/his vote;


  
	 that     those movements/parties committed firmly not to
aspire to govern the    country (but, at most, being part of the
political opposition in        parliaments) unless they get 51% or
66% of the votes or, anyway, a      sufficient majority (according
to the specific constitutional law of    the nation concerned) to
have full power to radically change the        country's
constitution itself once in power (and thus its ethical,     
social and economic system alongside).



 This second assumption is necessary to make sure that the
“populist”   movement-party really means to implement what it
declared (see condition n.1) and not just take possession of power
or a portion of it. In fact, if we admitted that such a party could
govern in coalition with some other “traditional” party or alone –
but with no sufficient majority to actually change the constitution
and thus the economic system and the traditional parameters
completely – we would find ourselves with a party that governs
inside a system that it has been constantly criticizing and
refusing so far and that now it has to accept along with its
traditional “left-right” rules and economic parameters but...
without having (and ever having had) any proper political proposal
in line with all that!  

 The economic disaster for the nation is inevitable.

 And the dictatorship drift would be underway.

 



 So, it should now be very clear to the reader, that out of
those two conditions, a “third way”, a “common-interest-of-all”
political proposal/party just can not economically and politically
exist.

  



    But it does, unfortunately.

 And it does, right because as we said earlier, no commentators,
journalists and even competing politicians ever remarked this
'economic absurdity' aspect of populism enough, if not at all.

 None of the populist movements/parties appeared on the
international scene in recent history has ever fulfilled those two
conditions and, in fact, it is easy to observe how their common
denominator clearly is the lack of a sensible, defined, leftist or
rightist economic proposal and how this very shortage brought
damages for the economies of the country when they happened to rule
them, in the best case. In the worst, it brought dictatorship or
something very close to it.

  



 Many academics, also, commit the same mistake of considering
populism only from the “menace to democracy” point of view, when
instead that is just the result, the very probable “effect” of the
main origin and cause of it which is, as said, the lack of a clear
'dichotomy-based' economic proposal.  

Professor 
Marlene Wind, from the Department of Political Science -
University of Copenhagen, for example, identifies three kinds of
populism 
[8]:


  
	  “left   wing populist parties” in the south of Europe, which
developed as       a consequence of the 2008 great recession
(financial crisis);

  
	  “right-wing     populist parties”, arisen from the so-called
'refugee crisis' that      was a catalyst for rightist
populism;

  
	  and     finally the transformation of non-populist parties
into populist        parties – notably Fidesz party (Hungary).



   



Prof. Wind retains that, because the EU has not insisted enough
on its own funding values, we have today those forms of populism
and two types of democracy – that some consider equally
legitimate:

   



     - a liberal democracy, that is, a representative democracy
with         protection for individual liberty and property by rule
of law;

  



 and some kind of  

  



   - illiberal democracy which has weak or no limits on the     
  power of the elected representatives to rule as they please (she 
      obviously refers, for example, to the case of Hungary's prime
  minister Mr. Orban).

  



 So, according to Prof. Wind, the origin of populism is in the
“illiberal” proposal itself. It may be a “leftist” or a “rightist”
populism, depending on what its basic request's origin is 
(whether from a working class urgent needs following to a deep
financial crisis, or from a nationalists demand for identity and
own culture's defense following to sudden mass immigration flows),
or it may even be a transformation of an existing party into
something populist and thus, let's say, “centrist”.  

However, according to her thesis, it is all about the political
proposal, notably the illiberal character of the populist proposal,
against the rule of law and the respect for minorities. The
professor even goes so far as to advance her possible solution to
the matter: linking EU structural funds to a binding rule of law
monitoring mechanism!

 



        This analysis is, in my opinion, partially wrong, for
what described above.

Let us start from the 3
rd point of Prof. Wind: “transformation of non-populist
parties into populist parties – notably Fidesz party
(Hungary)”.

Now, this is not exact. According to Prof. Wind this
transformation  lies in the political populist proposal: from a
normal right wing party to the rightist populism of the extreme
rage against and war on immigration.

But that is not the populist part of Fidesz, in Our opinion.

Mr. Orban governed with Fidesz as a normal conservative in 1998,
then he lost the elections to the Socialists in 2002 but in 2009 in
a famous speech which then led his party to victory in 2010
elections, transformed Fidesz in a 
Centrist party and that was the real 
populist turning point! He said 
“we need a central political forcefield to rule Hungary for the
next 20 years”, and he made no 
economic clear-direction proposal along with it.
Worse still: he went campaigning all over Hungary promising generic
economic benefits for all the categories: more money for firms to
invest, jobs and income for everyone, etc., etc..  

Now, this is the real populist part of it.

Fidesz, once a classic right wing party, took the good
opportunity offered by the revealed devastating corruption of the
Socialist party then in power, to “extend” its political domain
over the classic leftist range of political field remained
“unattended” because of the perceived unreliability of the
traditional left wing party by the population. As a “glue” for
merging the two edges Orban used the general fear that every, even
moderate, Hungarian legitimately had at that time for the sudden
mass immigration phenomenon underway.  

 



The result of those elections was a disarming more than two
thirds (68%) of the votes in favor of Fidesz.  

Such results are possible only when nobody, no critique, 
concentrates on the lack of economic clear-direction proposal and
thus lets the proponent collect consensus well beyond the roughly
50% he would at best get if the electorate split naturally between
the two traditional dichotomy economic sides of Left and Right
wing.

 



Commentators and political analysts did not focus on this great
economic absurdity of someone who claims to be able to satisfy
everybody's need, with no economic or at least economic-ideological
creed and clear-direction vision to rely on 
[9]. And, of course, neither the political
competitors did, as the weak and poorly structured Hungarian
democracy did not provide any prompt substitute on the left side to
replace the Socialist party overwhelmed by the corruption scandal.
So, here are the evident consequences of the lack of a well defined
structure (left-wing/right-wing) in a democracy.

Orban could not be exempted, hence, by the critiques based on
the traditional parameters, as he did not fulfilled the two
fundamental and rational conditions we set above for a
political-economic “vision” to bypass normal meters of evaluation:
1) the revolutionary character of the proposal, properly explained
to the public and 2) the commitment of the proponent not to govern
the country unless he obtains a majority that is sufficient to
radically change the constitution in accordance with that
revolutionary vision.


Orban did not have any such revolutionary vision, even though
he constantly claimed to. He, along with other Fidesz
politicians, have proudly branded their model of government a
Christian “illiberal democracy”, while describing  the EU member
states as “liberal democracies” having, in his opinion,
undemocratic characteristics because of "being intolerant of
alternative views". Now, it is clear how Orban, on the one hand,
criticized EU political system and its “liberal democracy” for not
accepting revolutionary “alternative views” like his, but on the
other hand, kept promising huge investments for the national firms,
based prominently on EU funds which in fact represent a sound 4% of
Hungarian GDP, the highest rate among the EU members! That had got
nothing revolutionary, but rather looked like a full acceptance of
the European Union and its member states 
traditional economic system  (very advantageous
for Hungary) of economic mutualism. Basically he wanted to carry
out the economic “revolution” with the money of the countries he
criticized for being illiberal and not “revolutionary” as his. So
The proposal's economic absurdity would have been clear to all, if
only a well structured democracy had been in place in Hungary and
thus a political opponent leftist party had brought that matter on,
counterposing a leftist proposal.  

 



We know how it ended: everybody instead, also internationally,
just concentrated on his hard policy on immigration: a perfect way
to strengthen Orban's political consensus helping him focus the
electorate's minds on his “glue” argumentation (fear of
immigration) which allowed him to “invade” and take full possession
also of the “abandoned” leftist area of the voters.

And, of course, Fidesz did not fulfill the second condition
either, as it never pledged not to govern unless a “constitutional
change” majority were reached. Indeed, Fidesz eventually got
exactly that majority and in fact started changing the constitution
largely, but an alleged revolutionary party which does not
explicitly pledge for that condition during the electoral campaign,
clearly means that it is interested in nothing but taking power and
just replace those who detain it. There is no revolution in all
this.

 



   



So this is the real and only 
populism, in Our opinion.


It takes root where democracy is still weak and where, also
because of this weakness, the population is inclined to believe
that there can be one good economic solution for all, for
any socio-economic category and therefore it is only a matter of
finding a party that proposes it and fights against the Elites who
instead want to keep their privileges at the expense of 
all the others.

   



Hence, also the other two kinds of populism defined by Prof.
Wind (and by many political analysts and commentators
internationally), the “leftist populism” and the “rightist
populism”, according to us, constitute a wrong approach to the
matter.


You cannot blame a right-wing party for wanting
more economic protectionism or wanting to close the borders to
defend a 'national identity'. That is exactly the right-wing! Maybe
in some cases it can assume extreme stances on that, for which we
shall call it a far-right party. But, unless its explicit plan is,
for example, to kill every foreigner who does not belong to its
population's same race, it is 
still a perfectly legitimate “right-wing”, not
populism.


And you cannot blame a left-wing party for wanting
highly paid jobs for all and much money for the unemployed to
support their comfortable existence without time limits. That is
exactly the left-wing! Maybe in some cases it can assume extreme
stances that remind of communist pretensions, then we shall call it
a far-left party. But, unless its plan is an armed revolution in
October 1917 style, it is
 still a perfectly legitimate “left-wing”, not
populism.

  



What makes the 
real difference between those above and populism 
is the vagueness and uncertain direction of the economic
proposal.  

As long as you remain in a rightist or leftist party and you are
against the Elite, you still are not a populist, you just claim for
generic social justice and honesty from the politicians and
powerful people (the alleged Elite) but you still belong to your
political rightist or leftist side. It is when you have nothing
else but that claim that you really are a 
populist.  

   



 



 The reason why populism is dangerous and thus should be
avoided, is that it creates damages to all. The possible
dictatorship is just a further and extreme consequence, but there
would be damages anyway. Simplifying, we shall say that populism
causes damages to the Rich and to the Poor. And that is exactly a
consequence of its economic vagueness: neither right-wing nor
left-wing. If a carriage is pulled by two horses, one on the left
side and one on the right, the carriage will at best stay immobile,
at worst it will break up.

Where democracy is stronger and more consolidated, 
the 
vagueness of the economic proposal from the
“aspiring” populist party is less effective, as well established
are, in the minds of the constituents, the concepts of left-wing
and right-wing and only relatively few will fall into the populist
trap to believe that there is just one economic solution good for
everybody.

 



In the USA, Trump's proposals were just rightist and an existing
strong democracy and a clear-minded constituency traditionally
split between right and left quite clearly and equally 
[10] has not allowed Mr. Trump to
transform his proposal into a 
centrist (or populist) party which thus would have
collected a large share also of the leftists under the common fear
of an invasion of immigrants from Mexico or low-cost products from
China that would hamper the US job market; fears that yet were
felt, with varied intensity, by a large part of the Americans at
that time, independently from their political membership.  

Exactly the opposite, then, of what happened in Hungary where
the weaker democracy, a weaker clear-minded constituency not well
defined in their split between rightist and leftist instances,
allowed an evident and established right-wing man like Orban and
his Fidesz to exploit the common fear of immigration to capture
also a very large portion of the left-wing voters, by just dressing
up the 'package' with some vague “good for all” and “neither
rightist nor leftist” economic proposals 
(more money for firms to invest, jobs for all etc.), which
convinced also those (leftists) who, in a stronger and well defined
left-right political environment like the USA's, would have never
chosen for their opposite political party, even though sharing some
aspects of its politics, because they would have known that, in the
end, that opposite party would have never really pursued their
economic interests at the expense of its proper constituents.

  



Mr. Trump is therefore a far-right politician, but not a
populist. The democracy strength of the United States and its clear
minded constituents, 
de facto, did not allow him to become such.

 



In the UK the Brexit theme, in 2019, has catalyzed the attention
of the voters so strongly that parts of the traditionally leftist
Britons voted in favor of it, hence basically supporting the
right-wing 
protectionist policy of the Tories (i.e. UK
right-wing, as is known). Even an 
ad hoc party was born on that basis, the Brexit Party, led
by Mr. Nigel Farage, who campaigned exclusively for bringing
Britain out of the EU without any other political-economic proposal
whatsoever. It collected many votes also from the leftist people,
though in the end got no seats.

 But, once again, being the UK democracy and its press freedom
of a definitely mature and solid kind, the Tories Brexit
cross-cutting theme did not allow them to turn into a populist
party and capture a vast consensus also in the rows of the leftists
by dressing up the Brexit leading theme with some vague “good for
all / neither rightist nor leftist” economic proposal and hence
becoming a kind of centrist party. The Tories are the Tories, the
right wing is the right wing and they really hardly can
indifferently and “light-hearted” replace the leftist instances in
the mind of the average Briton.  

The result was about 56% of the parliament seats for the Tories
and a rough 41% distributed among several mostly progressive
parties, firstly the Labour party (i.e. left-wing). A remarkable
victory of the right-wing but yet signaling that the traditional
right-left dichotomy resisted and no populist government were
taking power in England 
[11].

   



In Italy, instead, the 
M5S party (Five Stars Movement) represents the
perfect example of populism, as much as Orban's Fidesz party.

Since their first important political appearance in 2013
elections, they have been campaigning declaring explicitly to be “
neither right-wing nor left-wing but... simply beyond”:
that was their main slogan. They were, as usual, against an alleged
“Elite” of powerful, corrupt, dishonest and greedy politicians that
would reduce Italians to misery and disaster. To fight those
people, they kept proposing that, once in power, they would make
hard and ultimate laws against corruption and a law to help the
disadvantaged (a sort of semi-universal basic income they called
“Citizenship Income”). Only... they never told HOW they intended to
cover the remarkable expense that would have been derived from such
an universal measure. Revolutionary, yes, but at the expense of
whom? In which way? Who is going to pay for that basic income, for
example?

 So the first of the two conditions to legitimately 'bypass' the
“left-right dichotomy” economic analysis does not seem to be
fulfilled: they presented themselves as a revolutionary party,
ready to eradicate the traditional parameters of civilization and
economics with a message of global fraternity but they just missed
to explain how they wanted to achieve that.
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