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Going inclusive: How parties face their challenges 

Since the fourth quarter of the last century, political parties have 
experienced mixed fortunes. Unquestionably, they still dominate the 
representative institutions. Indeed, both independent legislators and 
technocratic governments are uncommon, while parties continue to 
coordinate parliamentary groups and select ministers. But the 
prevailing point of view is drastically different when parties’ extra-
legislative organisations are under investigation. In this case, “crisis” 
is the most recurrent term. 

When talking and writing about parties’ crises, scholars focus 
on several, interrelated and non-exclusive aspects. In general, they all 
point to the existence of a feeling of wariness towards party-mediated 
politics, rising in old and new democracies while democracy is 
spreading and consolidating throughout the world. This goes hand in 
hand with an eroding party identification, in turn generating a growing 
level of vote change. At a systemic level, these attitudes bring about 
an impressive decline of party membership, a lamentable peak of 
electoral abstention, and the emergence of new parties, often 
sponsoring an anti-party programme; in the last decade, affected by 
uncomfortable economic conditions, most citizens preferred to 
participate in various types of social movements rather than rely on 
parties for the solutions to their problems. 

All organisations threatened by environmental change react in 
order to maintain their power positions, or at least in order to survive. 
Political parties are no exception. Since the mid-1960s, they have 
practised several kinds of reform to improve their actual working. 
Being private or semi-public organisations largely unconstrained by 
any sort of legal limitations, political parties have been free to 
experiment with a number of different reactions. All of these may be 
summed up under a single label: inclusiveness. In practice, most 
parties have enhanced internal democracy, curbing the power of the 
elites and, in the meantime, empowering members and voters for key 
decisions.

What are these key decisions actually about? Intra-party 
democracy has, by and large, been used in three areas of the parties’ 
organisational lives. First, many parties have asked members and 
sympathisers to define their positions on public policies, including 
participation in coalition governments. Second, members and 
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sympathisers have been given the final say on the selection of 
candidates for representative offices by several parties. Third, many 
parties have involved members and sympathisers in the selection of 
the party leaders. 

The consequences of these reorganisations of the parties’ lives 
have been remarkable, and two deserve mention here. The 
democratisation of the selection of candidates and leaders entails the 
implementation of primary elections, perhaps the most noticeable 
trend in the field of intra-party democracy. And while primaries have 
been initially used outside the United States for selecting only 
legislative candidates, recently they have also been utilised to pick 
chief-executive candidates, both for presidential and for prime 
ministerial offices. Moreover, in becoming inclusive, parties have 
changed their approach to partisan mobilisation. Previously, the 
simple dichotomy between formally enrolled members and external 
citizens was sufficient to portray the relationship linking parties and 
their followers. Today this relationship is extremely blurred and 
entails more nuanced situations, from cyber-membership based on 
communication involvement to mere financial support. 

What should we think about the current revolution concerning 
the parties’ internal lives? As often happens, the evidence is mixed 
and opinions somewhat contrasting. However, sceptical points of view 
seem to prevail. After all, parties have entered the actual state of stress 
because of long-term causes, such as the fading away of the traditional 
cleavages or the increasing similarity of their agenda, in turn due to 
spreading consensual politics and dominance of economic neo-
liberalism. From this point of view, the causes of decline are 
extraneous to parties’ organisation, and organisational changes will be 
therefore ineffective. In any case, the party elites and grassroots in 
many democracies have agreed to make use of primaries, and while 
the first wave of closed primaries have been criticised as a tool 
managed by the elites to easily manipulate party members, the current 
second wave based on the use of primaries open to all voters certainly 
escapes this disapproval. 

The spreading of primaries to many democracies outside the 
United States has been followed by a mounting scholarly interest. 
Researchers have contributed in two ways. Several works, that are 
theoretically oriented, aim to define and classify the different varieties 
of primaries and investigate the impact created by inclusive 
selectorates on party organisations. Another strand of research is 

empirically oriented and examines single case studies or adopts a 
comparative perspective to shed light on the actual working of 
primaries. The contributions in this issue of the Quaderni
dell’Osservatorio elettorale are examples of the second approach as 
they focus on cases of recent primaries in three major European 
democracies. These cases have been selected in order to include the 
three broad areas concerned by the use of primary elections. Marino 
De Luca, for instance, compares the open primaries promoted in 
France by the Parti Socialiste and Les Républicaines approaching the 
2017 presidential election, focusing on similarities, differences and 
effects of two selections for governmental offices. Fulvio Venturino 
and Antonella Seddone instead point to legislative primaries designed 
to select candidates for parliament. They examine four parties that 
made use of open and closed primaries when approaching the 2013 
Italian parliamentary election and take advantage of this quasi-
experimental circumstance to study the primaries’ potential for 
renewal. Bruno Marino and Stefano Rombi focus on the selection of 
party leaders in the United Kingdom. They first explore the expansion 
of the selectorates that have occurred there since the mid-1960s, and 
then focus on the recent leadership races that elected Jeremy Corbyn 
and Theresa May as leaders of the Labour and Conservative parties, 
respectively. 

Adopting this strategy, we hope to contribute to the study of 
primary elections in all forms, but both the practice and the research 
on intra-party democracy are vast and expanding. We are fully aware 
that this contribution can only be partial and intermediate, but we also 
know that an initial step is necessary. 

STEFANO ROMBI and FULVIO VENTURINO
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Abstract. - In the lead-up to the 2013 parliamentary election, four 
Italian parties used primaries to select candidates. Primaries, which were 
autonomously decided upon by the parties’ central offices, have operated 
according to different rules. These quasi-experimental circumstances allow 
an assessment of the effects of rules and selectors’ predispositions in the 
promotion of legislator renewal. An examination of three aspects of 
renewal-gender balance, rejuvenation and turnover-found that party 
leaderships sometimes deliberately pursued renewal through biased rules. 
The cases in point are Partito Democratico and Sinistra Ecologia e Libertà 
regarding gender balance, and Movimento 5 Stelle (M5S) regarding 
turnover. Moreover, even when unconstrained by the rules, selectors have 
pushed for renewal, as shown by the rise in female representation in the 
M5S. In general, primary elections have demonstrated to be renewal-
friendly. However, it remains unclear whether this is an idiosyncratic effect 
connected to a single election, or a general tendency due to the 
characteristics of primary voters. 

Keywords: Italy; parliamentary elections; primary elections; 
legislators

1. Introduction
The general election held in February 2013 has been called out as a shock to the 
Italian political system. As in 1994, when Silvio Berlusconi and Forza Italia 
(FI) entered parliament, the Movimento 5 Stelle’s (M5S) electoral results were 
unforeseen (Bordignon and Ceccarini 2013; D’Alimonte 2013). The party led 
by Beppe Grillo won nearly one quarter of the total votes and reshaped the 
Italian political scene (Newell 2014; Pasquino 2014): bipolarism faded away; 
left and right became obsolete categories; new policy issues entered the 
political and media agenda; innovative patterns of party organisation and intra-
party democracy were introduced. The new parliament also registered an 
unusually high rate of renewal. There are various reasons for this change. The 
M5S contributed to renewing the parliamentary elite by fielding candidates 
with no previous experience in elected offices1. The 2013 parliamentary 
election was also atypical in its use of primaries - both open and closed - for the 
selection of candidates to be included on electoral lists. This practice represents 
an unprecedented novelty for the Italian political system: indeed, the majority 
of elected legislators received their nomination from intra-party democratic 
procedures. Even though primary elections are today very common among 
Italian parties (particularly left-wing parties), they had never before been used 
before at the parliamentary level. In 2013 four parties adopted primaries, 
making use of a variety of rules for achieving different levels of inclusivity 
among selectorates. Consequently, incumbent MPs were nominated through a 
number of very diverse methods, ranging from primaries to direct appointments 
by party leaders (Rombi and Seddone 2017). 

This heterogeneity is particularly useful for research on primary 
elections, as it allows for the testing of the effects of different candidate 
selection methods within the same parliament. The possibility of clarifying 
whether and to what extent adopting different levels of inclusivity may have 
driven dynamics of renewal within the parliamentary elite makes Italy an 
interesting case for investigating the impact of selection methods on 
political recruitment. 

Relevant studies have established that the systems adopted for 
electing MPs have an effect on both MPs’ characteristics and their 
parliamentary behaviour once elected. Several studies have pointed out that 
electoral rules are an important factor in explaining MPs’ legislative 
behaviour once elected, for instance, in terms of responsiveness (Crisp et al. 
2004; Jones et al. 2002). Similarly, research also suggests that electoral 

1 At that time, Beppe Grillo spoke of «forcing the parliament as a tuna can»; cfr. 
https: www.youtube.com/watch?v=AtRVm_XWzCA. 
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rules could determine the demographic features of elected officials. There is, 
for example, an extensive literature investigating the effects of gender 
quotas on the representation of women in politics (Paxton et al. 2010; 
Schwindt-Bayer 2009; Rule 1987). As electoral rules are recognised as a 
crucial factor influencing political recruitment, we could also assume that 
candidate nomination procedures might be a useful factor for understanding 
the changes among political elites. While several studies have clarified that 
the modalities used for nominations could deeply affect the characteristics 
of the political class (Hazan and Rahat 2010), the types of impacts remain in 
question. Does inclusivity in candidate selection methods boost renewal 
within parliaments? Does inclusivity hinder political parties from 
strengthening their gender balance? Does it promote generational renewal 
among political elites in terms of age or political experience? The literature 
remains inconclusive in these regards. Findings from the Israeli context 
suggest that primaries are far from improving women’s representation in 
parliament (Hazan 1997). The same holds true in the Finnish, Dutch and 
Icelandic cases studied by Hazan and Rahat (2010). Cross and Gauja (2014) 
have made similar conclusions about the Australian case. Pruysers et al. 
(2017) maintain sceptical positions in their comparative scrutiny of 19 
democracies. Primaries’ positive effects on gender balance have only been 
detected in Norway (Narud and Valen 2008), and to some extent-contra 
Hazan and Rahat (2010)-in Iceland (Indriðason and Sigurjónsdóttir 2014). 
In fact, there are arguments that a higher degree of gender equality among 
legislators is achieved when the party retains control over nominations. In 
addition, the research focusing on the renewal of party elites caused by 
inclusive selection methods is still underdeveloped. Even if there is 
agreement about the idea that primaries are a competitive arena for 
facilitating the entry of outsiders, reliable findings focusing on non-US 
cases are still lacking. Moreover, available research on party leaders 
suggests that younger and more inexperienced candidates are less likely to 
be selected when broad selectorates are involved (Sandri et al. 2015). 

This article aims to offer further empirical evidence and analysis on 
this area of research. More specifically, building on the Italian case, the 
article sheds light on the capacity of different candidate selection methods to 
facilitate the renewal of the parliamentary elite. Did the adoption of 
inclusive candidate selection methods contribute to the renewal of the Italian 
parliament that resulted from the 2013 general elections, and to what extent? 
Italy, as stated above, provides an opportunity to compare the impact of 
different candidate selection methods within the same parliament, and - as 
will be clarified below - within the same party, in terms of the renewal of 

the parliamentary elite. We focus on three dimensions of renewal: a) gender, 
that is assessing whether inclusivity in candidate selection methods may 
have contributed to increasing the quota of female legislators; b) 
generational renewal, or the age of MPs; and c) turnover, of the 
parliamentary entrance of newly elected MPs and their political experience 
before serving in parliament. Our findings suggest that inclusivity could 
affect elected officials’ profiles in terms of renewal, but this impact may 
differ when considering gender, age or seniority separately. Furthermore, 
our analyses show that, actually, even if party members and sympathisers’ 
participation in the candidate selection process ensures that there are greater 
chances of achieving renewal of political elites, parties continue to play a 
crucial role. Defining candidacy rules and ranking candidates within 
electoral lists are indeed crucial factors that affect the results of both the 
selection of nominees and, ultimately, their election to parliament. 

This article is organised through the following sections. The next 
section offers a summary of the parliamentary composition that was the 
result of the 2013 election. The third section provides an overview of the 
rules and procedures for holding primaries adopted by the four parties who 
held primaries. The fourth section represents the core of this work by 
describing the step-by-step operation of primaries in terms of representation. 
The conclusion section sums up the results and sketches the main insights to 
emerge from our analyses. 

2. The 2013 election: a new parliament 
In the 2008 parliamentary election, the right-wing coalition won a landslide 
victory. Yet, despite Silvio Berlusconi enjoying the largest parliamentary 
majority ever, this government term was plagued by a series of events that 
were unfavourable to the coalition. The coalition was shaken by partisan and 
personal struggles, through the occurrence of both financial and sexual 
scandals. When the state of the economy worsened, in November 2011, 
Berlusconi resigned under pressure (Marangoni 2011). Subsequently, a non-
partisan government was formed by the independent Mario Monti, ruling 
until December 2012. The beginning of the Monti government coincided 
with the start of a prolonged electoral campaign which lasted until February 
2013, when an early parliamentary election was called (Bosco and 
McDonnell 2012; Marangoni 2012). This election campaign was 
characterised by a negative climate of opinion. In addition to the financial 
crisis, the dissatisfaction with politics and politicians become an urgent 
issue on the political agenda. In particular, the M5S engaged in a political 
campaign against the ruling parliamentary elite, blamed the elite for its 
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inability to cope with the economic problems affecting the Italian system, 
but also for its involvement in scandals, bribery practices, and the illegal use 
of public funds. The roots of these politicians’ misconduct were precisely 
identified within electoral law, which, according to Beppe Grillo, enabled 
political parties to choose and then control elected officials. Since 2006, 
both houses of parliament have been elected through a mixed electoral 
system. This was basically a PR system with a seat bonus which gave an 
advantage to the coalition with the most votes. This system has been 
severely criticised because of its inherent tendency towards governmental 
fragmentation and instability, especially due to the attribution of Senate 
bonuses. A second criticism of the electoral system addressed the use of 
closed lists, which were in turn censured as a cause of inadequate 
representation. According to detractors, candidates for parliament were to be 
chosen through a preferential vote. Although there seemed to be significant 
agreement on this point, parliament was unable to change the rules, so that 
the method of recruitment for parliamentarians came to be a major issue. 

The rapidly-growing Movimento 5 Stelle ran in its first national 
election in 2013. Since its launch in 2009, the M5S had clearly demonstrated its 
populist and hyper-democratic ideology (Corbetta and Gualmini 2013). Both 
M5S leaders and grassroots denied the value of representative democracy. 
Thus, although disputing the impending parliamentary election, they 
relentlessly deplored the use of closed lists as an elitist and undemocratic tool 
through which to choose legislators. To obviate this lack of political 
involvement, and at the same time to emphasise their difference from 
traditional parties, the M5S resolved to make use of primary elections to 
compose their slates of candidates for both houses. The leaders then opted for 
closed primaries, reserved for part of the membership, which took place online 
from December 3 to 6, 2012 (Lanzone and Rombi 2014). 

This first move by the Movimento 5 Stelle forced the other parties to 
react. In 2012, the right-wing coalition was disputing its leadership, and in 
the last months of the year, leadership aspirants were collecting signatures 
in order to enter an open primary election the selection of candidates for 
Prime Minister. If effectively held, this primary was seen to possibly 
eventually pave the way to the use of further primaries for the selection of 
legislators. The ageing Silvio Berlusconi’s decision to lead the coalition for 
the sixth time halted the entire process, however, and the right-wing parties 
selected both their candidate for Prime Minister and their candidates for 
legislators through traditional, exclusive methods. 

The left-wing parties followed a very different narrative. They had 
previously decided to form a coalition based on Partito Democratico (PD) and 

Sinistra Ecologia e Libertà (SEL), also supported by the Südtiroler Volkspartei 
(SVP), a small regionalist party representing the German-speaking minority. 
These parties had experienced intra-party democracy for at least ten years, and 
a few weeks earlier they had picked the PD’s Pier Luigi Bersani as their 
candidate for Prime Minister, using a two-round open primary election (Gelli, 
Mannarini and Talò 2013). Partially following their usual practices of internal 
democracy, and partially due to a contagion inspired by the legislative 
primaries promoted by the Movimento 5 Stelle, the three left-wing parties also 
gave their supporters a say in the selection of candidates for parliament. In 
accordance with their previous experiences, the PD and the SEL organised 
primaries open to all voters; the tiny SVP instead preferred to constrain the 
selectorate to party members. The two main parties held primaries on 
December 29 and 30, 2012 by the two main parties, while the SVP held their 
primary on 6 January 2013, a bizarre timing for Italian politics. However, 
thousands of poll stations were organised nationwide, receiving a turnout of 
about 2 millions of selectors (Musella 2014, 249). 

In addition to the surprising electoral performance of the M5S, the 
2013 election produced an unusual renewal at the parliamentary level. For 
instance, as shown in Table 1, the number of women in parliament reached 
30.5 per cent of legislators, increasing by about ten percentage points in 
comparison with the previous term. Further, the mean age of representatives 
in the 2013 parliament is 48 years old, an innovation for a parliament 
usually featuring older legislators. The last column of the table shows that 
the share of newly elected legislators is 64.1 per cent. As pointed out by De 
Lucia (2013a; 2013b), such a high turnover is second only to 1994, when 
the right-wing coalition led by Berlusconi and Forza Italia entered 
parliament, launching the so-called Second Republic2.

2 As usual in Italian politics, even in the parliament elected in 2013, floor crossing has 
been practiced by hundreds of legislators. All figures used in this article refer to the 
situation at the moment of the formation of parliament, disregarding later parliamentary 
group changes. 
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TAB. 1 - Main features of Italian legislators elected in 2013.

Political party 
Total 
legislators 
(N) 

Female 
legislators 
(%)

Mean age 
(N) 

Turnover 
rate
(%)

Partito Democratico 406 38.7 49 65.4 
Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà 44 27.3 46 95.5 

Südtiroler Volkspartei 11 14.3 47 85.7 
Monti coalitiona 66 14.3 53 79.1 
Popolo della Libertà 196 18.5 54 27.7 
Fratelli d’Italia 9 12.5 48 0.0 
Lega Nord 35 15.2 47 36.1 
Movimento 5 Stelle 163 37.8 37 100.0 
Others 15 18.2 47 83.3 
Total 945 30.5 48 64.1 
a: Scelta Civica, Futuro e Libertà, Unione Democratica di Centro. 
Note: Data include Valle d’Aosta and foreign electoral districts. 
Source: Adaptation from De Lucia (2013a) & CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

At glance, the four parties who made use of primaries to select their 
candidates contributed to the renewal of the parliament to a greater extent than 
those who did not use primary, on all the dimensions this study considers. Of 
course, a combination of factors may have facilitated such a change, and there 
are some remarkable exceptions, as in the case of the turnover triggered by 
Monti coalition. Nevertheless, in order to shed light on the pathways to 
parliament and to the renewal, candidate selection methods should be seriously 
taken into account. The 2013 election represents a very compelling case study 
in this regard. As a consequence of four parties’ enlargement of their 
selectorates, 53 per cent of the new parliament is made up of legislators who 
obtained their nominations by competing in a primary race. In particular, 17.9 
per cent of MPs gained their place on an electoral list through a closed primary 
(M5S and SVP), while 35 per cent competed in open primary contests (PD and 
SEL). Other parties preferred traditional selectorates, such as selection by a 
narrow party elite or candidate appointment by the party leader. Consequently, 
the incumbent Italian parliament is composed by MPs who have gained their 
nominations through various selection methods. 

3. Primary election rules 
Selecting candidates through primary elections is above all a matter of rules, 
especially when primaries are private competitions organised by political 
parties without any given laws with which to comply. This being the case in 
Italy, the lack of public regulation allowed parties to autonomously choose 
the rules about candidates, selectorates and timing, resulting in a 

heterogeneous set of procedures. Before delving into the detailes of the rules 
adopted by each of the parties, a preliminary distinction is necessary. While 
Südtiroler Volkspartei and the Movimento 5 Stelle decided to let their party 
members select all of the nominees to be included on their closed candidate 
lists, the leadership of the Partito Democratico and the Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà instead kept control over the lists. This means that a quota of PD and 
SEL nominees-amounting to about a quarter of all elected legislators-was 
appointed directly by party leaders, which offered them a safe place on the 
lists (Regalia and Valbruzzi 2016). 

It is now necessary to consider the rules used in defining selectorate 
inclusivity. Both the PD and the SEL resorted to open primary elections3. This 
meant that all party members and sympathisers were entitled to vote. 
Nonetheless, there were some limitations in practice. Both the PD and SEL 
allowed only selectors who had previously registered to vote in the open 
primary election for the Italia Bene Comune coalition, held in November 2012. 
By contrast, SVP and M5S organised a closed primary election where only 
party members were allowed to have a say on nominations4. Yet, while SVP 
permitted all of its 50,000 registered members to cast a vote on their 
preferences5, this membership condition was not enough for participation in the 
M5S primaries. For the M5S primaries, one needed to be registered as a M5S 
sympathiser on Beppe Grillo’s blog platform by 30 September 2012; an 
identity card showing formal registration as a party member was also required 
by 2 November 2012. These two requirements aimed to avoid the risk of instant 
membership, and to prevent cross-voting by the supporters of other parties. 

Further differences can be found when taking candidacy
requirements into account. In the PD, all party members and sympathisers 
could run as a candidate, unless they had served in parliament for more than 
two mandates (or alternatively for a total of 15 years)6. Similarly, due to 
incompatibility with a national mandate, candidacy was not permitted for 

3 Partito Democratico (2012), Primarie Parlamentari PD, 29-30 Dicembre 2012, Rego-
lamento per le candidature al Parlamento per le elezioni politiche 2013; Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà (2012), Regolamento per le candidature al Parlamento per le elezioni politiche 
2013.

4 Movimento 5 Stelle (2012), Regole per candidarsi e votare per le liste del MoVimento 
5 Stelle alle politiche 2013; Südtiroler Volkspartei (2012), Statuto della Südtiroler Vol-
kspartei.

5 All party members registered by December 31, 2012 were eligible to vote. The party 
registered 654 new affiliations during the two weeks preceding primary election day, 
reaching the quota of 50,668 members. 

6 Derogations for ten candidates were conceded. 
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meant that all party members and sympathisers were entitled to vote. 
Nonetheless, there were some limitations in practice. Both the PD and SEL 
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By contrast, SVP and M5S organised a closed primary election where only 
party members were allowed to have a say on nominations4. Yet, while SVP 
permitted all of its 50,000 registered members to cast a vote on their 
preferences5, this membership condition was not enough for participation in the 
M5S primaries. For the M5S primaries, one needed to be registered as a M5S 
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3 Partito Democratico (2012), Primarie Parlamentari PD, 29-30 Dicembre 2012, Rego-
lamento per le candidature al Parlamento per le elezioni politiche 2013; Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà (2012), Regolamento per le candidature al Parlamento per le elezioni politiche 
2013.
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those serving in local, regional or EU institutions. Potential nominees were 
required to have the endorsement of 5 per cent of party members registered 
in at least three local party sections (circoli) of the electoral district where 
they sought candidacy7. Finally, the provincial party offices approved 
nominations and prepared the primary lists. Similar rules for candidacy were 
adopted by the SEL, but in their case, regulations did not provide any 
explicit instructions about endorsements. In the case of the SEL, the 
regional party leadership was entitled to set the primary list to be presented 
to selectors. As for the SVP, running in primary elections was defined by 
local party sections - the circondari - taking into account one restriction: 
candidacy was not allowed for those elected officials who had served more 
than 25 years in public office. 

In distinction from the other parties’ primary processes, the M5S’s 
entire primary process was governed directly by the party leadership at the 
national level. Candidacy requirements for competing in a parlamentarie were 
also quite dissimilar. Firstly, aspiring candidates were asked to provide a 
certification of a lack of criminal record. Secondly, they had to prove that they 
were not a member of other political parties. Aspiring candidates were also 
required to residency in the electoral district where they presented their 
candidacy. Finally, candidacy was open only to those who had previously been 
a candidate but had not been elected in the local and regional elections in which 
the M5S had participated between 2008 and 2012. According to Gualmini 
(2013), the party suffered from a lack of experienced elected officials, so it was 
strategic to rely on candidates who had previously run in elections. Moreover, 
this also created a greater dependency on the central party, ensuring loyal 
parliamentary behaviour once elected8. The party leadership had the power to 
validate the list of candidates running in primaries. 

Remarkable differences existed between parties in terms of the 
expression of the vote. PD selectors could cast up to two preferences within 
a unique list of candidates, without any distinction between the two houses, 
under the condition of selecting candidates of different genders. Two 
preferences for candidates of the same sex were voided. The SEL offered 
selectors the opportunity to cast up to two preferences by gender as well, but 
in their case selectors were provided with two different lists of candidates 

7 A qualified majority of 2/3s by the regional party leadership could lower the 
endorsements required to 3 per cent. Those currently serving in parliament were exempted 
from collecting signatures endorsing their candidacy for primary elections.

8 In this regard, an only exception was given to those running in the five foreign 
electoral districts. These candidates were only asked to fulfil the registered membership 
requirements. 

(one per gender) for each house. By contrast, SVP applied its usual rule for 
internal voting procedures: selectors could cast a number of preferences, 
adding up to 1/3 of the listed candidates9. M5S permitted up to three 
preferences without any formal provisions about equality between the sexes. 

Parties also adopted different procedures regarding the composition
of lists10. The main norm was the total number of votes won by a candidate. 
The PD and the SEL then combined the candidates selected through 
primaries with those picked by party leaders. Afterward, for the PD the 
procedure was complicated by the fact that all primary candidates were 
running within a unique list, without a distinction between lower and upper 
house. The distribution of nominees within the electoral lists was organised 
by the regional party leadership. In order to preserve and facilitate territorial 
representation, and taking into account the PD’s results in the last general 
election, each province (district) was assigned a number of places within the 
list11. Then, nominees were fielded within the list in accordance with the 
result of the primary elections. To enhance gender balance, a principle of 
alternating between candidates of different genders was applied. Party lists 
have thus been arranged according to several criteria: territorial 
representation, primary results, leadership adjustment, age requirements set 
by the Italian constitution to be eligible for the Senate, and gender balance. 

For the SEL, placing candidates was simpler. Since primary 
candidates were already divided between the two houses, the age 
requirements had been met in advance, and the party on had to consider 
primary results, leadership adjustments, and gender balance. 

For the Movimento 5 Stelle, two criteria were considered: the 
number of votes achieved by a candidate and age. When composing the 
party lists, distinction was given to Senate candidates, considering the 
necessary age requirements. Once the lists for Senate were set, the 
remaining candidates were distributed into the lower house lists in 
accordance with their primary results. No gender criteria were explicitly 
applied. Similarly, the SVP appointed its nominees by taking into account 

9 Even if no formal provision concerning gender balance was explicitly set in the voting 
rules, it must be pointed out that according to the SVP statute a proportion of at least ¼ of 
the all candidates in primary elections is usually reserved for women. 

10 To ensure minority representation, special provisions within the electoral system 
require SVP candidates to compete in one-member districts. Candidates from this party do 
not enter slates. 

11 The distribution of places per district has been accomplished according to the Sainte-
Laguë formula. 
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those serving in local, regional or EU institutions. Potential nominees were 
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validate the list of candidates running in primaries. 

Remarkable differences existed between parties in terms of the 
expression of the vote. PD selectors could cast up to two preferences within 
a unique list of candidates, without any distinction between the two houses, 
under the condition of selecting candidates of different genders. Two 
preferences for candidates of the same sex were voided. The SEL offered 
selectors the opportunity to cast up to two preferences by gender as well, but 
in their case selectors were provided with two different lists of candidates 

7 A qualified majority of 2/3s by the regional party leadership could lower the 
endorsements required to 3 per cent. Those currently serving in parliament were exempted 
from collecting signatures endorsing their candidacy for primary elections.

8 In this regard, an only exception was given to those running in the five foreign 
electoral districts. These candidates were only asked to fulfil the registered membership 
requirements. 
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the votes won in primary elections. Table 2 summarises the rules used in the 
2013 legislative primaries by the parties discussed. 

TAB. 2 - Main features of primaries for selecting 2013 nominees.
Political 

party Selectorate Candidacy 
requirements 

Expression of 
the vote 

Electoral list 
composition 

Partito 
Democratico All voters 

Less than two 
mandates as 
elected official at 
national level 
5 per cent 
endorsements by 
party members  

Up to two 
preferences 
(gender 
condition) 

Territorial 
representation 
Number of votes 
Gender alternation 
Age requirement 
(Senate) 
Head of the list 
appointed by 
party leader 

Sinistra
Ecologia e 
Libertà

All voters 

Less than two 
mandates as 
elected official at 
national level 
5 per cent 
endorsements by 
party members 

Up to two 
preferences  

Number of votes 
Gender alternation 
Age requirement 
(Senate) 
Head of the list 
appointed by 
party leader 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 

Only 
members 
(without 
additional 
requirements) 

Selection by 
local sections 
(circondari)

Preferences 
allowed were at 
a maximum of 
1/3 of 
candidates 
running 

Number of votes 

Movimento 
5 Stelle 

Only 
members 
(with
additional 
requirements) 

Having run as an 
M5S candidate 
(not elected) in 
previous local 
elections
Any mandate as 
elected official 

Up to three 
preferences 

Number of votes 
Age requirement 
(Senate) 

The process of selecting the political class could be described as a 
funnel. This is to say that each step leads to a restriction in the number of 
people involved. At the start, all citizens are in principle eligible to run for 
political office. However, as a result of self-selection which excludes those 
uninterested in politics, those who aspire to a political career make up only 
one part of the broader citizenry. Among these, an even smaller number 
chooses to enter politics. They have two main ways of pursue this 

aspiration. They may compete in an open race, as happens when a party 
promotes primary elections; alternatively, they can be appointed by party 
leaders or by a party board, through an exclusive process. Finally, those who 
survive these steps, and win a sufficient number of votes or an high position 
on a list, as based on different electoral systems, succeed in becoming 
elected legislators. 

In this article, we consider the final stages of this process for the four 
Italian parties that ran primary elections in 201312. To do so, we first 
consider those aspiring to enter a list of candidates for parliamentary 
elections, then the legislative candidates actually fielded, and finally the 
restricted group of elected representatives. It is helpful to begin by assessing 
those aspiring to enter a list of candidates, as shown in Table 3. The two 
houses of the Italian parliament are composed of 945 seats13. There were 
3,599 total candidates for a party nomination, with the regionalist SVP 
choosing among a very small number. The table reports the three selection 
methods described in the previous section. 

TAB. 3 - Aspirants to enter a list according to their partisanship and method of selection.
Leader appointment Closed primaries Open primaries 

Political party N % N % N % Total 
Partito 
Democratico 249 21.8 0 0.0 894 78.2 1,143 

Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà 499 52.2 0 0.0 457 47.8 956 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 5 35.7 9 64.3 0 0.0 14

Movimento 5 
Stelle 0 0.0 1,486 100.0 0 0.0 1,486 

All aspirants 753 20.9 1,495 41.6 1,351 37.5 3,599 
Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

Table 4 shows that 2,674 of the original aspirants for candidacy-out 
of the original 3,599-were fielded as candidates by one of the four parties. 

12 As concerns the Movimento 5 Stelle, according to data released by organizers, 20,252 
party members participated in the so-called Parlamentarie. This makes up 64.1 per cent of 
31,612 eligible voters. The Partito Democratico mobilized 2,096,884 selectors, or about 24 
per cent of the number of PD voters in the 2013 general elections (Musella 2014, 249). For 
the SEL’s open primaries and the SVP’s closed primaries, official participation data were 
not released by organizers.

13 The Lower House features 630 representatives, while the Upper House is composed 
of 315 senators. Five additional non-elected senators with a life-long tenure are appointed 
by the President of the Republic. 
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The process of selecting the political class could be described as a 
funnel. This is to say that each step leads to a restriction in the number of 
people involved. At the start, all citizens are in principle eligible to run for 
political office. However, as a result of self-selection which excludes those 
uninterested in politics, those who aspire to a political career make up only 
one part of the broader citizenry. Among these, an even smaller number 
chooses to enter politics. They have two main ways of pursue this 

aspiration. They may compete in an open race, as happens when a party 
promotes primary elections; alternatively, they can be appointed by party 
leaders or by a party board, through an exclusive process. Finally, those who 
survive these steps, and win a sufficient number of votes or an high position 
on a list, as based on different electoral systems, succeed in becoming 
elected legislators. 

In this article, we consider the final stages of this process for the four 
Italian parties that ran primary elections in 201312. To do so, we first 
consider those aspiring to enter a list of candidates for parliamentary 
elections, then the legislative candidates actually fielded, and finally the 
restricted group of elected representatives. It is helpful to begin by assessing 
those aspiring to enter a list of candidates, as shown in Table 3. The two 
houses of the Italian parliament are composed of 945 seats13. There were 
3,599 total candidates for a party nomination, with the regionalist SVP 
choosing among a very small number. The table reports the three selection 
methods described in the previous section. 

TAB. 3 - Aspirants to enter a list according to their partisanship and method of selection.
Leader appointment Closed primaries Open primaries 

Political party N % N % N % Total 
Partito 
Democratico 249 21.8 0 0.0 894 78.2 1,143 

Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà 499 52.2 0 0.0 457 47.8 956 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 5 35.7 9 64.3 0 0.0 14

Movimento 5 
Stelle 0 0.0 1,486 100.0 0 0.0 1,486 

All aspirants 753 20.9 1,495 41.6 1,351 37.5 3,599 
Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

Table 4 shows that 2,674 of the original aspirants for candidacy-out 
of the original 3,599-were fielded as candidates by one of the four parties. 

12 As concerns the Movimento 5 Stelle, according to data released by organizers, 20,252 
party members participated in the so-called Parlamentarie. This makes up 64.1 per cent of 
31,612 eligible voters. The Partito Democratico mobilized 2,096,884 selectors, or about 24 
per cent of the number of PD voters in the 2013 general elections (Musella 2014, 249). For 
the SEL’s open primaries and the SVP’s closed primaries, official participation data were 
not released by organizers.

13 The Lower House features 630 representatives, while the Upper House is composed 
of 315 senators. Five additional non-elected senators with a life-long tenure are appointed 
by the President of the Republic. 
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While in the first stage the greatest number of candidates had to compete in 
closed primaries, most of these candidates were in fact selected through 
open primaries in the second stage. Further, avoiding party competitions, all 
candidates appointed by the leaders of their respective parties directly 
obtained a nomination. 

TAB. 4 - Legislative candidates according to their partisanship and method of selection.
Leader appointment Closed primaries Open primaries 

Political party N % N % N % Total 
Partito 
Democratico 249 27.0 0 0.0 672 73.0 921 

Sinistra Ecologia  
e Libertà 499 54.4 0 0.0 418 45.6 917 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 5 35.7 9 64.3 0 0.0 14

Movimento 5 
Stelle 0 0.0 822 100.0 0 0.0 822 

All candidates 753 28.2 831 31.1 1,090 40.7 2,674 
Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

It has been well established that when PR with a closed list is used to 
elect a parliament, a candidate’s position in a slate is crucial to gaining a 
seat. In practice, only candidates ranking near the top of the slate are 
competitive, while those filling the lower positions are simply currently 
following their party’s instructions in order to eventually begin a political 
career in the future. Table 5 details the median slate position of the 
candidates fielded by the PD and the SEL in both houses, taking into 
account their selection method14. In the case of the PD, the median 
candidate picked by open primaries is ranked higher in the Lower House 
slate and lower in the Upper House slate, but in both cases the differences 
are unremarkable. When considering the SEL, by contrast the median 
candidates selected through open primaries are ranked significantly higher 
in both slates. This means that although leaders have appointed several 
candidates, they have not seized all safe slate positions. In sum, the use of 
primaries has been effective rather than ornamental. 

14 The SVP and the M5S cannot be examined from this point of view because in South 
Tyrol – the area where the SVP operates – a plurality based on single member districts is 
used, and no slate is therefore put together; the M5S has only made use of closed primaries 
so it is not possible to contrast their different selection methods. 

TAB. 5 - Partito Democratico and Sinistra Ecologia e Libertà, position in the list 
according to party, method of selection and House.

Leader appointment Open primaries 
Political party House Median N Median N

Lower House 16 158 13 458 Partito 
Democratico Upper House 9 87 10.5 214 

Lower House 18.5 352 8 264 Sinistra Ecologia e
Libertà Upper House 17 147 6.5 154 

Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

Figure 1 should clarify the situation. It shows the rank of legislative 
candidates to the Lower House fielded by the SEL, according to their 
selection method. It appears that the positions on the left-corresponding to a 
safe rank on the slate-are mainly filled by candidates selected through open 
primaries. It must be noted that the predominance of leader appointed 
candidates in the top position-rank 1-corresponds to a precise party strategy: 
being a leader-based party, the SEL decided to place its leader Nichi 
Vendola as the top candidate in 25 electoral districts. Having as a result 
been elected in several different districts, Vendola opted to represent one of 
these, paving the way to parliament for his party to be second-ranked in 24 
districts, most selected through primaries15.

FIG. 1 - Rank of the Sinistra Ecologia e Libertà legislative candidates according to their 
method of selection, Lower House (N=616).

15 Being in office as president of the Apulia region, Vendola served at the national level 
for just one month; on 16 April 2013 he resigned from his parliamentary seat. 
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The outcomes of these slate composition strategies is made evident 
in Table 6, where-focusing on the four parties under consideration-613 
elected legislators out of 2,674 candidates are classified according to their 
partisanship and method of selection. To the extent that these four parties 
are considered, a majority of legislators (51.2 per cent) entered parliament 
after a selection based on open primaries, more than a quarter-thanks to the 
exceptional success of the M5S-were selected through closed primaries, and 
lastly a minority, just over one fifth (21.2 per cent) were leader appointed. 
The table makes clear that in the case of the two left-wing parties the use of 
appointment has been extensive, but open primaries still predominated. 

TAB. 6 - Elected legislators according to their partisanship and method of selection.
Leader appointment Closed primaries Open primaries 

Political party N % N % N % Total 
Partito 
Democratico 114 28.6 0 0.0 285 71.4 399 

Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà 15 34.1 0 0.0 29 65.9 44

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 1 14.3 6 85.7 0 0.0 7

Movimento 5 
Stelle 0 0.0 163 100.0 0 0.0 163 

All legislators  130 21.2 169 27.6 314 51.2 613 
Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

Thus far we have illustrated the recruitment processes used by four 
Italian parties in the lead-up to the 2013 parliamentary election. We have 
seen that three of these parties preferred mixed strategies, while the M5S 
exclusively relied on closed primaries. We have considered three phases in 
the recruitment of legislators, corresponding to the screening of aspirants for 
candidacy to a candidate list composed through primaries or leader 
appointment, to the composition of the slates of legislative candidates 
fielded to contest the campaign, to the election of legislators. Looking 
forward, we now face the question of whether these steps are neutral. In 
other words, we will examine whether the process of recruitment is random, 
or rather whether a given type of candidate systematically prevails. To 
unravel this problem, in the next section we assess the different weights of 
gender, age and seniority in the consecutive recruitment stages. 

4. Stages of recruitment, methods of selection and candidate profiles 
Gender. - Before beginning the analyses of the influence of recruitment on 
candidate profiles it is important to recall some caveats to our case study 

and the parties we are working on. Firstly, the role of the SVP is in practice 
irrelevant because of the low number of candidates fielded; secondly, and 
consequently, the results of closed primaries are entirely ascribable to the 
M5S’s candidates; thirdly, the results referring to open primaries and leader 
appointments are jointly generated by the PD and SEL candidates. 

In sum, even though candidate selection is heavily influenced by the 
political system at large and by electoral rules, parties are still the pivotal 
players. Thus, looking at Table 7, the attitudes of the M5S towards gender 
balance may explain the low number of female candidates to enter that 
party’s candidate list. Women make up only 13 per cent of total candidates, 
leaving male candidate a huge majority of 87 per cent. However, the method 
of selection used by the M5S appears to be unquestionably woman-friendly. 
In fact, the primary results allowed 152 female candidates out of 194 total to 
be fielded, with a growth in percentage up to 18.3. Moreover, the female 
M5S nominees ranked high in the slates of both houses. The median rank 
for women was 6 for the Lower House and 5 for the Upper House, as 
compared with 12 and 9 in the case of male candidates. As a consequence, 
63 female nominees were elected, boosting the percentage of the M5S’s 
female legislators up to 37.4. It should be emphasised that this impressive 
promotion of female parliamentary representation has been accomplished 
without any endorsement coming from rules since the M5S’s closed 
primaries did not include any form of gender equality. 

TAB. 7 - Stages of candidate recruitment, methods of selection and the occurrence of 
female politicians.

Female aspirants  
to enter a list 

Female  
legislative candidates 

Female  
legislators 

Method of selection N % N % N %
Leader appointment 276 36.7 276 36.7 33 25.4 
Closed primaries 194 13.0 152 18.3 63 37.3 
Open primaries 657 48.6 534 49.0 133 42.4 
All methods 1,127 31.3 962 64.0 229 37.4 

Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

As previously emphasised, appointments made by party leaders were 
used by the PD and the SEL. As this is a non-competitive form of selection, all 
276 female aspirants for candidacy entered the slates of candidates for one the 
houses. However, only 33 were actually elected as representatives, dropping to 
a quarter of legislators selected through this method. Taking into account the 
female politicians who faced open primaries, we are dealing with a competitive 
selection, where the percentage of legislative candidates (49.0) is near equal to 
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In sum, even though candidate selection is heavily influenced by the 
political system at large and by electoral rules, parties are still the pivotal 
players. Thus, looking at Table 7, the attitudes of the M5S towards gender 
balance may explain the low number of female candidates to enter that 
party’s candidate list. Women make up only 13 per cent of total candidates, 
leaving male candidate a huge majority of 87 per cent. However, the method 
of selection used by the M5S appears to be unquestionably woman-friendly. 
In fact, the primary results allowed 152 female candidates out of 194 total to 
be fielded, with a growth in percentage up to 18.3. Moreover, the female 
M5S nominees ranked high in the slates of both houses. The median rank 
for women was 6 for the Lower House and 5 for the Upper House, as 
compared with 12 and 9 in the case of male candidates. As a consequence, 
63 female nominees were elected, boosting the percentage of the M5S’s 
female legislators up to 37.4. It should be emphasised that this impressive 
promotion of female parliamentary representation has been accomplished 
without any endorsement coming from rules since the M5S’s closed 
primaries did not include any form of gender equality. 

TAB. 7 - Stages of candidate recruitment, methods of selection and the occurrence of 
female politicians.

Female aspirants  
to enter a list 

Female  
legislative candidates 

Female  
legislators 

Method of selection N % N % N %
Leader appointment 276 36.7 276 36.7 33 25.4 
Closed primaries 194 13.0 152 18.3 63 37.3 
Open primaries 657 48.6 534 49.0 133 42.4 
All methods 1,127 31.3 962 64.0 229 37.4 

Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

As previously emphasised, appointments made by party leaders were 
used by the PD and the SEL. As this is a non-competitive form of selection, all 
276 female aspirants for candidacy entered the slates of candidates for one the 
houses. However, only 33 were actually elected as representatives, dropping to 
a quarter of legislators selected through this method. Taking into account the 
female politicians who faced open primaries, we are dealing with a competitive 
selection, where the percentage of legislative candidates (49.0) is near equal to 
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that of candidate for nomination (48.6). Moreover, the quota of female 
legislators, in comparison with that for candidates, is substantial, dropping only 
from 49 to 42.4 percent. Therefore, open primary selection provided female 
candidates a good chance of winning a parliamentary seat, especially as 
compared to appointment by party leaders. However, it should be noted that 
this effect has not been produced by selectors’ preference for female candidates 
during the primaries, or by a predilection among general voters for female 
legislative candidates. Rather, along all recruitment stages, the PD and the SEL 
have chosen rules that promote the presence of women among candidates in the 
primaries and the parliamentary elections. Again, the decisions of central party 
offices appear more significant than the methods of selection. 

Age. - Figure 2 describes the age profile of the aspirants for candidacy to a 
candidate list, according to their partisanship16. The age cohorts from the 
youngest to about 50-years-old are clearly dominated by the M5S aspirants. The 
M5S’s numbers plummet abruptly in the older age brackets, where the PD and 
SEL aspirants dominate with a similar profile. Descriptives provide an accurate 
measure of these differences. While the overall mean age of all aspirants for 
candidacy is 46, and the average for other parties’ aspirants for candidacy-the 
SVP included-is 48, the aspirants fielded by the M5S average only 42-years-old. 

FIG. 2 - Age profiles of the aspirants to enter a list, by party (N=3,580).

16 SVP candidates are not reported in this figure because of their low numbers. Note that 
although in Italy the minimum age to be elected is 25 for the Lower House, and 40 for the 
Upper House, the SEL allowed a 22-year-old candidate to run in primary elections. He was 
later–inescapably–discarded from the party slate for the parliamentary election. 

In contrast to gender, the variable age may be measured according to 
different criteria. Here for the sake of clarity, we prefer to deal with two 
groups, half split according to the median value of the aspirants’ age (46 
years). Therefore, all politicians-aspirants to candidacy, candidates and 
legislators-above that age are considered senior, while those under that age 
are considered young. Like women, young and presumably less resourced 
candidates are supposed to be at a disadvantage in their efforts to enter 
parliament. Nevertheless, while the rules adopted by the two major left-
wing parties were explicitly aimed at enhancing the representation of 
women, no provision was meant to enhance the representation of the young. 
Thus, the changes in the politicians’ age profiles along the stages of 
recruitment shown in Table 8 should mainly be considered an outcome of 
selectors’ unconstrained choices. 

TAB. 8 - Stages of candidate recruitment, methods of selection and the occurrence of young 
politicians.

Young aspirants  
to enter a list 

Young 
legislative candidates 

Young 
legislators 

Method of 
selection N % N % N %

Leader
appointment 298 39.6 298 39.6 39 30.0 

Closed primaries 957 64.0 528 63.5 139 82.2 
Open primaries 541 40.2 439 40.3 130 41.4 
All methods 1,796 50.0 1,265 47.3 308 50.2 

Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

First, young politicians predominate among those selected through 
closed primaries, due to the Movimento 5 Stelle’s organisation and 
recruitment strategies. While this is an obvious consideration, it is notable 
that in this party, younger people made up a vast majority of the aspirants 
for candidacy (64 per cent), and these aspirants to candidacy made it to the 
party’s slates in more or less the same proportion (63.5 per cent). Above all, 
younger aspirants for candidacy did well in the primaries, and could be 
elected as legislators through a very large majority, amounting to 82.2 per 
cent of the M5S’s parliamentary groups. The pattern is very similar for 
those politicians selected through open primaries. These politicians came 
from the two left-wing parties where senior politicians predominate. Hence, 
young aspirants to candidacy made up only 40.2 per cent of total aspirants 
for candidacy. However, they were screened through open primaries in the 
same proportion (40.3), and according to their success, were then elected as 
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In contrast to gender, the variable age may be measured according to 
different criteria. Here for the sake of clarity, we prefer to deal with two 
groups, half split according to the median value of the aspirants’ age (46 
years). Therefore, all politicians-aspirants to candidacy, candidates and 
legislators-above that age are considered senior, while those under that age 
are considered young. Like women, young and presumably less resourced 
candidates are supposed to be at a disadvantage in their efforts to enter 
parliament. Nevertheless, while the rules adopted by the two major left-
wing parties were explicitly aimed at enhancing the representation of 
women, no provision was meant to enhance the representation of the young. 
Thus, the changes in the politicians’ age profiles along the stages of 
recruitment shown in Table 8 should mainly be considered an outcome of 
selectors’ unconstrained choices. 
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Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

First, young politicians predominate among those selected through 
closed primaries, due to the Movimento 5 Stelle’s organisation and 
recruitment strategies. While this is an obvious consideration, it is notable 
that in this party, younger people made up a vast majority of the aspirants 
for candidacy (64 per cent), and these aspirants to candidacy made it to the 
party’s slates in more or less the same proportion (63.5 per cent). Above all, 
younger aspirants for candidacy did well in the primaries, and could be 
elected as legislators through a very large majority, amounting to 82.2 per 
cent of the M5S’s parliamentary groups. The pattern is very similar for 
those politicians selected through open primaries. These politicians came 
from the two left-wing parties where senior politicians predominate. Hence, 
young aspirants to candidacy made up only 40.2 per cent of total aspirants 
for candidacy. However, they were screened through open primaries in the 
same proportion (40.3), and according to their success, were then elected as 
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legislators in an analogous proportion (41.4 per cent). The story is different 
in the case of leader appointed younger politicians. These aspirants for 
candidacy were still fielded by the PD and the SEL, more or less in the same 
proportion (39.6) as the aspirants for candidacy facing open primaries. All 
of the leader-selected candidates entered the slates for the parliamentary 
election, avoiding any competition. They were evidently ranked quite low, 
and only 30 per cent became legislators. 

The above analyses clarify how, in the 2013 parliamentary election, the 
outcomes for younger aspirants for candidacy improved when their selection 
took place through primary elections. This effect is even more noteworthy in 
the case of closed primaries. The latter should be attributed to the fact that the 
closed primary method was utilised by the Movimento 5 Stelle, a new party 
formed by young candidates, militants and voters17. Similarly, open primaries’ 
friendliness to the young, although a factor, has been limited by the PD and the 
SEL’s organisation practices. In these parties, young candidates appointed by 
leaders have been ranked low in the slates, resulting in their underrepresented in 
parliament in comparison with their senior party co-members. It thus appears 
that leader appointments and primary elections play a very different role in the 
promotion of young candidates. 

Turnover. - The Italian First Republic (1945-1992) featured typical mass 
parties. Constrained by those organisations, the careers of prospective poli-
ticians usually started at the local level. When successful, politicians advan-
ced to the national level to experience some parliamentary terms. The 
governmental elite was regularly recruited from among parliamentarians. 
Today a cursus honorum still exists, but since the 1994 parliamentary 
election political careers have deeply changed (Verzichelli 1997). Initial po-
litical experiences may now be carried out at different levels of government, 
from local, to national, to European. A direct entry in national politics while 
lacking previous experience in partisan or local politics is now common. 

These changing patterns in the course of political careers make it 
difficult to differentiate the more experienced politicians from the less 
experienced. For the sake of simplicity, here we again make use of a 
dichotomous variable. Given that we are dealing with a national-level event-
the 2013 parliamentary election-we consider as experienced politicians who 
have served at least one previous parliamentary term; those without any 
parliamentary experienced are described as inexperienced. Table 9 presents 

17 On the age profile of the M5S voters cfr. Maraffi, Pedrazzani and Pinto 2013, 58; of 
the members cfr. Lanzone 2015, 95; of the legislators cfr. Lanzone 2015, 122-123. 

the distribution of the aspirants to candidacy to enter a list according to their 
partisanship and national political experience. The innovative role of the 
Movimento 5 Stelle appears quite evident, due to its above-discussed 
selection rules, which, at every level, explicitly excluded aspirants to 
candidacy with any previous experience. The PD and the SEL also notably 
feature a huge majority of inexperienced aspirants to candidacy18.

TAB. 9 - Aspirants to enter a list by political party and national political experience.
 Inexperienced aspirants Experienced aspirants  
Political party N % N % Total 
Partito 
Democratico 934 26.0 209 5.7 1,143 

Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà 952 26.4 4 0.1 956 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei 13 0.4 1 0.1 14 

Movimento 5 
Stelle 1,486 41.3 0 0.0 1,486 

All aspirants 3,385 94.1 214 5.9 3,599 
Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

Table 10 details the outcomes for inexperienced politicians along all 
three stages of the legislative recruitment process and in reference to their 
method of selection. First, closed primaries have permitted the election of a 
whole cluster of novices mainly made up of the M5S parliamentarians, with 
the only exception being an incumbent legislator from the Südtiroler 
Volkspartei. As noted above, this result has been completely predetermined 
by the M5S’s leadership requirements for standing for nomination. The 
inexperienced performed quite well at open primaries. They made up 88.7 
percent of all aspirants to candidacy, and a respectable 87.6 percent entered 
one of the slates of legislative candidates. Among these, however, only 69.7 
percent were gained a parliamentary seat. It appears that the inexperience’s 
primacy performance was sufficient for gaining a place on a slate, but not 
good enough to gain a safe ranking on that slate. Finally, among those 
aspirants to candidacy appointed by the party leaders, 92 percent were 

18 An overlap may be suspected between inexperienced politicians and the younger 
aspirants to candidacy examined in the previous section. However, the inexperienced are 
nearly equally divided between younger and senior, using the definitions noted above. Out 
of 3,380 aspirants to candidacy for whom we have the necessary information, 1,762 were 
young and 1,618 were senior. 
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legislators in an analogous proportion (41.4 per cent). The story is different 
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from local, to national, to European. A direct entry in national politics while 
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These changing patterns in the course of political careers make it 
difficult to differentiate the more experienced politicians from the less 
experienced. For the sake of simplicity, here we again make use of a 
dichotomous variable. Given that we are dealing with a national-level event-
the 2013 parliamentary election-we consider as experienced politicians who 
have served at least one previous parliamentary term; those without any 
parliamentary experienced are described as inexperienced. Table 9 presents 

17 On the age profile of the M5S voters cfr. Maraffi, Pedrazzani and Pinto 2013, 58; of 
the members cfr. Lanzone 2015, 95; of the legislators cfr. Lanzone 2015, 122-123. 
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Table 10 details the outcomes for inexperienced politicians along all 
three stages of the legislative recruitment process and in reference to their 
method of selection. First, closed primaries have permitted the election of a 
whole cluster of novices mainly made up of the M5S parliamentarians, with 
the only exception being an incumbent legislator from the Südtiroler 
Volkspartei. As noted above, this result has been completely predetermined 
by the M5S’s leadership requirements for standing for nomination. The 
inexperienced performed quite well at open primaries. They made up 88.7 
percent of all aspirants to candidacy, and a respectable 87.6 percent entered 
one of the slates of legislative candidates. Among these, however, only 69.7 
percent were gained a parliamentary seat. It appears that the inexperience’s 
primacy performance was sufficient for gaining a place on a slate, but not 
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inexperienced. Elected legislators coming from this group made up only 
66.9 percent, a greater reduction in comparison with those selected through 
open primaries. 

TAB. 10 - Stages of candidate recruitment, methods of selection and the occurrence of 
inexperienced politicians.

Inexperienced aspirants  
to enter a list 

Inexperienced  
legislative candidates 

Inexperienced 
Legislators 

Method of 
selection N % N % N %

Leader
appointment 693 92.0 693 92.0 87 66.9 

Closed 
primaries 1,494 99.9 830 99.9 168 99.4 

Open primaries 1,198 88.7 955 87.6 219 69.7 
All methods 3,385 94.1 2,478 92.7 474 77.3 

Source: CLS-Candidate and Leader Selection. 

According to these analyses, the 2013 parliamentary election brought 
about the unprecedented parliamentary entry of inexperienced legislators, 
especially due to the Movimento 5 Stelle’s choice to field only novice 
candidates. It should also be noted that the methods of selection used by 
other parties have facilitated this renewal, but that not all methods have 
contributed in the same ways. Open primaries seem to be more friendly to 
the inexperienced than leader appointments, although not with the same 
strength revealed in the case of young and female politicians. 

5. Conclusion
The analyses presented in this article have illustrated how, during the 2013 
Italian parliamentary election, both closed and open primaries have 
promoted a process of renewal among the legislators of the four parties that 
used primaries. By examining the stages of candidate selection we have 
detected an innovation autonomously produced by primaries in all three 
dimensions of the renewal, specifically gender (re)balance, generational 
renewal, and turnover. Moreover, in all cases, primaries are considerably 
more renewal-friendly than leader appointments. This is true either when 
considering outcomes for aspirants to candidacy from the four parties using 
different selection methods, or when contrasting these parties with those-
mostly right-wing-using only leader appointments. 

More specifically, in the case of closed primaries, we noticed that the 
quota of women increases at each step of the selection procedure, and the 

same also applies for the age dimension. Even if the proportion of young 
legislative candidates is slightly lower that that registered for young 
aspirants to candidacy (0.5 percentage points) it appears that the vote of 
party members provided these aspirants to candidacy placement at the top of 
the party lists and thus election to parliament. This could be only partially 
explained by referring to the role played by the M5S, a new party entering 
parliament. A similar pattern is also registered for legislators who gained 
their nomination through open primaries. Here, we have showed that while 
the representation of women is in part affected by the specific rules used by 
the parties to strengthen the gender balance among MPs, there are also signs 
of renewal related to the age dimension at each step of the selection 
procedure. Bu contrast, as concerns the dimension of seniority, we saw that 
what mattered most for facilitating renewal was the role played by the 
central party office and the requirements for running in primaries. 

In any case, however, this is not the full story. We have discovered 
that inclusive selectorates are by and large renewal-oriented. Yet, this 
potential is to some extent constrained by the rules of selection, which are 
autonomously defined by parties themselves. Among the cases under 
investigation, the clearest case in point, of a fully constrained selectorate, 
with reference to candidacy, is voters in the Movimento 5 Stelle’s closed 
primaries. In that case, the central office decided to field exclusively
aspirants to candidacy who lacked any previous seniority or experience; 
thus, primary voters were allowed to select exclusively inexperienced 
candidates, and the resulting parliamentary group has been composed 
exclusively by novices. M5S members’ support for political change is 
undisputable. However, when voting in their own primaries, from the point 
of view of seniority, they had the single option to renew. 

The provisions applied in the PD and SEL’s open primaries which 
sought gender balance, are an example of noteworthy, if not complete, 
constraints on voters’ attitudes. In these parties’ primaries, selectors were 
allowed to vote for two candidates, provided they were of different genders, 
but each selector was also free to vote for a single candidate. However, the 
slates for the parliamentary election were arranged ex post using the so-
called zip method, alternating male and female candidates ordered according 
to the results of the primaries. In this practice, voters were quite free when 
casting their primary ballots, but in the last analysis the growing presence of 
women in parliament has been again largely predetermined by the rules 
created by the two parties’ central offices. 

In the case of all parties, young and presumably less resourced aspirants 
to candidacy have not been supported by specific rules as women have. 
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Nevertheless, while younger politicians have been completely disregarded by 
the SVP, the term limits used by the two left-wing parties and the M5S at least 
indirectly advanced young candidates barring repeated candidacies by a 
number of incumbents. Those limits were enforced by the PD and the SEL, 
who nonetheless tolerated a number of exceptions in order to guarantee the re-
election of some experienced legislators considered indispensable to the 
upcoming parliament. Among the aspirants to candidacy fielded by the PD and 
the SEL, the novices’ mean age (47 years) was considerably lower than the 
incumbents’ mean age (54); therefore, norms restraining the latter advantage 
the former. As this limitation was indirect, primary voters were completely free 
to vote for novices or incumbents at will. 

Finally, sometimes primary voters’ attitudes and preferences could be 
expressed without any constraints. This was the case of the SVP for all 
dimensions of renewal, and of the M5S for gender balance. The last example is 
exceptional. Members turning out for the M5S’s closed primaries were 
completely free to vote for male or female aspirants to candidacy. The latter 
were a tiny minority of the whole field (193, or 13 percent, compared with 
1,293 male aspirants). However, as noted in Table 7 above, women performed 
exceptionally at the primaries and therefore a large proportion entered 
parliament. The case of women’s parliamentary representation through the 
gains made by the M5S is probably a better perspective through which to 
consider an unconstrained selectorate’s attitudes towards renewal. 

Table 11 summarises how, and how much, primary rules may hinder 
selectors and eventually contribute to parliamentary renewal. It details a point 
often emphasised by scholars: as rules matter, rule-makers can use their 
privileged positions to disingenuously influence the process of candidate 
selection (Hopkin 2001; Katz 2001; Cross et al. 2016, chapter 4). This could be 
a minor problem when, as happens in the United States, primaries’ rule-makers 
are public institutions not directly involved in candidate selection. In the case of 
private primary elections, i.e. those promoted by the parties themselves, the 
rule-maker is the party leadership, which is obviously interested in the results of 
the process of selection. For instance, using concepts proposed by Katz and 
Mair (1993), the central office of a given party is advantaged when the public 
office is held accountable. From this point of view, leader appointments are 
clearly preferable to primaries. 

TAB. 11 - Primaries rules constraints on the selectors’ attitudes.
Political party Gender balance Rejuvenation Turnover 
Partito Democratico Strong Weak Strong 
Sinistra Ecologia e 
Libertà Strong Weak Strong 

Südtiroler 
Volkspartei None None None 

Movimento 5 Stelle None Weak Total 

This is because all nominations by party leaders we have examined 
here are at best cautious towards renewal, if not openly oriented towards 
preservation. This means that when acting as candidate selectors, party 
leaders may easily pursue conservation and safeguarding. By contrast, when 
party members and sympathisers are given a say, they have preferred 
renewal. The image provided by the parliament elected in the 2013 general 
elections shows that a great renewal of the political elite has occurred. This 
renewal was the result of a combination of factors. As argued above, a new 
political party’s entrance into parliament clearly boosted the number of 
newly elected legislators lacking experience at the national political level-
especially in the case of the M5S, where candidates were required to be 
novices. There were also pressures for renewal which emerged from public 
opinion and led parties to implement procedures for increasing participation 
and promoting the renewal of the political elite. Inclusive candidate 
selection methods contributed to the extent that-as it has been observed-
whereas selectors are allowed to have a say, their vote in open and closed 
primaries went in the direction of a change of the political elite in terms of 
gender balance and generational renewal. However, parties kept control of 
selection by setting the rules of the selection procedures. Candidacy 
requirements and the principles used to allocate places on closed lists 
ultimately affected the final election results. All in all, our analyses have 
clarified that even if inclusivity in candidate selection methods may 
facilitate the renewal of political elites, the role played by central party 
offices when stating the rules still has a determinant effect. Again, rules 
matter-perhaps more than primaries and participation. 

This leaves an unresolved question: is this inclination for change a 
standing attitude of all primaries’ selectorates, originating from their 
recognised political sophistication and interest in politics? Or, rather, we 
have observed idiosyncratic behaviours deriving from Italian citizens’ 
shifting opinions in a phase of populist criticism against parliament and 
legislators? This is, of course, a question we cannot answer in reference to a 
single election. As usual, more research is needed. 
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Abstract. - In France, primaries have become an important part of 
French party system. Recently, the process, used by different parties, has 
been opened also to sympathisers. Indeed, both the Socialist Party and the 
Republicans organised primaries in the 2017 presidential elections. This 
can be analysed as an expected step to address problems such as leadership 
and representativeness. In addition, this process is also in line with the 
personalisation that has become a characteristic of the Fifth Republic. 
However, after the collapse of the main parties in the last elections, the 
primary system seems to have entered in a crisis time. For this reason, this 
article will attempt to analyse the introduction of primaries in France with a 
particular attention on the last presidential election focusing on the 
similarities, differences, and effects in these two open selections. 

Keywords: France, primaries, presidential elections 

1. Introduction 
Although membership of the parties and their activism have declined in 
recent decades (Scarrow 2014; van Haute and Gauja 2015), the new 
typologies of «parties without partisans» have reacted by adopting new 
forms of internal democracy. Whilst these challenges have been framed as 
the manipulation of members by party leaders (Katz 2001), the increasing 
role of citizens in the leader and candidate selections is the most important 
improvement of parties in terms of expanding the inclusiveness of the 
decision processes. 

Early North American studies on the impact of the primaries have 
proven to be critical. Indeed, parties adopting primaries were defeated in the 
following general elections, especially when primaries were competitive 
and/or negative (Hacker 1965). After several decades, primaries are no 
longer an exclusive tool of North American politics. Indeed, several 
democracies use this mechanism for candidacy selection. Examples include 
Latin America (Carey and Polga-Hecimovic 2006), Western Europe 
(Barberà, Lisi and Teruel 2015; De Luca and Venturino 2015, 2017; 
Giannetti and Lefebvre 2015), Asia (Narita, Nakai and Kubo 2015), and 
Africa (Ichino and Nathan 2013).

In these new contexts, primaries appear to help parties to avoid 
internal conflicts in order to promote a new public image of the parties 
among members and supporters (Dalton and Weldon 2004). 

In France, for several years, the introduction of primary elections - a 
further symbol of the américanisation of political life - has been considered as a 
process with few prospects of success due to the characteristics of the French 
political and party systems (Lefebvre and Treille 2016). Nevertheless, primaries 
have become an important part of French politics, which have evolved over 
time (Rousseau 2015). In fact, for a long time, the selection of candidates has 
been characterised by closed forms available only to members. Recently, the 
process has become rooted in greater inclusiveness within the selection process; 
this has been achieved by opening up with sympathisers. In addition, even if at 
the beginning the primary process involved only left-wing parties, in recent 
years it has also involved right-wing ones. Indeed, both the Socialist Party (PS) 
and the Republicans (LR) used primaries in the last presidential elections. This 
can be explained as a necessary effort to cope with the leadership and 
representativeness problems that the traditional party organisations were unable 
to address in an acceptable way (Mény 2015). The adoption of primaries by the 
two major French parties to select the presidential candidate is also in line with 
the personalisation issue that, in the last decades, has become a clear framework 
of the Fifth Republic. Until 2017, although primaries weakened the policy-
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can be explained as a necessary effort to cope with the leadership and 
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making role of parties (Avril 2015), this process was also analysed in order to 
understand how they enhance the promoters’ chance to win. This 
transformation provided several solutions in the past, but after the collapse of 
the historic parties in the last elections, the open primaries seem to have entered 
a difficult time in their survival. This is linked to the traditional parliamentary 
parties in France (Grunberg 2015). 

From this perspective, this article has not an explicatory aim, but 
rather intends to describe the development of primaries in France with a 
particular focus on the last electoral round, also suggesting some possible 
directions of investigations for future studies in the field. In detail, the 
article will explore the primary outcomes of the two major parties to 
understand the rules, the participation, and the competitiveness. The second 
section will analyse the French primary elections and their adoption. The 
third section will describe the case of the 2017 socialist primaries and the 
fourth will examine the centre-right ones. Finally, a general discussion will 
focus on the similarities and differences in these two elections.

2. The development of primary elections in France 
The first Presidential primaries. - In France, the first experience of primary 
elections occurred in 19951. At that time, the PS, after Mitterrand's retirement, 
was involved in a heated debate on the appointment of the new candidate. In 
fact, Jacques Delors' withdrawal from the race - the only candidate able to 
inherit Mitterand's leadership - reopened the competition within the PS, 
creating a leadership vacuum problem. Thus, in the first closed selection - 
where approximately 80,000 socialist members participated - on 3 February 
1995, Lionel Jospin won 66 per cent of the votes against the 34 per cent of the 
then former leader, Henri Emmanuelli. The unexpectedly huge gap between the 
loser and the winner, in front of a competitor who controlled the party, was 
attributed to Jospin's ability to better manage the presidential campaign. 
However, in the subsequent presidential election, he lost against the 
conservative candidate Jacques Chirac, obtaining 47 per cent of the vote in the 
runoff (Elgie 1996). This first primary was an historic moment for the PS, 
allowing the party to formalise the presidentialisation of the party with the 
investiture of the polls' favourite candidate rather than the party leader, who 
was until 1995 the natural candidate for the presidential election (Marlière 
2017). In addition, in the same year, Henri Emmanuelli gave up his leadership 

1 In the 1980s, one of the first to introduce the concept of primaries in France is Charles 
Pasqua, who proposes so-called primaires à la française within the then centre-right wing; 
cfr. Pasqua and Monzani (2015).

to Lionel Jospin to became the party leader. Subsequently, in 1997, Jospin 
became prime minister during France's third cohabitation government with 
President Jacques Chirac.

In the following presidential elections, the PS, after an internal debate, 
decided not to hold a new primary election. By 2002 Lionel Jospin, the 
outgoing prime minister, seemed to be the only candidate able to compete 
against the incumbent Chirac. However, Jospin in the presidential elections 
unexpectedly failed to pass the second round, overtaken by both right-wing 
candidates: Chirac, who was then re-elected as president, and the leader of the 
National Front (FN), Jean-Marie Le Pen (Lewis-Beck 2004). Furthermore, in 
the same period, two other parties experienced the primaries for the selection 
of the presidential candidate. The first, the French Communist Party (PCF), 
promoted an internal consultation to select the presidential candidate, where 
63,941 voters attended alongside approximately 138,000 members. Robert 
Hue, a former communist candidate in 1995, was selected by 77.4 per cent of 
PCF members and obtained just 3.4 per cent in the 2002 presidential 
elections. Secondly, in the spring of 2001, the Greens organised a closed 
primary where Alain Lipietz was nominated to be a candidate of the party by 
approximately six thousand members. In the same year, after a controversial 
position on Corsican nationalists, Lipietz was deselected in an internal 
referendum by 60 per cent of the voters. His candidacy was replaced by Noël 
Mamère, runner-up in the primary elections, who gained 5.5 per cent of the 
votes in the first round of the presidential election. 

The consolidation of closed-primaries. - The 2007 presidential election 
highlights an important breakthrough in the evolution of French primaries 
(Dolez and Laurent 2007). Indeed, the designation of Ségolène Royal - as 
socialist candidate to the presidential - during a close primary was 
characterised by three novelties: the absence of internal competition for the 
position of PS leader, at that time François Hollande; the mediatisation of 
the electoral campaign outside the PS; and the increase of membership, 
about 220,000 members compared to 120,000 registered in the Le Mans 
congress. Immediately, even before being appointed by militants, Royal was 
consecrated by the media and public opinion as a présidentiables candidate 
(Lefebvre 2011). Indeed, the former minister of Mitterrand's government 
imposed her candidacy for three reasons: an image of political novelty; the 
distance from the party apparatus; and her popularity in all the polls. In fact, 
Royal became the first Socialist female candidate with 60.6 per cent of the 
total vote by defeating her party’s elephants, Dominique Strauss-Kahn 
(20.8) and Laurent Fabius (18.6).
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At the same time, far from the media buzz, the other three parties 
applied closed primaries when choosing their presidential candidates. Firstly, 
the Greens, with approximately 5,000 participants, chose Dominique Voynet 
(45.7 per cent). He obtained only 1.6 per cent of the votes in the presidential 
elections. Secondly, the PCF organised an uncontested primary to select 
Marie-George Buffet, who gained 1.9 per cent of the votes in the next 
presidential elections. Finally, the Union for a Popular Movement (UMP) was 
appointed before Nicolas Sarkozy, with the votes of approximately 230,000 
voters (of approximately 340 thousand party members) between 2 and 14 
January 2007, and subsequently by acclamation within the Congress of 
January 14th in front of more than 100,000 members. In the first round of the 
presidential elections, Sarkozy gained 31.2 per cent of the votes, ahead of 
Ségolène Royal with 25.9. In the second round, Sarkozy became president, 
winning with 53.1 per cent of the votes ahead of Ségolène Royal with 46.9 
(Ivaldi 2007; Grunberg and Haegel 2007). 

From closed to open primaries. - The way towards a more inclusive 
participation in the candidate selection came in 2009 from the PS through a 
report by the French National Secretary for Renewal, Arnaud Montebourg, 
entitled Pour des primaires ouvertes et populaires. It was subsequently 
approved through the favourable vote of 68 per cent of members. In this 
document, Montebourg highlighted three main reasons to adopt the open 
primaries: the low legitimacy conferred by members only; the need to test 
the best candidate among a large number of candidates to allow increases in 
popularity; and overcoming the crisis of socialist leadership through the 
presidential primary. In the same year, the media coverage of the primary 
debate increased thanks to the support of several French personalities, such 
as sociologist Alain Touraine, and important political figures2. This pushed 
the then party leader Martin Aubry to accept a more inclusive process for 
the selection of the PS candidate. Thus, in 2011, the PS and the Radical 
Party of the Left (PRG) organised the first open primary, the so-called 
primaires citoyennes, to select their candidate for the 2012 presidential 
election (Audemard and Gouard 2014; Bergounioux 2011; De Luca 2014). 
After the first round with six candidates, François Hollande and Martine 

2 Cfr. Duhamel and Ferrand [2008], «Pour une primaire à la française», in Rapport de la 
fondation Terra Nova; Colin A.; Lanathoua M. and Chopin, D. [2011], «Des primaires à 
l'américaine pour le président de la Commission européenne: une révolution démocratique 
et stratégique?», in Rapport de la fondation Terra Nova; Ferrand O. and Montebourg A. 
[2009], Primaire: comment sauver la gauche, Paris, Seuil.

Aubry contested a runoff election in October 2011. Almost 2.9 million 
voters participated in the second round and Hollande won the primary with 
approximately 57 per cent of the vote, becoming the candidate of the PS and 
the PRG, and gaining the French presidency against Nicolas Sarkozy in the 
2012 presidential election.

However, in the 2012 presidential election, two other parties were 
also involved in the selection of their candidates. On the one hand, the PCF 
held an articulate process to choose the project of the Left Front (FDG), a 
leftist federation of parties, and to select Jean-Luc Mélenchon of the Left 
Party (PG) as the candidate for the presidential election, obtaining 59 per 
cent in the closed primary where more than 48 thousand members 
participated. In the presidential election, Mélenchon took fourth place, 
achieving 11.1 per cent of the vote, behind François Hollande, Nicolas 
Sarkozy, and Marine Le Pen. On the other hand, 25 thousand Green 
members chose Eva Joly as the presidential candidate through a two-round 
primary. The ecologist primary included the participation of the members of 
Europe Ecology - The Greens (EELV) and coopérateurs, i.e. the 
sympathisers, through a fee payment of 10 euros. Subsequently, Joly 
obtained only 2.3 per cent of the votes in the presidential election. 

Table 1 
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TAB. 1 - The presidential primary elections, 1995-2017.
Year Promoter Open / 

closed 
Fee Timinga Participation N. of 

candidate
s

Winner Final result 

     First 
round

Runoff    

1995 PS Closed - 2 79,345 - 2 Lionel 
Jospin

Defeat (T1) 

2002 The Greens Closed - 10 6,182 6,593 5 Alain 
Lipietz 

Replaced 

2002 PCF Closed - 6 63,941 - 2 Robert Hue Defeat (T1) 
2007 PS Closed - 5 179,412 - 3 Ségolène 

Royal 
Defeat (T2) 

2007 The Greens Closed - 9 4,917 5,356 5 Dominique 
Voynet 

Defeat (T1) 

2007 PCF Closed - 4 52,274 - 1 Marie-
George 
Buffet 

Defeat (T1) 

2007 UMP Closed - 3 233,779 - 1 Nicolas 
Sarkozy 

Elected 

2012 PCF Closed - 10 48,631 - 3 Jean-Luc 
Mélenchon 

Defeat (T1) 

2012 EELV Open 10 € 9 25,437 22,896 4 Eva Joly Defeat (T1) 
2012 PS, PRG Open 1 € 6 2,661,23

1
2,860,
157

6 François 
Hollande 

Elected 

2017 EELV Open 5 € 4 12,582 13,940 4 Yannick 
Jadot 

Withdrawn  

2017 LR, PCD, 
CNIP 

Open 2 € 5 4,298,09
7

4,388,
797

7 François 
Fillon 

Defeat (T1) 

2017 LaPrimai-
re.org 

Open - 4 10,676 32,685 12 Charlotte 
Marchandi-
se-Franquet 

Unqualified 

2017 PS, PE, 
PRG, FD 

Open 1 € 3 1,655,91
9

2,046,
628

7 Benoît Ha-
mon 

Defeat (T1) 

a: Months before the general elections. 
Source: PS, The Greens, PCF, UMP, EELV, LR, LaPrimaire.org.



After the 2012 presidential elections and Hollande's victory, the open 
primaries received more attention by becoming a key factor in the candidate 
selection process at local levels. In fact, in the 2014 municipalities elections, 
the two main French parties selected their candidates in several cities using 
open primaries (see Table 2). The PS held primaries in five cities on 13 and 
20 October 2013: Aix-en-Provence, Béziers, Boulogne-Billancourt, Le 
Havre and Marseille. The UMP organised primaries in Paris and Lyon. The 
transfer of this procedure at the local level for the 2015 municipal elections 
was also a democratic success. Indeed, local primaries seem destined for 
future application, because they were not envisaged as a duplication of a 
national process, but as a real democratic implementation based on the 
revitalisation of local democracy (Fekl 2015). However, while on the one 
hand communal primaries have improved local participation, on the other 
hand, they did not have any “magical effect” on local elections. In fact, a 
peculiarity of these municipal elections is that no candidate selected by the 
primaries has succeeded in winning in the mayoral elections. 

Tab2

To return to the national level, in the 2017 presidential elections, the 
open primaries have become the main selection tool both for the centre-right 
and the centre-left parties. In fact, as seen above, Table 1 shows four 
primaries. The EELV organised a primary to select Yannick Jadot who, 
however, withdrew his candidacy for the presidential election and supported 
Benoît Hamon after an electoral agreement with the PS. The online primary 
of the Association Democratech, so-called LaPrimaire.org, selected 
Charlotte Marchandise-Franquet who, however, failed to obtain the 

signatures needed to participate in the presidential elections. Finally we see 
the two primaries of the PS, on the model of the 2011 open primary, and the 
republicans who experienced for the first time an open primary for the 
candidate to the presidential election.  

3. The 2017 Primaires citoyenne 
Rules and candidates. - The very idea of primaries reinforces the 
importance of the presidential elections. However, for some scholars, 
primaries are a factor of depresidentialisation; by dividing the presidential 
candidacy from the party leadership, the primary elections open the way 
for the nomination of an outsider, weakening the power of the new 
president over his or her own party and vice versa (Dolez 2015). 
Regarding the PS, primaries became a central point of the socialist Statute 
after the 2012 Toulouse Congress (modified in the 2015 Poitiers 
Congress), where the PS included several articles in order to select its 
candidate through an inclusive process. The timing of open primaries for 
the presidential candidates is decided by the National Council of the PS 
through a timetable at least one year before the presidential elections (art. 
5.3.1). The minimum requirements for participation, such as being 
enrolled in the French electoral lists or being 18 years old by the day of the 
presidential elections or being enrolled in the promoter parties, need to be 
met in order to sign the statement of the principles. One must pay one euro 
(art. 5.3.2) and a national committee in charge of the organisation of the 
primaries must be established (art. 5.3.3).

Thus, the PS and its allies organised a two-round primary to select their 
candidate for the 2017 presidential elections. The 2017 open primary was held 
on 22 and 29 January 2017 on the basis of the 2011 model, in which François 
Hollande became the Socialist nominee and, after defeating the incumbent 
Nicolas Sarkozy, the new French president (Clift 2013). However, after his 
complicated presidency (Gaffney 2015), Hollande decided not to become 
involved for a second term in the 2017 presidential elections. In this context, 
the primaries were used as a solution to the socialist impasse and to contain the 
collapse of the consensus.  

The left coalition, the so-called Belle Alliance populaire (BAP), 
consisted of three others parties aside from the PS: the Ecologist Party (PE) 
created in 2015 to support Hollande after a split in the EELV following the 
decision to make alliances with the FDG; the Democratic Front (FD), a centre-
left French political party created by Jean-Luc Bennahmias in June 2014 with 
the contribution of the Union of Democrats and Ecologists (UDE); and the 
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TAB. 2 - The 2014 mayoral primary elections.
Municipality Promoters Open / 

closed
Fee Participation N. of 

candidates 
Winner Result 

    First round Runoff    
Aix-en-
Provence

PS Open 1 € 2,821 2,433 6 Édouard Baldo Defeat (T2) 

Béziers PS Open 1€ 1,119 - 4 Jean-Michel Du Plaa Defeat (T1) 
Boulogne-
Billancourt 

PS Open 1€ 679 - 3 Pierre Gaborit Defeat (T1) 

La Rochelle PS Open 1€ 3,656 - 2 Anne-Laure Jau-
mouillié

Defeat (T2) 

Le Havre PS Open 1€ 1,472 - 3 Camille Galap Defeat (T1) 
Lyon UMP Open 1€ 4,300 5,452 5 Michel Havard Defeat (T2) 
Marseille PS Open 1€ 20,731 24,037 6 Patrick Mennucci Defeat (T2) 
Paris UMP Open 3€ 23,300 - 4 Nathalie Kosciusko-

Morizet
Defeat (T2) 

Paris EELV Clo-
sed

- 580 - 8 Christophe Najdovski Defeat (T1) 

Source: PS, UMP, EELV. 
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consisted of three others parties aside from the PS: the Ecologist Party (PE) 
created in 2015 to support Hollande after a split in the EELV following the 
decision to make alliances with the FDG; the Democratic Front (FD), a centre-
left French political party created by Jean-Luc Bennahmias in June 2014 with 
the contribution of the Union of Democrats and Ecologists (UDE); and the 
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Radical Party of the Left (PRG), the main ally of the PS since 1972. As for the 
candidacy, the requirements to become a candidate in the BAP were 
determined by the individual parties3. Thus, on December 2016, the High 
Authority announced the seven candidates accepted to run for the open 
primary: the former prime minister Manuel Valls, Arnaud Montebourg, Benoît 
Hamon, and Vincent Peillon for the PS; François de Rugy for the PE; Sylvia 
Pinel for the PRG; and Jean-Luc Bennahmias for the FD. 

Among the four socialist candidates, Valls and Montebourg also ran 
for the nomination of the socialists in 2011. In that race, Valls achieved only 
6 per cent of the vote in the 2011 primary, but after Hollande's victory in the 
presidential elections, he was first appointed as minister of the interior, and 
then prime minister. In the 2017 presidential elections, Valls, taking 
advantage of Hollande's crisis, participated in the primary as the expected 
frontrunner. Instead, Montebourg, the former minister of the economy, 
gained approximately 17 per cent in the 2011 primary. His candidacy was 
presented in response to the policy changes of Hollande. The third socialist 
candidate was the former education minister Benoît Hamon. He was another 
opposing candidate to Hollande with a leftist proposal on work policies. 
Both Montebourg and Hamon, after the first Valls government, clashed with 
Hollande over several economic issues. Indeed, after the internal crisis 
between the frondeurs led by Montebourg-Hamon and the pro-
administration wing led by Valls-Hollande, in the second Valls government 
they were not re-confirmed as ministers. This prolonged the conflict until 
the primaries. Finally, the fourth socialist candidate was Vincent Peillon, 
former minister of national education and MEP, in opposition to the left-
wing rebels led by Montebourg and Hamon. 
Participation in primary election. - Regarding the participation, the first 
problem in this new candidate selection was the number of polling stations. 
Indeed, only 7,350 polling stations were planned in the first phase and later 
7,208 polling stations were open during the primary (6,915 in Metropolitan 
France, see Table 3) compared to 9,425 in the 2011 primary and 10,228 in 
the primary of the right. Regard the turnout, in the first round there were 
1,655,919 voters, and in the second there was an increase that led to a 
turnout of 2,045,343. In general, the 2017 primary was characterised by a 
collapse of participation compared to previous experience. In fact, in the 

3 Socialist, for example, used the same rules of the 2011 primary: the support of 5 per cent 
of the members of the National Council; or parliamentarians, regional and departmental 
councillors in at least 4 regions and 10 departments; or mayors representing more than 
10,000 people in at least 4 regions and 10 departments.

first round of the 2011 primary elections, the turnout was 2,661,231, while 
in the second round it was 2,860,157.

Table 3 shows the number of electoral stations and the results of the 
participation in the first and second round aggregated according to the new 
13 metropolitan regions provided by the recent French reform. In general, 
the turnout is the first indicator to be analysed in order to better understand 
the importance of the primary elections. However, scholars have always had 
difficulty in calculating this figure. For example, in a closed primary, it is 
possible to use a party’s members lists. In an open primary, however, it is 
necessary to estimate the potential selectorate. Indeed, in this aim, Table 3 
presents the participation rate that is calculated as the primary turnout as a 
proportion of the total votes cast for the Socialist candidate in the first round 
of the 2012 presidential elections. 

The participation rate in the first round shows higher peaks in the 
regions where historically the PS has taken more votes, such as Ile de 
France (22.3 per cent), Bretagne (19.3) and Occitanie (19.1), while reaching 
a lower rate in Hauts de France (9.6), Corse (11.3) and Grand East (11.7). 
As for the second round, the turnout increased by approximately 400,000 
voters with a variation of between 2.6 and 5.6 per cent. The largest increase 
occurred in the regions where the participation rate was higher, such as in 
Ile de France (+5.6), Bretagne (+4.7) and Occitanie (+4.4), while it appears 
to grow less in regions where in the first round the participation rate was 
lower, except for Corse where it was +4.1. 

TABLE 3 - HERE
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Radical Party of the Left (PRG), the main ally of the PS since 1972. As for the 
candidacy, the requirements to become a candidate in the BAP were 
determined by the individual parties3. Thus, on December 2016, the High 
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Hamon, and Vincent Peillon for the PS; François de Rugy for the PE; Sylvia 
Pinel for the PRG; and Jean-Luc Bennahmias for the FD. 
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frontrunner. Instead, Montebourg, the former minister of the economy, 
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presented in response to the policy changes of Hollande. The third socialist 
candidate was the former education minister Benoît Hamon. He was another 
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Both Montebourg and Hamon, after the first Valls government, clashed with 
Hollande over several economic issues. Indeed, after the internal crisis 
between the frondeurs led by Montebourg-Hamon and the pro-
administration wing led by Valls-Hollande, in the second Valls government 
they were not re-confirmed as ministers. This prolonged the conflict until 
the primaries. Finally, the fourth socialist candidate was Vincent Peillon, 
former minister of national education and MEP, in opposition to the left-
wing rebels led by Montebourg and Hamon. 
Participation in primary election. - Regarding the participation, the first 
problem in this new candidate selection was the number of polling stations. 
Indeed, only 7,350 polling stations were planned in the first phase and later 
7,208 polling stations were open during the primary (6,915 in Metropolitan 
France, see Table 3) compared to 9,425 in the 2011 primary and 10,228 in 
the primary of the right. Regard the turnout, in the first round there were 
1,655,919 voters, and in the second there was an increase that led to a 
turnout of 2,045,343. In general, the 2017 primary was characterised by a 
collapse of participation compared to previous experience. In fact, in the 

3 Socialist, for example, used the same rules of the 2011 primary: the support of 5 per cent 
of the members of the National Council; or parliamentarians, regional and departmental 
councillors in at least 4 regions and 10 departments; or mayors representing more than 
10,000 people in at least 4 regions and 10 departments.

first round of the 2011 primary elections, the turnout was 2,661,231, while 
in the second round it was 2,860,157.

Table 3 shows the number of electoral stations and the results of the 
participation in the first and second round aggregated according to the new 
13 metropolitan regions provided by the recent French reform. In general, 
the turnout is the first indicator to be analysed in order to better understand 
the importance of the primary elections. However, scholars have always had 
difficulty in calculating this figure. For example, in a closed primary, it is 
possible to use a party’s members lists. In an open primary, however, it is 
necessary to estimate the potential selectorate. Indeed, in this aim, Table 3 
presents the participation rate that is calculated as the primary turnout as a 
proportion of the total votes cast for the Socialist candidate in the first round 
of the 2012 presidential elections. 

The participation rate in the first round shows higher peaks in the 
regions where historically the PS has taken more votes, such as Ile de 
France (22.3 per cent), Bretagne (19.3) and Occitanie (19.1), while reaching 
a lower rate in Hauts de France (9.6), Corse (11.3) and Grand East (11.7). 
As for the second round, the turnout increased by approximately 400,000 
voters with a variation of between 2.6 and 5.6 per cent. The largest increase 
occurred in the regions where the participation rate was higher, such as in 
Ile de France (+5.6), Bretagne (+4.7) and Occitanie (+4.4), while it appears 
to grow less in regions where in the first round the participation rate was 
lower, except for Corse where it was +4.1. 

TABLE 3 - HERE
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TAB. 3 - Participation in the French Socialist Party presidential primary, 2017.
Region Polling 

station
Selectors

T1I
Participation
rate T1I (%) 

Selectors T2II Participation
rate T2II (%) 

Variation
(%)

Auvergne Rhône Alpes 779 189,346 16.9 232,767 20.7 +3.9 
Bourgogne Franche Comté 464 69,429 15.9 80,612 18.5 +2.6 
Bretagne 357 120,995 19.3 150,519 24.0 +4.7 
Centre Val de Loire 282 57,356 14.9 69,680 18.1 +3.2 
Corse 49 4,413 11.3 6,008 15.4 +4.1 
Grand-Est 479 81,885 11.7 103,717 14.8 +3.1 
Hauts de France 530 87,771 9.6 111,849 12.2 +2.6 
Ile de France 1,194 378,186 22.3 472,894 27.9 +5.6 
Normandie 312 77,482 14.6 94,083 17.8 +3.1 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 718 170,997 15.6 205,888 18.8 +3.2 
Occitanie 891 183,953 19.1 226,428 23.5 +4.4 
Provence-Alpes-Côte 
d’Azur

506 96,806 16.1 122,595 20.4 +4.3 

Pays de la Loire 354 102,133 16.8 125,052 20.5 +3.8 
France (metropolitan) 6,915 1,620,752 16.7 2,002,092 20.6 +3.9 
Note: I first round; ii runoff; the participation rate is calculated as the primary turnout as a proportion of the total votes cast for the 
socialist candidate in the first round of the previous presidential elections.
Source: PS. 



Results and primaries’ aftermath. - Regarding the primary results, Hamon 
won in the first round of the primary (36 per cent), followed by Valls (31.5); 
as neither of the two gained more than 50 per cent of the vote, a second 
round was held one week later. Montebourg gained third place (17.5), 
declaring immediately to vote for Hamon in the second ballot. The other 
candidates' results were: Peillon (6.8), de Rugy (3.8), Pinel (2), and 
Bennahmias (1). Of these minor candidates, Pinel and Bennahmias endorsed 
Valls for the second round; Peillon promoted the mobilisation of voters 
without expressing any endorsement; and de Rugy chose not to endorse 
Hamon but without directly supporting Valls.

Table 4 shows the results of the first round according to the regions of 
Metropolitan France. As shown, Hamon came first with respect to all the 
candidates except in Corse, where Valls prevailed, and Bourgogne Franche 
Comté where Montebourg was first. Kenig’s index (2008)4 is 0.521 at the level 
of Metropolitan France, reaching 0.533 in Grand-Est where the competition is 
more balanced, 0.531 in Bourgogne Franche Comté, and 0.528 in Provence-
Alpes-Côte d’Azur. While it reaches lower values in Corse (0.411) and 
Bretagne (0.469). The index indicates a moderately competitive race. 

tABLE 4 – HERE 

4 Kenig’s index varies between a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 1 and is calculated as the 
ratio between the effective number of candidates and their actual number.

Regarding the second round, after an increase in participation, 
Hamon was nominated as the Socialist candidate for the presidential 
election, winning the 58.7 per cent of the votes against the 41.3 obtained by 
Valls. Table 5 shows Hamon's result, who won in all regions except the 
Corse. For the second round, we have used closeness as a competitive 
indicator. The figure shows a high margin for Hamon, who reached the 
highest percentage in Bretagne (23.3 per cent), in Hauts de France (21.9), 
and Bourgogne (20.7), while tapering in Occitanie (11.7), Provence-Alpes-
Côte d'Azur (14.3) and Grand- Est (15.6). 

TABLE 5 - HERE 

The analysis of the results shows how Hamon obtained the highest 
percentages in the most urbanised areas such as: Ile de France, with territories 
like Seine-Saint-Denis and Paris; Hauts-de-France with Lille, Bretagne with 
Rennes; or Pays de la Loire with Nantes. Valls, on the other hand, was able to 
reduce the gap only in small circumscriptions, but tendentially in areas 
historically close to the right. In general, the whole of the north east showed 
low participation rates, with Hamon appearing to have benefited by voting 
patterns in areas historically close to the left (and ecologists), whilst Valls failed 
to convince a moderate electorate who, as we will see later, preferred Macron. 
In 2011, the difference between Hollande and Aubry was smaller than that 
shown between Hamon and Valls, and was much more tied to the candidates' 
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TAB. 4 - Competitiveness in the first round of the French Socialist Party presidential primary, 2017.
Region Valls Pinel Peillon de Rugy Montebourg Hamon Bennahmias Kenig 

index
Auvergne Rhône Alpes 30.8 2.0 6.6 3.9 18.2 37.4 1.0 0.520 
Bourgogne Franche Comté 26.3 1.8 5.6 3.0 34.1 28.1 1.0 0.531 
Bretagne 31.4 1.7 5.3 4.2 13.8 42.7 0.9 0.469 
Centre Val de Loire 32.3 2.0 6.3 3.6 19.6 35.1 1.0 0.526 
Corse 52.0 3.6 4.7 1.9 12.3 24.0 1.4 0.411 
Grand-Est 32.4 1.9 6.9 3.8 18.9 34.7 1.3 0.533 
Hauts de France 31.6 1.9 6.9 3.0 18.1 37.4 1.0 0.512 
Ile de France 30.6 1.8 8.4 4.2 16.1 37.9 1.0 0.525 
Normandie 30.3 1.9 6.9 3.5 18.3 38.0 1.1 0.518 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 33.3 1.9 6.6 3.4 17.0 36.9 1.0 0.507 
Occitanie 34.8 3.0 6.3 3.1 16.7 35.0 1.0 0.514 
Provence-Alpes-Côte 
d’Azur

33.0 2.0 7.0 3.6 18.4 34.8 1.2 0.528 

Pays de la Loire 30.5 1.6 6.6 6.7 15.5 38.1 0.9 0.526 
France (metropolitan) 31.6 2.0 6.9 3.9 17.7 36.9 1.0 0.521 
Note: Figures are percentages. 
Source: PS. 



Results and primaries’ aftermath. - Regarding the primary results, Hamon 
won in the first round of the primary (36 per cent), followed by Valls (31.5); 
as neither of the two gained more than 50 per cent of the vote, a second 
round was held one week later. Montebourg gained third place (17.5), 
declaring immediately to vote for Hamon in the second ballot. The other 
candidates' results were: Peillon (6.8), de Rugy (3.8), Pinel (2), and 
Bennahmias (1). Of these minor candidates, Pinel and Bennahmias endorsed 
Valls for the second round; Peillon promoted the mobilisation of voters 
without expressing any endorsement; and de Rugy chose not to endorse 
Hamon but without directly supporting Valls.

Table 4 shows the results of the first round according to the regions of 
Metropolitan France. As shown, Hamon came first with respect to all the 
candidates except in Corse, where Valls prevailed, and Bourgogne Franche 
Comté where Montebourg was first. Kenig’s index (2008)4 is 0.521 at the level 
of Metropolitan France, reaching 0.533 in Grand-Est where the competition is 
more balanced, 0.531 in Bourgogne Franche Comté, and 0.528 in Provence-
Alpes-Côte d’Azur. While it reaches lower values in Corse (0.411) and 
Bretagne (0.469). The index indicates a moderately competitive race. 

tABLE 4 – HERE 

4 Kenig’s index varies between a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 1 and is calculated as the 
ratio between the effective number of candidates and their actual number.

Regarding the second round, after an increase in participation, 
Hamon was nominated as the Socialist candidate for the presidential 
election, winning the 58.7 per cent of the votes against the 41.3 obtained by 
Valls. Table 5 shows Hamon's result, who won in all regions except the 
Corse. For the second round, we have used closeness as a competitive 
indicator. The figure shows a high margin for Hamon, who reached the 
highest percentage in Bretagne (23.3 per cent), in Hauts de France (21.9), 
and Bourgogne (20.7), while tapering in Occitanie (11.7), Provence-Alpes-
Côte d'Azur (14.3) and Grand- Est (15.6). 

TABLE 5 - HERE 

The analysis of the results shows how Hamon obtained the highest 
percentages in the most urbanised areas such as: Ile de France, with territories 
like Seine-Saint-Denis and Paris; Hauts-de-France with Lille, Bretagne with 
Rennes; or Pays de la Loire with Nantes. Valls, on the other hand, was able to 
reduce the gap only in small circumscriptions, but tendentially in areas 
historically close to the right. In general, the whole of the north east showed 
low participation rates, with Hamon appearing to have benefited by voting 
patterns in areas historically close to the left (and ecologists), whilst Valls failed 
to convince a moderate electorate who, as we will see later, preferred Macron. 
In 2011, the difference between Hollande and Aubry was smaller than that 
shown between Hamon and Valls, and was much more tied to the candidates' 
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TAB. 5 - Competitiveness in the second round of the French Socialist Party presidential 
primary, 2017.
Region Valls Hamon Closeness 
Auvergne Rhône Alpes 40.1 59.9 +19.9 
Bourgogne Franche 
Comté 

39.6 60.4 +20.7 

Bretagne 38.4 61.6 +23.3 
Centre Val de Loire 42.3 57.7 +15.4 
Corse 61.8 38.2 -23.5 
Grand-Est 42.2 57.8 +15.6 
Hauts de France 39.1 60.9 +21.9 
Ile de France 40.8 59.2 +18.5 
Normandie 39.7 60.3 +20.6 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 41.9 58.1 +16.2 
Occitanie 44.2 55.8 +11.7 
Provence-Alpes-Côte 
d’Azur

42.9 57.1 +14.3 

Pays de la Loire 40.2 59.8 +19.6 
France (metropolitan) 41.1 58.9 +17.8 
Note: Figures are percentages. 
Source: PS. 



influences in various territories. In this case, the polarisation between the pros 
and cons of the government nationalised the vote with the huge impact of the 
media emphasising the internal conflict (Lefebvre 2015). 

However, the main problem of the socialist primaries was not low 
participation, but rather high divisiveness after the vote. After several 
weeks, de Rugy announced his support for Emmanuel Macron, former 
minister of the economy, who founded an independent political party (En 
Marche!) before the presidential elections. De Rugy’s decision to break the 
engagement was expected by all the primary candidates; in order to support 
the winner, it caused an internal debate. The PRG, after a controversial 
period in which the possibility of supporting Macron was discussed, finally 
decided to respect the primary voting for Hamon. This confirmed the 
presidential support and created an agreement with the PS for the legislative 
elections. However, the most striking case was that of Valls’ statements, 
which announced a personal support for Macron without expressing the 
public engagement behind his candidacy. 

4. The first time of the right parties 
Rules and candidates. - The introduction by the French right of a more 
inclusive system to select one’s own candidate has been a long process. It 
was discussed again in the 2014 municipal elections in order to overcome a 
long internal crisis. By copying the PS model, on April 2015, the centre-
right parties discussed a general charter to organise a primary for the 
presidential elections. This was the first time that France’s centre-right had 
organised an open primary for the presidential elections, where any citizen 
signing a ‘statement of allegiance’ to the values of the right and paying a 
small contribution of two euros could participate (art. 2.2 of the Primary 
Charter). This important adoption has transformed the organisational model 
of the right-wing parties by engaging it in a competitive and regulated 
process (Haegel 2015). In this context, while the PS held its own primary 
elections in January 2017, the main centre-right party, the LR, the Christian 
Democratic (PCD, centre), and the National Centre of Independents and 
Peasants (CNIP) selected their respective candidates in a two-round system 
in November 2016.

Until the official closing date for candidacies, several politicians 
expressed their interest in running in the 2016 primary election. The LR 
required each candidate to obtain the sponsorship of 250 elected 
representatives (of which at least 20 had to be MPs) in at least 30 
departments and 2,500 party members in at least 15 departments (art. 4.3 of 
the Primary Charter). For the candidates of other promoter parties, the 

conditions of candidacy were adopted by the legislative organs of each 
party. Overall, seven candidates from the LR met the candidacy 
requirements: François Fillon, Alain Juppé, Nicolas Sarkozy, Nathalie 
Kosciusko-Morizet, Bruno Le Maire, and Jean-François Copé. Among the 
other parties, four members also requested to become candidates, but three 
of them were rejected; only Jean-Frédéric Poisson PCD obtained the 
candidacy. Thus, the first open primary of the centre-right had a total of 
eight candidates. 

Among the LR’s candidates, former prime minister and mayor of 
Bordeaux Alain Juppé was leading in the polls for several months. 
However, the other two main candidates, namely the former president 
Nicolas Sarkozy and François Fillon, former prime minister under Sarkozy's 
presidency, earned percentage points close to the vote. Thus, the primaries 
have become a means to settle scores within the LR party. However, while 
at the beginning the principal aim was to be open to all centre-right parties, 
the pre-organisation failed to obtain the participation of all forces of that 
political wing. Firstly, the Union of Democrats and Independents (UDI) 
decided not to present their own candidate in the primary, instead 
supporting Alain Juppé. This party, after the primary, although supporting 
François Fillon for the 2017 French presidential election, had several 
members of the party leadership who supporting Emmanuel Macron. 
Secondly, the Democratic Movement, (MoDem) led by François Bayrou 
also decided to endorse Alain Juppé. However, after his defeat, Bayrou 
announced his support for Macron in the presidential election. 

Participation in primary election. - Regarding participation, the 
organisation of the primary included 10,219 polling stations, of which 9,918 
were in Metropolitan France. This allowed 4,298,097 people to vote in the 
first round and 4,404,812 in the second. In general, the first presidential 
primary of the centre-right was characterised by a high participation rate 
when compared to the socialist primary. Table 6 shows the results of the 
participation in the first and second round in Metropolitan France. In this 
case, we can calculate the participation rate in the primary turnout as a 
proportion of the total votes cast for the UMP candidate in the first round of 
the 2012 presidential elections.

In general, the participation rate is very high compared to that of the 
PS. The average at the metropolitan level is 44.8 per cent. However, Table 6 
shows a peak in participation in the most urbanised region of the country: 
Ile de France (63.7). In addition, there are high values in several key regions 
in the political history of the centre-right, such as in Nouvelle Aquitaine 
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and cons of the government nationalised the vote with the huge impact of the 
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representatives (of which at least 20 had to be MPs) in at least 30 
departments and 2,500 party members in at least 15 departments (art. 4.3 of 
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conditions of candidacy were adopted by the legislative organs of each 
party. Overall, seven candidates from the LR met the candidacy 
requirements: François Fillon, Alain Juppé, Nicolas Sarkozy, Nathalie 
Kosciusko-Morizet, Bruno Le Maire, and Jean-François Copé. Among the 
other parties, four members also requested to become candidates, but three 
of them were rejected; only Jean-Frédéric Poisson PCD obtained the 
candidacy. Thus, the first open primary of the centre-right had a total of 
eight candidates. 

Among the LR’s candidates, former prime minister and mayor of 
Bordeaux Alain Juppé was leading in the polls for several months. 
However, the other two main candidates, namely the former president 
Nicolas Sarkozy and François Fillon, former prime minister under Sarkozy's 
presidency, earned percentage points close to the vote. Thus, the primaries 
have become a means to settle scores within the LR party. However, while 
at the beginning the principal aim was to be open to all centre-right parties, 
the pre-organisation failed to obtain the participation of all forces of that 
political wing. Firstly, the Union of Democrats and Independents (UDI) 
decided not to present their own candidate in the primary, instead 
supporting Alain Juppé. This party, after the primary, although supporting 
François Fillon for the 2017 French presidential election, had several 
members of the party leadership who supporting Emmanuel Macron. 
Secondly, the Democratic Movement, (MoDem) led by François Bayrou 
also decided to endorse Alain Juppé. However, after his defeat, Bayrou 
announced his support for Macron in the presidential election. 

Participation in primary election. - Regarding participation, the 
organisation of the primary included 10,219 polling stations, of which 9,918 
were in Metropolitan France. This allowed 4,298,097 people to vote in the 
first round and 4,404,812 in the second. In general, the first presidential 
primary of the centre-right was characterised by a high participation rate 
when compared to the socialist primary. Table 6 shows the results of the 
participation in the first and second round in Metropolitan France. In this 
case, we can calculate the participation rate in the primary turnout as a 
proportion of the total votes cast for the UMP candidate in the first round of 
the 2012 presidential elections.

In general, the participation rate is very high compared to that of the 
PS. The average at the metropolitan level is 44.8 per cent. However, Table 6 
shows a peak in participation in the most urbanised region of the country: 
Ile de France (63.7). In addition, there are high values in several key regions 
in the political history of the centre-right, such as in Nouvelle Aquitaine 
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(47.3), Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur (46.9), Auvergne Rhône Alpes (44.3), 
Corse (43.7) and Pays de la Loire (41.8). The figures show a collapse in 
several other right-hand ramparts such as Bourgogne Franche Comté (36.3) 
and Grand-Est (33.4). As for the second round, there was a slight increase in 
the holdings, which recorded the largest variations in Nouvelle Aquitaine 
(+2.9), Bretagne (+2.8) and Pays de la Loire (+2.5). 

TABLE 6 - HERE 

Results and primaries’ aftermath. - The results show that, in the first round 
of the republicans’ primary on November 20, François Fillon won with 44.1 
per cent of the vote, while Alain Juppé came second with 28.6. Nicolas 
Sarkozy, shown by all the polls as second behind the favourite Juppé, who 
was projected to come in second, was eliminated with 20.7 per cent of the 
vote. The other candidates reached smaller percentages: Kosciusko-Morizet 
(2.6), Le Maire (2.4), Poisson (1.4), and Copé (0.3). Table 7 shows the 
results of the first round in Metropolitan France only. Fillon won in almost 
all regions with a percentage of between 42,0 (Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur) 
and 59.6 (Pay de la Loire), except in Corse where the winner was Sarkozy 
(43.6), and in Nouvelle Aquitaine which was assigned to Juppé (43.8). 
Kenig’s index is lower than that of the Socialist primary. Indeed, it is 0.444 
at the level of Metropolitan France, reaching higher values in Occitanie 

(0.456) and Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur (0.450), and lower values in Pays 
de la Loire (0.339) and Bretagne (0.406).

TABLE 7 - HERE 

In the runoff round, Fillon won with 66.5 per cent against Juppé. Table 
8 shows the data of the two candidates in the second round and the closeness, 
which illustrate how in the regions where Fillon achieved a higher score in the 
first round, he also maximised the vote in the second round. In Provence-Alpes-
Côte d’Azur, the closeness between Fillon and Juppé was 50.6, and in Pay de la 
Loire it was 52.4. By contrast, the gap appears to be reduced in the regions 
where the challenger has a high level of competitiveness, such as in Ile de 
France (19.7) and Nouvelle Aquitaine (2.6). 

TABLE 8 - HERE 
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TAB. 6 - Participation in the Republicans’ presidential primary, 2016.
Region Polling 

station
Selectors

T1I
Participation
rate T1I (%) 

Selectors
T2II

Participation
rate T2II (%) 

Variation
(%)

Auvergne Rhône Alpes 1,241 514,452 44.3 518,712 44.7 +0.4 
Bourgogne Franche Comté 470 155,452 36.3 162,582 38.0 +1.7 
Bretagne 484 219,279 43.2 233,527 46.0 +2.8 
Centre Val de Loire 430 158,452 39.3 165,405 41.0 +1.7 
Corse 66 22,054 43.7 21,025 41.6 -2.0 
Grand-Est 950 288,263 33.4 290,731 33.7 +0.3 
Hauts de France 838 266,931 33.7 264,050 33.4 -0.4 
Ile de France 1,703 987,029 63.7 1,004,877 64.8 +1.2 
Normandie 536 197,045 38.2 203,934 39.5 +1.3 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 842 392,521 47.3 416,227 50.2 +2.9 
Occitanie 833 327,806 41.9 339,225 43.4 +1.5 
Provence-Alpes-Côte 
d’Azur

884 397,358 46.9 397,072 46.9 0.0 

Pays de la Loire 641 256,871 41.8 271,979 44.3 +2.5 
France (metropolitan) 9,918 4,183,513 44.8 4,289,346 45.9 +1.1 
Note: I First Round; II Second Round; the participation rate is calculated as the primary turnout as a proportion of the 
total votes cast for the UMP candidate in the first round of the previous presidential elections. 
Source: LR. 



(47.3), Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur (46.9), Auvergne Rhône Alpes (44.3), 
Corse (43.7) and Pays de la Loire (41.8). The figures show a collapse in 
several other right-hand ramparts such as Bourgogne Franche Comté (36.3) 
and Grand-Est (33.4). As for the second round, there was a slight increase in 
the holdings, which recorded the largest variations in Nouvelle Aquitaine 
(+2.9), Bretagne (+2.8) and Pays de la Loire (+2.5). 

TABLE 6 - HERE 

Results and primaries’ aftermath. - The results show that, in the first round 
of the republicans’ primary on November 20, François Fillon won with 44.1 
per cent of the vote, while Alain Juppé came second with 28.6. Nicolas 
Sarkozy, shown by all the polls as second behind the favourite Juppé, who 
was projected to come in second, was eliminated with 20.7 per cent of the 
vote. The other candidates reached smaller percentages: Kosciusko-Morizet 
(2.6), Le Maire (2.4), Poisson (1.4), and Copé (0.3). Table 7 shows the 
results of the first round in Metropolitan France only. Fillon won in almost 
all regions with a percentage of between 42,0 (Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur) 
and 59.6 (Pay de la Loire), except in Corse where the winner was Sarkozy 
(43.6), and in Nouvelle Aquitaine which was assigned to Juppé (43.8). 
Kenig’s index is lower than that of the Socialist primary. Indeed, it is 0.444 
at the level of Metropolitan France, reaching higher values in Occitanie 

(0.456) and Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur (0.450), and lower values in Pays 
de la Loire (0.339) and Bretagne (0.406).

TABLE 7 - HERE 

In the runoff round, Fillon won with 66.5 per cent against Juppé. Table 
8 shows the data of the two candidates in the second round and the closeness, 
which illustrate how in the regions where Fillon achieved a higher score in the 
first round, he also maximised the vote in the second round. In Provence-Alpes-
Côte d’Azur, the closeness between Fillon and Juppé was 50.6, and in Pay de la 
Loire it was 52.4. By contrast, the gap appears to be reduced in the regions 
where the challenger has a high level of competitiveness, such as in Ile de 
France (19.7) and Nouvelle Aquitaine (2.6). 

TABLE 8 - HERE 
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TAB. 7 - Competitiveness in the First Round of the Republicans’ presidential primary, 2016.
Region Fillon  Juppé  Sarkozy  Kosciusko-

Morizet
LeMaire Poisson  Copé  Kenig 

index
Auvergne Rhône 
Alpes 

46.5 26.1 20.1 2.8 2.6 1.6 0.3 0.437 

Bourgogne Franche 
Comté 

46.3 23.4 22.7 2.0 3.9 1.4 0.3 0.442 

Bretagne 49.1 29.5 14.9 2.4 2.3 1.6 0.2 0.406 
Centre Val de Loire 47.7 25.4 20.0 2.1 2.8 1.7 0.2 0.428 
Corse 25.1 26.7 43.6 1.1 2.2 0.9 0.3 0.439 
Grand-Est 45.7 24.7 22.9 2.3 3.0 1.2 0.3 0.442 
Hauts de France 45.7 23.7 24.4 2.2 2.4 1.2 0.3 0.438 
Ile de France 43.2 32.0 17.3 3.6 1.8 1.8 0.4 0.446 
Normandie 45.8 25.7 20.8 1.9 4.5 1.1 0.2 0.444 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 34.3 43.8 16.9 1.7 1.9 1.1 0.2 0.421 
Occitanie 42.4 26.8 24.7 2.4 2.3 1.2 0.2 0.456 
Provence-Alpes-
Côte d’Azur 

42.0 20.8 31.0 2.2 2.3 1.2 0.5 0.450 

Pays de la Loire 59.6 22.1 12.5 1.9 1.8 1.8 0.2 0.339 
France (metropoli-
tan)

44.6 28.2 20.5 2.5 2.4 1.5 0.3 0.444 

Note: Figures are percentages. 
Source: LR. 

TAB. 8 - Competitiveness in the second round of the Republicans’ presidential primary, 2016.
Region Fillon Juppé Closeness 
Auvergne Rhône Alpes 70.4 29.6 +40.8 
Bourgogne Franche Comté 73.8 26.2 +47.5 
Bretagne 66.5 33.5 +33.1 
Centre Val de Loire 71.1 28.9 +42.2 
Corse 71.0 29.0 +41.9 
Grand-Est 71.5 28.5 +43.1 
Hauts de France 70.0 30.0 +40.1 
Ile de France 59.9 40.1 +19.7 
Normandie 69.9 30.1 +39.8 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 51.3 48.7 +2.6 
Occitanie 68.8 31.2 +37.6 
Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur 75.3 24.7 +50.6 
Pays de la Loire 76.2 23.8 +52.4 
France (metropolitan) 66.7 33.3 +33.5 
Note: Figures are percentages. 
Source: LR 



In general, Fillon won by an even larger margin against Juppé. In 
Metropolitan France, of the two departments won by Sarkozy in the first 
round, all switched to Fillon in the runoff. Similarly, of the six departments 
of Nouvelle Aquitaine that originally voted for Juppé, only two remained 
loyal to Juppé. The other four switched to Fillon in the second round, 
allowing the acquisition of all regions (Fourquet 2017). 

Thus, the race to become the candidate of the French right ended 
with the extraordinary participation of over four million voters and an 
unexpected result, namely the nomination of François Fillon. His victory 
can be attributed to several factors, such as the capacity to bring together 
different positions of the centre-right wing with particular attention given to 
«establishment» and «identitarian» (Buhr 2017), and his image at least until 
the primaries as an honest politician. 

However, something changed for both the socialists and the 
republicans in view of the presidential elections. The next section will 
attempt to describe the impact of the presidential primaries and the possible 
consequences of a presidential low result. 

5. The impact of the primaries on the presidential elections: Socialists 
versus Republicans 
The runoff of the 2017 French presidential election was held between the 
top two candidates of the first round: Emmanuel Macron of En Marche! and 
Marine Le Pen of the FN. Macron became, with 66.1 per cent of the votes, 
the youngest president in French history5.

For the first time, none of the candidates of the two main parties 
entered the second round. François Fillon of the LR, after winning the 
primary elections, led the first round polls with Le Pen from November 
2016 to January 2017. However, after the so-called Penelopegate, the 
publication of information for which Fillon employed his wife in a fictitious 
job as a parliamentary assistant, Macron overcame Fillon in all the polls 
becoming the favourite in the first round. Finally, Fillon reached third 
position with 20 per cent, remaining out of the second round. On the other 
hand, the socialist candidate Benoît Hamon, after winning the primary, 
proposed forming a governmental majority with Jean-Luc Mélenchon of la 
France Insoumise (FI) and Yannick Jadot of EELV. However, while with 
Jadot there was an accordance, the alliance with Melenchon failed and the 
latter went into fourth place in the first round of the presidential elections 
(19.6 per cent). Hamon only reached 6.7, becoming fifth in the first round.  

5 Cfr. Macron E. [2016], Révolution. C’est notre combat pour la France, Paris, XO.

The results of the first round show a geographical and political split 
within France. Macron gained more votes in the west of France, in Ile de 
France and Savoie, while Le Pen gained more in the north, east, and 
southeast. The two major party candidates obtained poor results. François 
Fillon came first in only five departments of Metropolitan France: Sarthe and 
Mayenne in Pays de la Loire, Orne in Normandie, Haute-Savoie in Auvergne 
Rhône Alpes, and Lozère in Occitanie. He obtained the top score in his 
constituency, the department of Sarthe, where he had been a member and 
chairman of the General Council for a long time. Similarly, he achieved a 
high score in most of the territories usually close to the right (west of Ile-de-
France, around Savoie, Vendée, and the Côte d'Azur). He was heavily 
underrepresented, however, in respect of the national score in Seine-Saint-
Denis (where the radical left won) and in Picardie. Benoît Hamon, on the 
other hand, obtained the worst score of a socialist candidate in the presidential 
elections after Gaston Defferre in 1969. He did not win any departments but 
instead exceeded only 10 per cent in his department of birth, Finisterre in the 
Brittany region. More generally, the socialist candidate recorded the best 
scores in the west and in the centre of France, for example in Île-de-France. 

The main question now to understand, with due caution, is whether or 
not, in the regions where the two parties reached high participation rates and 
low levels of competitiveness in the primaries, the two candidates had better 
results in the 2017 presidential election. From the point of view of 
participation, Hamon scored the worst results in the regions where the 
participation rates in the primary election were lowest: Corse (3.7 per cent), 
Grand-Est (5.1) and Hauts de France (5.2). He recorded the highest 
percentages where the rates of participation in the primary were highest, such 
as in Bretagne (9), Ile de France (7.6) and Nouvelle Aquitaine (7.1). 
Regarding Fillon, he achieved better results, on average around (and over) 20 
per cent, in all regions where the participation rate of the primary was more 
than 40. For example, in Auvergne Rhône Alpes, Center Val de Loire, Corse, 
Ile de France, Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur, and, Pays de la Loire. At first 
glance, it appears that candidates achieved better results in the territories 
where participation in the primaries was higher than the national average. 

However, there are some exceptions that can be explained by looking 
at the dimension of competitiveness. Indeed, in some regions, the results 
reached lower percentages due to the large amount of internal divisiveness 
within primary candidates. This is the case in Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur, 
where Hamon reached 4.1 per cent and Kenig’s index in the first round of the 
primary election was high (0.528), and closeness in the second round 
recorded a narrow margin. As for Fillon, the most interesting aspect is the 
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In general, Fillon won by an even larger margin against Juppé. In 
Metropolitan France, of the two departments won by Sarkozy in the first 
round, all switched to Fillon in the runoff. Similarly, of the six departments 
of Nouvelle Aquitaine that originally voted for Juppé, only two remained 
loyal to Juppé. The other four switched to Fillon in the second round, 
allowing the acquisition of all regions (Fourquet 2017). 

Thus, the race to become the candidate of the French right ended 
with the extraordinary participation of over four million voters and an 
unexpected result, namely the nomination of François Fillon. His victory 
can be attributed to several factors, such as the capacity to bring together 
different positions of the centre-right wing with particular attention given to 
«establishment» and «identitarian» (Buhr 2017), and his image at least until 
the primaries as an honest politician. 

However, something changed for both the socialists and the 
republicans in view of the presidential elections. The next section will 
attempt to describe the impact of the presidential primaries and the possible 
consequences of a presidential low result. 

5. The impact of the primaries on the presidential elections: Socialists 
versus Republicans 
The runoff of the 2017 French presidential election was held between the 
top two candidates of the first round: Emmanuel Macron of En Marche! and 
Marine Le Pen of the FN. Macron became, with 66.1 per cent of the votes, 
the youngest president in French history5.

For the first time, none of the candidates of the two main parties 
entered the second round. François Fillon of the LR, after winning the 
primary elections, led the first round polls with Le Pen from November 
2016 to January 2017. However, after the so-called Penelopegate, the 
publication of information for which Fillon employed his wife in a fictitious 
job as a parliamentary assistant, Macron overcame Fillon in all the polls 
becoming the favourite in the first round. Finally, Fillon reached third 
position with 20 per cent, remaining out of the second round. On the other 
hand, the socialist candidate Benoît Hamon, after winning the primary, 
proposed forming a governmental majority with Jean-Luc Mélenchon of la 
France Insoumise (FI) and Yannick Jadot of EELV. However, while with 
Jadot there was an accordance, the alliance with Melenchon failed and the 
latter went into fourth place in the first round of the presidential elections 
(19.6 per cent). Hamon only reached 6.7, becoming fifth in the first round.  

5 Cfr. Macron E. [2016], Révolution. C’est notre combat pour la France, Paris, XO.

The results of the first round show a geographical and political split 
within France. Macron gained more votes in the west of France, in Ile de 
France and Savoie, while Le Pen gained more in the north, east, and 
southeast. The two major party candidates obtained poor results. François 
Fillon came first in only five departments of Metropolitan France: Sarthe and 
Mayenne in Pays de la Loire, Orne in Normandie, Haute-Savoie in Auvergne 
Rhône Alpes, and Lozère in Occitanie. He obtained the top score in his 
constituency, the department of Sarthe, where he had been a member and 
chairman of the General Council for a long time. Similarly, he achieved a 
high score in most of the territories usually close to the right (west of Ile-de-
France, around Savoie, Vendée, and the Côte d'Azur). He was heavily 
underrepresented, however, in respect of the national score in Seine-Saint-
Denis (where the radical left won) and in Picardie. Benoît Hamon, on the 
other hand, obtained the worst score of a socialist candidate in the presidential 
elections after Gaston Defferre in 1969. He did not win any departments but 
instead exceeded only 10 per cent in his department of birth, Finisterre in the 
Brittany region. More generally, the socialist candidate recorded the best 
scores in the west and in the centre of France, for example in Île-de-France. 

The main question now to understand, with due caution, is whether or 
not, in the regions where the two parties reached high participation rates and 
low levels of competitiveness in the primaries, the two candidates had better 
results in the 2017 presidential election. From the point of view of 
participation, Hamon scored the worst results in the regions where the 
participation rates in the primary election were lowest: Corse (3.7 per cent), 
Grand-Est (5.1) and Hauts de France (5.2). He recorded the highest 
percentages where the rates of participation in the primary were highest, such 
as in Bretagne (9), Ile de France (7.6) and Nouvelle Aquitaine (7.1). 
Regarding Fillon, he achieved better results, on average around (and over) 20 
per cent, in all regions where the participation rate of the primary was more 
than 40. For example, in Auvergne Rhône Alpes, Center Val de Loire, Corse, 
Ile de France, Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur, and, Pays de la Loire. At first 
glance, it appears that candidates achieved better results in the territories 
where participation in the primaries was higher than the national average. 

However, there are some exceptions that can be explained by looking 
at the dimension of competitiveness. Indeed, in some regions, the results 
reached lower percentages due to the large amount of internal divisiveness 
within primary candidates. This is the case in Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur, 
where Hamon reached 4.1 per cent and Kenig’s index in the first round of the 
primary election was high (0.528), and closeness in the second round 
recorded a narrow margin. As for Fillon, the most interesting aspect is the 
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result in Nouvelle Aquitaine, which despite one of the highest participation 
rates in the primary, reached one of the lowest performances (17.8). The most 
interesting element, in this case, is the high competitiveness of the two main 
contenders, bringing the closeness in the second round to 2.6. 

TABLE 9 - HERE 

Thus, although the analysis appear to link high participation and low 
competitiveness to greater levels of electoral performance in the 2017 
presidential elections, the data taken into account - only 13 cases, 
aggregated through the analysis of the 95 departments of Metropolitan 
France - makes it difficult to understand the real impact of participation and 
competitiveness, and their effects on the general elections. For this reason, it 
will be useful for future studies to analyse the correlation at a more 
disaggregated level, for example at least at the departmental level. In this 
descriptive analysis, it is therefore important to highlight several features of 
the last open primaries that are summed up in the next section.

6. Conclusion 
Several critical approaches describe the adoption of primaries into the French 
party system as a failure due to the different institutional and political contexts 
(Bonetti 2015; Mény 2015). The French primary is thus considered to be an 
insert from the North American model into a European system; this causes 
several problems. Firstly, while in North America the rules of primary elections 
are set by each state, in France the rules for candidate selection are decided by 
each party. Despite the fact that the reference model is that of the PS primaries, 
they do not have overall uniformity among themselves (Levade 2015). 

Secondly, the timing of the primary is on average a few months before the 
general elections, so they are not able to respond to unexpected events. Thirdly, 
the multi-party system impedes a simplification of competition and the two-
round electoral system is considered de facto as a type of primary (Mény 2017). 

More specifically, failure in general elections by candidates who 
have used the primary is due to a set of factors both internal and external to 
the primary process. As for the PS, the first factor affecting the 2017 result 
was the failure of Hollande's presidency. Primaries were used to relaunch a 
party that was collapsing in all of the polls. Thus, the socialists moved from 
the 2011 primaries when they were an opposition party with high chances of 
winning the elections, to the 2017 primary as a government party in the 
middle of a crisis and with little chance of gaining a good result in 
subsequent elections. 

The second reason concerns the victory of an unexpected candidate 
who caused the increase of internal divisions and the inability to find a 
solution. Indeed, as regards the PS, the performance of the party was 
influenced by the selection of a candidate considered as extreme, namely 
Hamon, who was unable to assemble the defeated candidates. Thus, after the 
PS primary, Valls and de Rugy supported Macron. On the other hand, in the 
LR party, after Sarkozy’s elimination, Alain Juppé was attacked because he 
was considered as too moderate, causing internal conflict. In addition, Fillon 
made an impact on the general performance inability of the primary 
legitimation to contrast with the pitfalls of the presidential electoral campaign. 
Indeed, the Penelopegate became the main issue covered in the electoral 
campaign. Fillon, after a great deal of party pressure, refused to withdraw 
from the competition and the primary system did not provide any rules of 
deselection in order to preserve the parties’ promoters. For this reason, many 
party members supported Macron and others supported Le Pen. 

Finally, although the unfortunate 2017 open primary elections 
caused problems for the main French parties, the extraordinary result of the 
2017 presidential election was characterised by the outsider candidate, 
Emmanuel Macron, and the high votes gained by right and left-wing 
populist candidates, Le Pen and Mélenchon respectively. 

From this point of view, Macron managed to gain moderate 
consensus from Hamon’s and Fillon’s disappointed voters. In addition, the 
presence of two very extreme candidates further eroded the extreme 
consensus of Hamon and Fillon. Mélenchon’s and Le Pen’s most 
intransigent programmes allowed extreme supporters to choose programme 
proposals closer to their attitudes than to those of the two most moderate 
candidates.
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TAB. 9 - Nominees’ results in the first round of the presidential election, 2017.
 Hamon’s result (PS) Fillon’s result (LR) 
Region Voters % Variation 

2012
Voters % Variation 

2012
Auvergne Rhône Alpes 256,532 6.1 -20.4 845,905 20.2 -7.2 
Bourgogne Franche Comté 87,386 5.7 -21.5 304,391 19.7 -6.9 
Bretagne 180,827 9 -22.7 380,815 19 -6.6 
Centre Val de Loire 83,552 5.9 -20.8 300,325 21 -6.9 
Corse 5,780 3.7 -20.5 39,453 25.6 -5.9 
Grand-Est 151,296 5.1 -18.2 586,390 19.7 -8.9 
Hauts de France 166,630 5.2 -22.7 521,373 16.1 -8 
Ile de France 430,324 7.6 -24.1 1,249,586 22.2 -6.8 
Normandie 113,705 6 -21.7 370,105 19.6 -7.5 
Nouvelle Aquitaine 240,157 7.1 -24.9 602,830 17.8 -6.5 
Occitanie 216,349 6.5 -22.7 566,036 17.1 -6.7 
Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur 113,365 4.1 -17.9 615,524 22.4 -8.7 
Pays de la Loire 143,491 6.5 -21.9 516,428 23.6 -5.1 
France (metropolitan) 2,189,394 6.3 -21.8 6,899,161 19.9 -7.2 
Source: Ministry of Interior. 



result in Nouvelle Aquitaine, which despite one of the highest participation 
rates in the primary, reached one of the lowest performances (17.8). The most 
interesting element, in this case, is the high competitiveness of the two main 
contenders, bringing the closeness in the second round to 2.6. 

TABLE 9 - HERE 

Thus, although the analysis appear to link high participation and low 
competitiveness to greater levels of electoral performance in the 2017 
presidential elections, the data taken into account - only 13 cases, 
aggregated through the analysis of the 95 departments of Metropolitan 
France - makes it difficult to understand the real impact of participation and 
competitiveness, and their effects on the general elections. For this reason, it 
will be useful for future studies to analyse the correlation at a more 
disaggregated level, for example at least at the departmental level. In this 
descriptive analysis, it is therefore important to highlight several features of 
the last open primaries that are summed up in the next section.

6. Conclusion 
Several critical approaches describe the adoption of primaries into the French 
party system as a failure due to the different institutional and political contexts 
(Bonetti 2015; Mény 2015). The French primary is thus considered to be an 
insert from the North American model into a European system; this causes 
several problems. Firstly, while in North America the rules of primary elections 
are set by each state, in France the rules for candidate selection are decided by 
each party. Despite the fact that the reference model is that of the PS primaries, 
they do not have overall uniformity among themselves (Levade 2015). 

Secondly, the timing of the primary is on average a few months before the 
general elections, so they are not able to respond to unexpected events. Thirdly, 
the multi-party system impedes a simplification of competition and the two-
round electoral system is considered de facto as a type of primary (Mény 2017). 

More specifically, failure in general elections by candidates who 
have used the primary is due to a set of factors both internal and external to 
the primary process. As for the PS, the first factor affecting the 2017 result 
was the failure of Hollande's presidency. Primaries were used to relaunch a 
party that was collapsing in all of the polls. Thus, the socialists moved from 
the 2011 primaries when they were an opposition party with high chances of 
winning the elections, to the 2017 primary as a government party in the 
middle of a crisis and with little chance of gaining a good result in 
subsequent elections. 

The second reason concerns the victory of an unexpected candidate 
who caused the increase of internal divisions and the inability to find a 
solution. Indeed, as regards the PS, the performance of the party was 
influenced by the selection of a candidate considered as extreme, namely 
Hamon, who was unable to assemble the defeated candidates. Thus, after the 
PS primary, Valls and de Rugy supported Macron. On the other hand, in the 
LR party, after Sarkozy’s elimination, Alain Juppé was attacked because he 
was considered as too moderate, causing internal conflict. In addition, Fillon 
made an impact on the general performance inability of the primary 
legitimation to contrast with the pitfalls of the presidential electoral campaign. 
Indeed, the Penelopegate became the main issue covered in the electoral 
campaign. Fillon, after a great deal of party pressure, refused to withdraw 
from the competition and the primary system did not provide any rules of 
deselection in order to preserve the parties’ promoters. For this reason, many 
party members supported Macron and others supported Le Pen. 

Finally, although the unfortunate 2017 open primary elections 
caused problems for the main French parties, the extraordinary result of the 
2017 presidential election was characterised by the outsider candidate, 
Emmanuel Macron, and the high votes gained by right and left-wing 
populist candidates, Le Pen and Mélenchon respectively. 

From this point of view, Macron managed to gain moderate 
consensus from Hamon’s and Fillon’s disappointed voters. In addition, the 
presence of two very extreme candidates further eroded the extreme 
consensus of Hamon and Fillon. Mélenchon’s and Le Pen’s most 
intransigent programmes allowed extreme supporters to choose programme 
proposals closer to their attitudes than to those of the two most moderate 
candidates.
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Abstract. In the past few decades, British parties have undergone 
deep transformations, also concerning their leader selection rules. It could 
be interesting to directly tackle this area of intra-party changes, also given 
the increasing attention devoted to party leaders and to their mode of 
selection. This article will explore both the precise features of the changes 
in the rules governing the selection of party leaders (particularly focusing 
on the selectorate), and also the characteristics of most recent leadership 
races occurred in the most important parties in the United Kingdom. To 
begin with, the article will explore the expansions of the selectorate 
occurred between the mid-1960s and today, particularly analysing the 
implementation of OMOV(one-member one-vote) systems. Second, attention 
will be devoted to the precise features of the selection mechanisms, by 
applying the quadripartite scheme devised by Hazan and Rahat (the 
selectorate, the candidacy, the decentralization, and the voting system). 
Third, we will focus on the most recent leadership races that elected Jeremy 
Corbyn and Theresa May asleader of, respectively, the Labour and the 
Conservative Party. All in all, the article shows that British parties have 
surely undergone deep transformations concerning the rules for the 
selection of their leaders and the precise features of recent leadership races, 
but also that a full empowerment of party members has not been reached 
yet.

Keywords: Leadership selection, Parties, United Kingdom, Labour, 
Conservative

1. Introduction 
The United Kingdom has often been considered a country where abrupt 
change and revolution are not welcome. From an institutional viewpoint, 
after the devastating English Civil War in the mid-17th century, only slow, 
bloodless, and incremental reforms have appeared to take place. Although 
this is more a myth than historical reality, there is one area where only 
cautious changes have taken place: party leadership selection. Indeed, the 
most important British parties have gradually opened the rules to select their 
leaders (empowering a wider set of people than before), with a progressive 
evolution. Analysing the party leadership selection in British parties can 
give us a precise and in-depth picture of what has occurred in the UK’s most 
important political formations from both a historical and a contemporary 
viewpoint. More specifically, it is widely known that party leaders have 
become increasingly important from several perspectives (see for instance 
Poguntke and Webb 2005; Curtice and Lisi 2015; Musella 2018). It is also 
through their leaders that political parties engage in combat in several arenas 
of competition. British political parties make an interesting case study for 
several reasons: not only did they implement leader selection procedures 
empowering party members quite early compared to other Western 
European countries, but they have also opened their leader selection rules a 
noticeable number of times. Moreover, new, more open rules for leader 
selection have been implemented in the leadership races that will be 
analysed in this article. Finally, studying leadership selection rules and their 
evolution over time is interesting for a series of reasons. Indeed, there may 
be a connection between more open leader selection rules and, for example, 
participation in leader selection races (e.g., see Wauters 2015) or party 
members’ views on intra-party matters (Bernardi, Sandri and Seddone 
2017). Therefore, shedding light on party leader selection in the UK can be 
attractive from several viewpoints. 

This study analyses party leadership selection rules and leadership 
races in the main British political parties. Section 2 will address the 
historical account of openings in leadership selection rules in the Liberal 
Party (Liberal Democrats), the Conservatives, and the Labour party from the 
mid-1960s until today. These three parties have been chosen not only 
because they are important actors in the British political system but also 
because they have implemented - in different fashions and at different 
moments - openings in their leader selection rules that are worthy of 
investigation. Section 2 will specifically focus on the «selectorate» (the 
body of people with the power to select an organ) (Rahat and Hazan 2001) 
and will describe the reforms by the three abovementioned parties 
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selection have been implemented in the leadership races that will be 
analysed in this article. Finally, studying leadership selection rules and their 
evolution over time is interesting for a series of reasons. Indeed, there may 
be a connection between more open leader selection rules and, for example, 
participation in leader selection races (e.g., see Wauters 2015) or party 
members’ views on intra-party matters (Bernardi, Sandri and Seddone 
2017). Therefore, shedding light on party leader selection in the UK can be 
attractive from several viewpoints. 

This study analyses party leadership selection rules and leadership 
races in the main British political parties. Section 2 will address the 
historical account of openings in leadership selection rules in the Liberal 
Party (Liberal Democrats), the Conservatives, and the Labour party from the 
mid-1960s until today. These three parties have been chosen not only 
because they are important actors in the British political system but also 
because they have implemented - in different fashions and at different 
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concerning the party leader selectorate in depth, a body that has evolved 
from being composed of MPs only in the 1960s to including either totally 
(for the Liberal Democrats and the Labour Party) or partially (for the 
Conservative Party) members of each political formation. Section 2 will also 
focus on the increasing empowerment of party members, or the progressive 
movement by British parties towards the OMOV (“one-member, one-vote”) 
system, although this evolution has been neither linear nor complete for all 
political formations. Section 2 will also take into account some crucial 
aspects of these reforms: their incremental and gradual nature; the 
continuing power of Members of Parliament in the process of leadership 
selection; and the different causes connected to the changes of the 
selectorate. 

After describing this historical evolution, Section 3 will tackle the 
current rules in the Conservative Party and the Labour Party for selecting a 
leader. More specifically, attention will be devoted to four specific 
dimensions of analysis: the already-encountered selectorate, the 
«candidacy» (the possible requisites and characteristics of candidates for 
party leadership), the «de-selection mechanisms» (i.e., the manner the leader 
is held accountable by his/her party), and, finally, the voting system (i.e., the 
precise way in which the party leader is selected) (Kenig 2009). The 
analysis of these four dimensions can give us an in-depth picture of the 
features of the leadership selection in the two abovementioned British 
parties. The selectorate shows some interesting differences: Conservative 
MPs have a first say in the selection of the two candidates who will fight for 
Conservative members’ support in a run-off ballot, whereas Labour MPs do 
not have such power. Conversely, the latter party members are more 
important in the candidacy dimension given that a prospective Labour party 
leader must secure the support of a noticeable percentage of party’s MPs 
and MEPs, whereas a person willing to stand as a candidate for the 
Conservative party leadership needs the support of a remarkably lower 
number of parliamentarians. Finally, even from the voting system 
viewpoint, there are some interesting differences between the two parties.

Section 4 will account for the outcomes of the most recent party 
leadership selection races in the Conservative and the Labour Party, both 
held in 2016. An account of these two leadership elections will shed light on 
the dynamics of internal competition within the two major British parties. In 
particular, the analysis should help us understand whether and how the 
leadership selection rules worked during a critical moment for both the 
Labour and the Conservative parties. Although in a different form, in 2016, 
both parties were going through a resettlement phase: the Labour party 

faced the challenge of a large part of the (parliamentary) party against the 
leader, Jeremy Corbyn, elected only a year earlier, whereas the Tories faced 
the negative organisational consequences of David Cameron’s defeat in the 
Brexit Referendum. It was precisely this referendum that had profound 
effects not only on British politics at large but on British parties and party 
leaders as well. Indeed, after the Brexit referendum, David Cameron, leader 
of the Conservatives, resigned, and this triggered the selection process that 
ended with the possibly unexpected victory of Theresa May, who became 
Prime Minister in 2016. Even on the Labour party side, severe criticism of 
Jeremy Corbyn triggered the leadership selection process, which ended with 
a robust and unquestionable victory of the incumbent party leader.  

Finally, Section 5 will present our conclusions. 

2. Party Leadership Selection in the UK - a Longitudinal Prospective
Turning our attention to specific parties and time periods, it is necessary to 
clarify our object of study. We will mainly focus on the selectorate, which is 
the body of people that selects an organ - in this case, the party leader 
(Rahat and Hazan 2001; Bueno De Mesquita et al. 2002). This dimension 
can be operationalised in a very peculiar way. Following Kenig, Rahat and 
Hazan (2015), the various bodies of people selecting the party leader can be 
positioned on an inclusiveness/exclusiveness continuum, which ranges from 
party voters, to party members, passing to the party congress, the 
parliamentary party group, a party elite, and, finally, to a leader him/herself. 
A first add-on is necessary: specific attention will be devoted to the 
implementation of ‘one-member, one-vote’ (OMOV) systems to select the 
party leader. In other words, the focus will not simply be on the general 
empowerment of party members but also on the fact that each member 
receives (or not) an equal say in the party leader selection.  A second small 
addendum is as follows: the Labour Party, for a given period, selected its 
leader via a selectorate made up on different bodies of people. Following 
Hazan and Rahat 2010 (37-38) and Kenig et al. (2015, p. 6), we must add 
the electoral college to the inclusiveness/exclusiveness continuum we have 
just defined. We will explain in a moment its extremely interesting features. 

Let us now turn our attention to the specific rules governing the 
selectorates for British party leaders from mid-1960s to the mid-2010s, 
following the period on which Pilet and Cross (2014) focus their attention. 
As argued in the introduction, we will discuss three parties: the Liberal 
Democrats (and its predecessors), the Labour Party and the Conservative 
Party.
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faced the challenge of a large part of the (parliamentary) party against the 
leader, Jeremy Corbyn, elected only a year earlier, whereas the Tories faced 
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A first add-on is necessary: specific attention will be devoted to the 
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following the period on which Pilet and Cross (2014) focus their attention. 
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From 1965 until 1975, all the main British parties (the then-existing 
Liberal Party and the Conservatives and the Labour Party) selected the party 
leader via their Members of Parliament (Bale and Webb 2014; Denham and 
Dorey 2017). This is not surprising given the powerful role that the 
Parliament has had in Britain’s national history. However, in 1976, a first 
relevant opening occurred: in the Liberal Party, party members were 
allowed to select the party leader. This was not an OMOV system; as 
explained by Punnett (1993), a complex procedure allocating vote quotas 
based on the number of party members and the percentage of votes obtained 
by the party in each constituency was put forward. Thus, whereas on the one 
hand, this procedure is different from that implemented to select the leader 
of the British Labour Party itself from 2014 onwards (see below and also 
Section 3), on the other hand, the 1976 decision by the Liberal Party marked 
a strong discontinuity with the existing rules to select the party leader both 
in the United Kingdom and abroad. Indeed, in the mid-1970s, only a handful 
of parties allowed their members to select their leader (for instance, the 
Belgian Christian Social Party, the current Humanist Democratic Centre; 
see Pilet and Wauters 2014). Hence, the decision made by the Liberal 
Party’s elites was an innovative one, albeit lacking in the OMOV procedure. 

In the 1980s, the first party in the United Kingdom to adopt the 
OMOV system was the Social Democratic Party (SDP). This party 
originated from a split from the Labour Party, and in 1982, there was a 
decision - curiously, made by party members themselves - according to 
which the selectorate for the party leader would be made up of party 
members who would select the head of the party via a direct vote (Punnett 
1993; Denham 2017). Note that this cannot be considered an opening per se
given that there were no previous rules for selecting an SDP party leader. 
Nonetheless, it was a significant decision, not only because the OMOV 
procedure entered British politics but also because in 1988, the SDP and the 
Liberal Party merged to form the Liberal Democrats, and it was the SDP 
procedure and its selectorate for party leader that was adopted in the new 
political formation (Bale and Webb 2014).  

In the 1980s, a third change was put forward, this time within the 
Labour Party. Up to that year, the leader of the party was selected by its 
MPs; however, in 1981, a peculiar selectorate was put in place: the electoral 
college. Three different selectorates formed this college: the affiliated 
societies (mainly, but not exclusively, the trade unions, with a share of the 
final votes equal to 40%), the party MPs (with 30% of the final votes), and 
the party members (even in this case, they received 30% of the final votes of 
the college) (Punnett 1993; Bale and Webb 2014). As noted by Bale and 

Webb (2014, p. 14), «Delegates from the various affiliated unions, societies 
and CLPs always cast their votes as monolithic “blocks” and were often 
mandated to vote in a certain way by the bodies they represented». Even in 
this case, the well-known historical link between the Labour Party and the 
trade unions contributes to explaining why such a peculiar selectorate was 
put in place (see, for instance, the discussion in Webb and Bale 2017). 
Nonetheless, another interesting element is worth examining: party 
members did not receive full power to select the party leader. Their vote 
share was balanced with that of affiliated societies and party MPs. 

Turning to the 1990s, in 1992, a small reform in the Labour Party 
allowed Members of the European Parliament to be included in the MP-
related section of the party leader electoral college (Bale and Webb 2014), 
and in 1993, the Labour Party underwent another reform. In that year, the 
share of votes attributed to each of the three selectorates was modified 
(giving an equal share of the final votes to each of the three bodies), and the 
voting system for the final selection of the leader was changed (introducing 
a college-related OMOV in the sense that delegates from each of the three 
components of electoral college would have individually voted in the 
subsequent party leadership elections) (Bale and Webb 2014). This opening, 
although rarely discussed, undoubtedly represents a small movement 
towards the implementation of the OMOV system, which was at least 
applied to all people comprising the Labour Party leader’s electoral college. 
Nonetheless, the most important change in British parties’ leader selection 
rules of the 1990s is surely the 1998 reform that occurred in the 
Conservative Party, when a two-phase selection process was put in place. 
Specifically, if there are more than two candidates, a first ‘elimination’ 
phase is performed by party MPs, who reduce, in successive rounds of 
voting, the number of candidates for party leadership to two people. Then, 
the party leader is selected between these two people by the party members 
in an OMOV procedure (Denham 2010; Bale and Webb 2014). It is 
unsurprising that party members are given substantial power in selecting the 
party leader (in that it is their direct and equal vote to choose the upcoming 
party leader), but it should be noted that a strong influence is retained by 
party MPs, who can remove an unwelcome candidate from the party 
leadership race in the preliminary ballots.  

Until 2014, two of the three main British parties (the Liberal 
Democrats and the Conservative Party) allowed their members to select the 
party leader with an OMOV procedure, notwithstanding the 
abovementioned limitations. Only the Labour Party lacked such an inclusive 
procedure, but this situation changed in 2014. In that year, a report put 
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forward a series of proposals for the Labour Party, including the 
recommendation to switch to an OMOV system to select the party leader 
(Collins 2014). A subsequent party conference adopted this 
recommendation. Therefore, the leader of the Labour Party, from 2014 
onwards, has been directly selected by party members. Interestingly, other 
changes that were proposed concern the power of affiliated societies’ 
members: «affiliated supporters» (mostly trade union members) and 
«”registered supporters” […] could register to vote in any future leadership 
contest, having declared their support for Labour’s “aim and values” and 
paid a modest fee of three pounds» (Denham and Dorey 2017, p. 18). It can 
be safely argued that these decisions empowered Labour Party members at 
the expense of the organised affiliated societies (especially the trade 
unions). However, it could be said that giving the power to select the leader 
to «supporters», along with party members, might reduce members’ 
leverage in that it enlarges the selectorate so much that supporters have the 
same selection power as party members (see also a compatible discussion on 
party activists’ power balanced by that of party members in Katz and Mair, 
2002).

What considerations should we take away from this account of the 
evolution of the three British parties’ selectorate rules? A general trend 
towards the greater inclusion of party members in the selection of party 
leaders can be detected. Indeed, recalling the inclusiveness/exclusiveness 
continuum presented at the beginning of this section, all British parties fell 
on the MPs position in 1965 and are now located on the party members 
position. As argued, this does not mean that party members have absolute 
power concerning the selection of the party leader. Although their role has 
not diminished, especially if one compares the rules to select the British 
party leaders with those concerning the selection of other party leaders in 
other Western European countries (e.g., for Germany, see Detterbeck and 
Rohlfing 2014; for Norway, see Allern and Kalsen 2014; for Portugal, see 
Lisi and Freire 2014), we should not forget that party elites - especially 
party MPs - still retain a certain amount of power in party leader selection in 
the UK.

More specifically, let us briefly consider the issue related to the 
candidacy dimension, which is related to the features of the person who can 
stand as a candidate and, more crucially for this contribution, to the possible 
presence of specific requirements (e.g., the support of a certain number of 
party members) (Rahat and Hazan 2001; Kenig, Rahat and Hazan 2015). If 
we consider the candidacy dimension for British party leaders’ selection, we 
can note that party MPs have a noticeable role to play. Indeed, party MPs’ 

support - in various fashions, according to the party and the specific time 
period - is always a crucial element that prospective candidates must secure 
to appear before the selectorate (Punnett 1992; Cross and Blais 2012; 
Denham 2017). Moreover, the rules to select the party leader for the main 
British political formations require a prospective candidate to be an MP (see 
subsequent sections for more details); this is a further element to consider in 
weighting the influence of party MPs in leadership selection. This also 
means that the power of party members - albeit substantial and increasing 
over time - should be seen in connection with the abovementioned powers 
of party MPs.

A second important point concerns the scope and the width of 
changes in party leadership selectorates. The path towards the OMOV 
selection of party leaders has been long and slow. The SDP and the Liberal 
Democrats are the only parties that have directly implemented an OMOV 
system, which could be related to the fact that in the first case, the party 
established such a rule upon its formation, and in the second case, the 
existence of the OMOV itself in one of the two predecessor parties (the 
SDP) might have paved the way for the adoption of this system in the newly 
formed Liberal Democrat party. Moreover, whereas the Labour Party 
eventually switched to an OMOV system in 2014, the Conservatives did so 
in 1998, even if we consider the extremely powerful role of party MPs in 
selecting the two candidates for the run-off selection by the party members.  

Another interesting point is related to the possible reasons behind the 
abovementioned changes in the selectorate. This is a long-debated issue. 
Some authors have connected such changes to the necessity of renewing the 
image of the party or to factional struggles for power (Punnett 1992), 
possibly related to more ideological clashes between party elites and the 
lower strata of the party (Punnett 1992), or between the parliamentary and 
the extra-parliamentary branches (Denham 2017). Conversely, others have 
focused on rank-and-file pressures to have a greater say in the leader 
selection process (Denham 2010) or, following the framework proposed by 
Barnea and Rahat on candidate selection (2007), on the effect of electoral 
defeats and a party’s opposition status (see also Cross and Blais 2012). 
Although it is not possible to empirically verify all of these proposed 
explanations, let us focus on two factors, electoral defeats and the 
opposition status, following the descriptive analysis by Cross and Blais 
(2012). Concerning the latter, all the openings considered in this section 
occurred when the related party was in opposition (i.e., the Liberal Party in 
1976, the Labour Party in 1981, and the Conservative Party in 1998). 
Turning to the former, with the possible exception of the 1993 Labour Party 
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reform (which occurred after the 1992 general election, when the party 
obtained more seats and votes than the 1987 election despite remaining in 
opposition), all the instances of selectorate expansion occurred after an 
electoral defeat. This is an expansion of the descriptive analysis put forward 
by Cross and Blais (2012) in their analysis of the openings of the selectorate 
in the most important parties in the United Kingdom, Ireland, New Zealand, 
Australia, and Canada and obviously does not prove that there is a causal 
relationship between the alleged determinants and the openings. It simply 
suggests that more research is needed to precisely address the scope and 
importance of these factors in explaining the openings in party leader 
selection rules. 

Thus far, we have presented a historical account of the party leader 
selection rules, specifically of the selectorate, for British party leaders 
between the mid-1960s and mid-2010s. At this point, we will turn to the 
analysis of the recent party leadership races in the United Kingdom, below 
and in subsequent sections. 

3. The rules of the 2016 Labour and Conservative party leadership contests
In 2016, the two most important British political parties renewed their 
leadership. This section focuses on the rules overseeing the (re)selection of 
Jeremy Corbyn as the leader of the Labour Party and of Theresa May as the 
Conservative Party’s leader in 2016. 

As anticipated (see Section 2), on the basis of the suggestions of the 
Collins Report (2014), from 2014, the Labour switched to an OMOV system 
to select its leader. Approximately a year later, following the resignation of 
Ed Miliband due to Labour’s defeat in the 2015 UK general election, the 
new selection mechanism was applied. Using a procedure that began on 9
June 2015 and ended on 12 September 2015, the Labour Party allowed 
members and supporters to select the new leader. The deputy Jeremy 
Corbyn obtained a landslide victory (Dorey and Denham 2016). There were 
several criticisms of his approach to the Remain campaign during the Brexit 
referendum, however, that led members to question Corbyn’s leadership. 
First, more than half of the shadow cabinet resigned a few days after the 
victory of the Leave campaign; second, Corbyn suffered a vote of no 
confidence by the Parliamentary Labour Party (PLP): only 40 PLP members 
out of 212 supported Corbyn. These circumstances led the Labour Party to 
its second leadership selection in a year, which occurred from 12 June 2016 
to 24 September 2016.

To understand the rules of the last Labour Party leadership selection, 
it may be useful to refer to the four analytical dimensions first presented by 

Kenig (2009): the selectorate (which selects the leader); the candidacy (who 
can put forward his/her candidacy as a party leader); the voting system (the 
way the party leader is specifically selected); and the de-selection 
mechanism (how the party regulates a leader’s dethroning).

As for the candidacy, it is worth highlighting that only Members of 
Parliament can stand as candidates in the Labour Party. Rules stipulate that 
anyone who wants to challenge the sitting Labour leader needs the support 
of 20% of Labour MPs and Members of the European Parliament (MEPs). 
After a heated discussion followed by a vote on 12 June 2016, the National 
Executive Committee (NEC) decided that the incumbent leader could 
automatically participate in the competition. Of course, this problem did not 
exist in 2015, when the incumbent leader, Ed Miliband, decided not to seek 
re-election.

The selectorate for the Labour Party leader included party members, 
registered supporters, and affiliated supporters. The Procedural Guidelines 
state that to participate as party members, citizens had to join the Labour 
Party on or before 12 June 2016. Contrarily to the Guidelines, however, the 
NEC decided that people who had been party members for less than six 
months could not vote. Moreover, to be entitled to vote, party members had 
to pay their arrears in full by 8 August 2016. By the same date, the Labour 
Party had to receive the new and updated affiliated supporters’ lists. The 
final date to join as registered supporters was 20 July 2016. Although no 
additional explanations are needed for party members, we must provide 
some clarification regarding registered supporters and affiliated supporters. 
Registered supporters were all citizens who were on the Electoral Register 
with a valid polling number and decided to pay a fee of £25 to participate as 
voters in the party leadership selection. Affiliated supporters, in contrast, 
were members of the trade unions or of socialist societies. If they were 
already in the party’s membership system, they would have been eligible to 
vote, whereas new affiliates could be recruited within the deadline set in the 
timetable.   

Regarding the de-selection mechanism, according to the Labour 
Party’s rules, when the party is in opposition, the sitting leader may be 
challenged each year prior to the annual session of the party conference. 
Any challenger’s nomination must be supported by 20% of the combined 
House of Commons’ MPs and European MPs. In contrast, when the Labour 
party is in government, the leader’s term is indefinite (see also Cross and 
Blais 2012), and a new election shall proceed only if requested by a 
majority of the party conference on a card vote.  
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Concerning the voting system dimension, the Labour Party’s rules 
provided that the selection must be held under the so-called alternative vote 
(AV). In this electoral system, also known as instant runoff, the voters rank 
the candidates in the order they prefer by putting a number next to each 
candidate, with a 1 for their favourite, 2 for their second favourite, and so 
on. If no candidate obtains an absolute majority, the candidate with the 
lowest number of first preferences is eliminated from the count, and his or 
her ballots are taken into consideration for the other preferences expressed 
there, starting from the second one. The process is repeated until a candidate 
reaches more than 50% of the valid votes. As we shall see in the next 
section, in 2016 only two candidates ran for the leadership, so the AV 
electoral system worked as a majority system. In 2015, however, four 
candidates participated in the race, so the AV system functioned as 
intended.

In 2016, not only did the Brexit referendum catalyse the push for a 
possible change in the Labour Party leadership, but it also led to the 
resignation of the Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron, who had 
campaigned for Remain. His resignation on 24 June 2016 opened the race 
for the selection of the next Conservative Party leader. Indeed, a contest for 
the leadership of the Conservative Party can be triggered in two situations: 
either «15% of Conservative MPs write to the Chairman of the 1922 
Committee1 saying they no longer have confidence in the leader of the 
Conservative Party, or…he or she resigns» (Johnston and Maer 2016, p. 4).

Regarding the rules regulating the competition, let us begin with the 
candidacy. First, only Members of Parliament can run for the Conservative 
leadership. A prospective candidate must be formally proposed and 
seconded by two MPs. Following the Conservative Party Constitution, the 
1922 Committee presents to the party «as soon as reasonably practical» a 
choice of candidates for the selection of leader. It should also be noted that a 
leader who has resigned cannot participate in the competition. 

Passing to the selectorate, theoretically, the Conservative Party’s 
leadership selection is a two-stage process. First, Conservative MPs select 
two candidates from among those who presented their candidacy. Second, 

1 As explained on the UK Parliament’s official website (www.parliament.uk), «the 1922 
Committee, also known as "the 22", is a committee of all backbench Conservative MPs that 
meets weekly when the Commons is sitting. Its chair, usually a senior MP, is elected by 
committee members and has considerable influence within the Parliamentary Party. The 
1922 Committee takes its name from a meeting of Conservative MPs in October 1922 
which led to the end of the party's coalition government with the Liberals». 

through an OMOV system, party members vote for their preferred candidate 
from this shortlist of two people. Therefore, in the first stage, the selectorate 
consists of Conservative MPs, whereas in the second stage, it consists of the 
whole party membership. An add-on is required, however: to be entitled to 
vote, Conservative Party rules state that members must have joined the party 
at least three months before the leadership selection. In the case of Theresa 
May’s election to the party leadership, members had to join the party no 
later than the 9 June 2016.

As for the de-selection mechanism, since 1998, the British 
Conservative Party has been using the no-confidence vote (Kenig 2009) to 
de-select its leader. The procedure is as follows: at least 15% of the 
Conservative party’s parliamentary group must sign a request for a no-
confidence vote. The selectorate is composed of Conservative MPs, and the 
loss of the vote requires the sitting leader’s resignation. 

If we limited our analysis to the vote of the members (who choose 
only between two candidates), the description of the Conservative party’s 
voting system would be very simple: the candidate who receives the highest 
number of votes is elected as party leader. Members vote via a postal or 
online ballot. It could also be interesting, however, to examine the process 
that leads to the two-candidate competition. Therefore, having clarified the 
rules of the 2016 leadership contests both for the Labour and the 
Conservative parties, in the next section, we investigate the results of these 
competitions. 

4. Results and participation in the 2016 Labour and Conservative 
leadership selection
The competitions for the Labour and Conservative leaderships in 2016 were 
very different2. This diversity is less attributable to differences in the rules 
of the game - which, as we know, do exist - as to the competition. Briefly, 
whereas the Labour Party’s leader was selected by a large selectorate that 
included party members and supporters, the Conservative leader was chosen 
exclusively by the Conservative Party’s parliamentary group.  

Starting from the Labour contest, as noted by Dorey and Denham 
(2016), the main issue was not, as in 2015, whether and how Corbyn could 

2 More information on past leadership selection races in the most important British parties 
can be found in Denham and Dorey (2017) and in the online appendices of the book edited 
by Pilet and Cross (2014), which can be downloaded from the following website: 
https://www.routledge.com/The-Selection-of-Political-Party-Leaders-in-Contemporary-
Parliamentary/Pilet-Cross/p/book/9780415704168. 
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win the contest but by what margin. The 2016 competition for Labour's 
leadership was initially a three-candidate race among Angela Eagle, Owen 
Smith, and the incumbent Jeremy Corbyn. A few days after the 
announcement of her candidacy, however, Angela Eagle decided to 
strategically exit the competition and endorse Owen Smith.  

As shown in Table 1, the selection - held from 22 August 2016 to 21 
September 2016 - was clearly won by Corbyn with 61.8% of valid votes, 
with 38.2% for Owen Smith. Before commenting on the electoral results, 
however, it should be noted that participation was quite high: 507,480 out of 
654,006 eligible voters chose to cast their preferences (77.6%). In 2015, 
turnout was almost the same, with 422,871 out of the 554,272 eligible voters 
participating (76.3%), but in 2015, approximately 100,000 fewer eligible 
voters cast ballots. 

TAB. 1 - Results and participation. Labour leadership selection, 2016.

Party
members 

Affiliated 
supporters 

Registered
supporters Total 

 Votes % Votes % Votes % Votes % 

Jeremy Corbyn 168,216 59.0 60,075 60.2 84,918 69.9 313,209 61.8 

Owen Smith 116,960 41.0 39,670 39.8 36,599 30.1 193,229 38.2 

Valid Votes       506,438 100 

Invalid Votes       1,042  

Voters       507,480 77.6 

Eligible voters       654,006  

Source: own elaboration on data from labourlist.org. 

Turning to the electoral results and observing the data on the basis of 
the three groups of selectors who participated in the competition (party 
members, registered supporters, and affiliated supporters), a clear pattern 
emerges: Corbyn’s electoral support decreases as the proximity of selectors 
to the party becomes greater. Indeed, Corbyn obtained 59% of the votes 
among the party members, 60.2% of the votes among the affiliated 
supporters (mostly members of the trade unions), and 69.9% of those 
selectors who registered themselves with the party to participate the 
leadership race. In contrast, the votes for Owen show a diametrically 
opposite trend. 

It should be added that compared to 2015, Corbyn's profile seemed 
to be more partisan. Indeed, when he was initially elected to the Labour 
Party’s leadership, Corbyn obtained 83% of the votes of registered 
supporters and 49% of party members’ votes. As Dorey and Denham (2016) 
note, this change in Corbyn’s selectorate composition probably depended - 
among other things - on the fact that many of those who voted for Corbyn in 
2015 as registered supporters decided to join the Labour Party. This 
conjecture might be confirmed by the increase in the Labour party’s 
membership (from 245,500 members in the summer of 2015 to 338,000 
members one year later). This growth seems to be due to two factors: first, 
the dragging effect due to Corbyn’s victory that certainly pushed a portion 
of his supporters to join the party; second, the increase in the fee level for 
registered supporters from £3 in 2015 to £25 in 2016. Confronted with this 
fee increase, some would-be registered supporters may have decided to 
obtain full membership. 

FIG. 1 - Labour leadership competition, 2016 - Electoral results on each UK’s nation.

Looking at the territorial distribution of the vote, Corbyn’s victory 
presented some peculiarities. To begin with, Corbyn’s electoral performance 
ranged from the 70.7% of valid votes obtained in Northern Ireland to the 
46.8% of Scotland, the only nation where the Labour party’s leader, in 
contrast with 2015, lost the race.

To better comprehend the results of the selection, we must also 
consider the data from London, where Corbyn gained 53% of the vote. 
Some scholars hypothesised a link between the low-profile performance of 
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Corbyn in Scotland and London and the results of the Brexit referendum. 
For instance, Dorey and Denham (2017) argue, «It is, perhaps, significant 
that both London and Scotland were also strong supporters of Remain in the 
recent EU referendum, and this might have curbed some support for Corbyn 
in these two areas». At first glance, this interpretation seems plausible. In 
fact, during the Brexit referendum, in Scotland and London, the Remain 
side reached the top-two results in the whole country: 62% in Scotland and 
59.9% in London. This conjecture should be examined and verified with 
greater attention since Northern Ireland (where Corbyn scored his best 
results) was also an area where the Remain side returned an absolute 
majority of votes. Moreover, Corbyn’s victory seems to be even more 
significant in that he defeated Smith even in Wales, where Smith grew up 
and where his constituency was located3.

Corbyn’s victory was large and maybe even predictable, to a certain 
extent. As we will explain, the victory of Theresa May was very different. 
Whereas the selection of the leader in Labour’s case only implied the 
selection of the head of the main opposition party, in the Conservatives’ 
case, not only was the position of party leader to be fulfilled but also that of 
the new Prime Minister after the resignation of David Cameron. This may 
have been one reason pushing Conservative MPs to nominate the new party 
leader without leaving room for the party members. 

The race for the Conservative Party’s leadership was run by five 
candidates: Stephen Crabb, MP for the district of Preseli Pembrokeshire 
(Wales) and Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, announced he would 
stand as a candidate on a ticket with Sajid Javid, Business Minister; Liam 
Fox, MP for North Somerset (England) since 2010, who had joined the 
contest for the Conservative Party’s leadership in 2005, when he was 
eliminated after the second ballot among MPs; Michael Gove, MP for 
Surrey Heath (England) and Secretary of State for Justice, who initially 
supported the candidacy of Boris Johnson but then announced his own 
candidacy at the end of June, without informing Johnson; Andrea Leadsom, 
MP for South Northamptonshire and Minister of State for Energy, who 
announced her candidacy at the end of June by focusing particularly on a 
rapid exit of the United Kingdom from the European Union; and finally, 
Theresa May, MP for Berkshire (England) and Home Secretary in 
Cameron’s Cabinet, who, despite having voted for ‘Remain’, did not 
support a second referendum, demonstrating that she would accept the 
outcome of the Brexit vote. 

3 In particular, Owen Smith’s constituency is that of Pontypridd. 

As Table 2 shows, in the first ballot (5 July 2016), Theresa May 
obtained the support of half of the MPs (50.2%), placing herself first. 
Leadsom came in second place with 20.1% of the votes. As imposed by the 
rules, Fox, scoring the lowest result, was eliminated. Crabb then withdrew 
from the competition, endorsing Theresa May. Even the second ballot (7 
July 2106) was led by May, who received 199 votes out of 329 (60.5%). 
Once again, second place went to Leadsom with 25.5% of the MPs’ support. 
Michael Gove, having obtained only 14% of the valid votes and being in 
third and last position, was eliminated from the contest. Theoretically, the 
floor should have been given to the Conservative party’s membership, 
which, by means of an OMOV system, should have elected the leader of the 
party and, as a result, the new Prime Minister. Fearing that two months of 
electoral campaigning (the announcement of the winner would have been 
made on 9 September 2016) could have destabilised a country already under 
strong pressure by the Brexit vote, however, Leadsom decided to withdraw 
from the competition. Theresa May, without going through a party member 
vote, became the new party leader, and on 13 July 2016, she entered No. 10 
Downing Street. To keep the party united, the new PM appointed Leadsom, 
Fox and Boris Johnson as members of her Cabinet. 

TAB. 2 - Results. Conservative leadership selection, 2016.

First ballot Second ballot 
Candidate Votes % Votes % 

Theresa May 165 50.2 199 60.5 

Andrea Leadsom 66 20.1 84 25.5 

Michael Gove 48 14.6 46 14.0 

Stephen Crabb 34 10.3 Withdrew 

Liam Fox 26 7.9 Eliminated 

Total 329 100 329 100 

Source: own elaboration on data from en.wikipedia.org. 
Note: David Cameron did not take part in the election; as a consequence, there are 329 
voters instead of 330. 
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5. Conclusions 
The growth in the selectorate’s inclusiveness in party leader and candidate 
selection processes has involved a fair number of Western European political 
parties in the past several decades. This trend, which some have connected to 
intra-party democracy4, can also be interpreted as a process of organisational 
adaptation by which party elites try to face the weakening of long-term political 
identities and their ongoing legitimacy crisis (Gauja 2012). In other words, 
parties have partly changed their organisation by involving their members in an 
increasingly larger set of political decisions. This is also true concerning the 
party leader selection rules within the most important British parties.  

From this viewpoint, the Labour case seems particularly interesting. 
Both the procedures and the resulting outcomes in the last two leadership 
selection processes (2015 and 2016) can also be seen in light of the series of 
election defeats suffered by the Labour after Tony Blair’s resignation and the 
subsequent rise of Gordon Brown to party leadership in 2007. In 2010, the 
Labour Party decreased from 35.2% of the valid votes in 2005 (when they also 
lost approximately 5 percentage points compared to 2001) to a mere 29%; in 
2015, they obtained only 30.2% of the valid votes in the general election, thus 
increasing their share by only a percentage point. In terms of seats, the decline 
was even more impressive: the party obtained 413 seats in 2001, 355 in 2005, 
306 in 2010, and 232 in 2015. In other words, in four elections, the Labour 
Party lost nearly half its seats in the House of Commons.  

These data clearly indicate that the Labour Party needed a renewal. 
The most immediate solution was thought to be increasing the level of 
inclusiveness of the selectorate allowed to take part in the selection of the 
party leader, a decision made in 2014. It remains to be seen whether, from 
an electoral support viewpoint, Corbyn’s Labour Party will be able to 
achieve the performance of more than a decade ago. For now, a rather 
uncertain indication comes from the early general election that occurred in 
June 2017. On the one hand, the Labour Party reached the 40% of the valid 
votes, thus regaining approximately 3.5 million votes with respect to the 
2015 election; on the other hand, in terms of seats, the growth was less 
significant, with an increase of just 30 seats compared to 2015. 

On the Conservative Party’s side, we know that despite the 1998 
opening of the party leader selection process, the recently elected leader, 
Theresa May, was selected exclusively by the parliamentary group because 
of the withdrawal of her competitor. Following the procedural changes that 
occurred almost two decades ago, the Conservative Party allowed their 

4 For more details on this point, see Cross and Katz (2013). 

members (but, unlike the Labour Party in 2015 and 2016, not their own 
sympathisers) to make a choice concerning party leadership in 20015 and 
20056. Yet, even in 2003, Conservative members were not involved in the 
process of leader selection, with Michael Howard as the sole candidate for 
party leadership. In other words, on different occasions, different 
selectorates were at play in electing the party leader.

The new procedure for party leader selection, adopted by the 
Conservative Party in 1998, is therefore characterised by specific features: 
first, a lack of involvement of party sympathisers; second, on two occasions 
out of four, the persistence of party elite agreement to avoid the involvement 
of the membership in the final ballot. Nonetheless, it cannot be denied that 
even the Conservative Party has tried to react to the political and social 
changes of the last decades by adopting some organisational reforms, more 
specifically, by modifying the process of leader selection.

The (re)selection of Jeremy Corbyn and Theresa May as leaders of, 
respectively, the Labour Party and the Conservative Party in 2016 is 
particularly instructive to obtain a better grasp on the two British parties. On 
the one hand, Theresa May's selection shows that if (more) inclusive rules 
can be activated by the party elites, their influence on the outcome of the 
competition may be non-existent. On the other hand, Corbyn’s selection 
does not seem to confirm the hypothesis according to which «the UK case 
provides little if any support for the idea that widening the selectorate - 
which is the most obvious development in the years under consideration - 
leads to radically different candidates, contests and results» (Bale and Webb 
2014, p. 27). As the election of the radical and (initially) minority candidate 
Jeremy Corbyn shows, opening the party leader selectorate to include the 
sympathisers, as decided by the Labour Party in 2014, may have serious 
consequences for the party leader selection process. 

5 When Iain Duncan Smith won over Kenneth Clarke with 60.7% of the votes. 
6 When David Cameron became party leader by defeating David Davis with 67.6% of the 
votes. 
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Theresa May, was selected exclusively by the parliamentary group because 
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20056. Yet, even in 2003, Conservative members were not involved in the 
process of leader selection, with Michael Howard as the sole candidate for 
party leadership. In other words, on different occasions, different 
selectorates were at play in electing the party leader.

The new procedure for party leader selection, adopted by the 
Conservative Party in 1998, is therefore characterised by specific features: 
first, a lack of involvement of party sympathisers; second, on two occasions 
out of four, the persistence of party elite agreement to avoid the involvement 
of the membership in the final ballot. Nonetheless, it cannot be denied that 
even the Conservative Party has tried to react to the political and social 
changes of the last decades by adopting some organisational reforms, more 
specifically, by modifying the process of leader selection.

The (re)selection of Jeremy Corbyn and Theresa May as leaders of, 
respectively, the Labour Party and the Conservative Party in 2016 is 
particularly instructive to obtain a better grasp on the two British parties. On 
the one hand, Theresa May's selection shows that if (more) inclusive rules 
can be activated by the party elites, their influence on the outcome of the 
competition may be non-existent. On the other hand, Corbyn’s selection 
does not seem to confirm the hypothesis according to which «the UK case 
provides little if any support for the idea that widening the selectorate - 
which is the most obvious development in the years under consideration - 
leads to radically different candidates, contests and results» (Bale and Webb 
2014, p. 27). As the election of the radical and (initially) minority candidate 
Jeremy Corbyn shows, opening the party leader selectorate to include the 
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consultati i siti delle autorità elettorali di ciascun paese, oltre a quelli dei Ministeri incaricati di 
fornire i risultati ufficiali. 

Due sono i criteri utilizzati in questa rubrica per stabilire se includere l’analisi delle elezioni 
in un dato paese o meno: la sussistenza di sufficienti condizioni di democraticità al 
momento della consultazione elettorale e le dimensioni del paese in questione. Rispetto al 
primo criterio si prende a riferimento l’indice di democraticità calcolato dalla Freedom 
House Survey Team (www.freedomhouse.org) che suddivide tra paesi «liberi», 
«parzialmente liberi» e «non liberi», escludendo i paesi appartenenti alla categoria «non 
liberi» e valutando caso per caso quelli della categoria «parzialmente liberi». Riguardo al 
secondo criterio, considereremo quei paesi la cui popolazione supera i 250.000 abitanti. Ci 
riserviamo, comunque, di includere, di volta in volta, paesi che per ragioni di particolare 
interesse ci sembrano degni di nota, benché uno o entrambi i criteri non siano rispettati. 

QUADRO 1. Paesi dove hanno luogo elezioni analizzate in questa rubrica.

N.B. Le cifre tra parentesi si riferiscono all’anno in cui si sono svolte le elezioni e al 
numero del fascicolo dei Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale in cui compare la relativa 
rubrica; nel caso si siano svolte più elezioni in uno stesso anno (in semestri diversi e quindi 
in fascicoli diversi), P indica elezioni presidenziali e L elezioni legislative. 

Europa  
1. Albania (1991:29; 1992:30; 1997:40; 2001:47; 2005:56; 2009:63; 2013:71) 
2. Armenia (1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2008:61; 2012:69; 2013:71) 
3. Austria (1983:11; 1986P:17; 1986L:18; 1990:28; 1992:31; 1994:35; 1995:37; 1999P:41; 

1999L:44; 2002:50; 2004:52; 2006:58; 2008:62; 2013:72; 2016P:77; 2016P:78) 
4. Belgio (1985:16; 1987:21; 1991:30; 1995:36; 1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2010:65; 

2014:73) 
5. Bosnia-Erzegovina (1996:39; 1998:42; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2010:66; 2014:74) 
6. Bulgaria (1990:27; 1991:30; 1994:35; 1996:39; 2001L:47; 2001P:48; 2005:54; 2006:58; 

2009:64; 2011:68; 2013:71; 2016:78) 
7. Cecoslovacchia (1990:27; 1992:30) 
8. Cipro (2003:50; 2006:57; 2008:61; 2011:67; 2013:71; 2016:77) 
9. Croazia (1992:31; 1995:37; 1997:39; 2000:45; 2003:51; 2005:54; 2007:60; 2009:64; 

2011:68; 2014:74; 2015:76; 2016:78) 
10. Danimarca (1984:13; 1987:21; 1990:28; 1994:35; 1998:41; 2001:48; 2005:54; 2007:60; 

2011:68; 2015:75) 
11. Estonia (1992:31; 1995:36; 1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2015:75) 
12. Finlandia (1982:9; 1983:11; 1987:19; 1988:21; 1991:29; 1994:34; 1995:36; 1999:43; 

2000:45; 2003:50; 2006:57; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2012:69; 2015:75) 
13. Francia (1986:17; 1988:21; 1993:32; 1995:36; 1997:39; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2012:69) 
14. Georgia (1999:44; 2000:45; 2003:51; 2004:52; 2008:61; 2012:70; 2013:72; 2016:78) 
15. Germania (1983-RFT:11; 1987-RFT:19; 1990-RDT:27; 1990:28; 1994:35; 1998:42; 

2002:50; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
16. Grecia (1986:16; 1989:23; 1989:24; 1989:25; 1990:27; 1993:33; 1996:39; 2000:45; 

2004:52; 2007:60; 2009:64; 2012:69; 2015:75; 2015:76) 
17. Irlanda (1982:9; 1982/83:11; 1983:12; 1987:19; 1989:24; 1992:31; 1997L:39; 

1997P:40; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2011L:67; 2011P:68; 2016:77) 
18. Italia  (alle elezioni italiane è dedicata l’apposita rubrica dei Quaderni) 
19. Islanda (1983:11; 1987:19; 1991:29; 1999: 43; 2003:50; 2004:52; 2007:59; 2009:63; 

2012:69; 2013:71; 2016P:77; 2016L:78) 
20. Lettonia (1993:32; 1998:42; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2010:66; 2011:68; 2014:74) 
21. Lituania (1992:31; 1996:39; 1997/98:41; 2000:46; 2002:50; 2003:50; 2004P:52; 

2004L:53; 2008:62; 2009:63; 2012:70; 2014:73; 2016:78) 
22. Lussemburgo (2004:52; 2009:63; 2013:72) 
23. Malta (1987:19; 1992:30; 1996:39; 1998:42; 2003:50; 2008:61; 2013:71)  
24. Moldavia (1994:34; 1996:39; 1998:41; 2001:47; 2005:54; 2009L:63; 2009L:64; 

2010:66; 2014:74; 2016:78) 
25. Montenegro (2002:50; 2003:50; 2006:58; 2008:61; 2009:63; 2012:70; 2013:71; 2016:78) 
26. Norvegia (1985:16; 1989:25; 1993:33; 1997:40; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
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QUADRO 1. Paesi dove hanno luogo elezioni analizzate in questa rubrica.

N.B. Le cifre tra parentesi si riferiscono all’anno in cui si sono svolte le elezioni e al 
numero del fascicolo dei Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale in cui compare la relativa 
rubrica; nel caso si siano svolte più elezioni in uno stesso anno (in semestri diversi e quindi 
in fascicoli diversi), P indica elezioni presidenziali e L elezioni legislative. 

Europa  
1. Albania (1991:29; 1992:30; 1997:40; 2001:47; 2005:56; 2009:63; 2013:71) 
2. Armenia (1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2008:61; 2012:69; 2013:71) 
3. Austria (1983:11; 1986P:17; 1986L:18; 1990:28; 1992:31; 1994:35; 1995:37; 1999P:41; 

1999L:44; 2002:50; 2004:52; 2006:58; 2008:62; 2013:72; 2016P:77; 2016P:78) 
4. Belgio (1985:16; 1987:21; 1991:30; 1995:36; 1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2010:65; 

2014:73) 
5. Bosnia-Erzegovina (1996:39; 1998:42; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2010:66; 2014:74) 
6. Bulgaria (1990:27; 1991:30; 1994:35; 1996:39; 2001L:47; 2001P:48; 2005:54; 2006:58; 

2009:64; 2011:68; 2013:71; 2016:78) 
7. Cecoslovacchia (1990:27; 1992:30) 
8. Cipro (2003:50; 2006:57; 2008:61; 2011:67; 2013:71; 2016:77) 
9. Croazia (1992:31; 1995:37; 1997:39; 2000:45; 2003:51; 2005:54; 2007:60; 2009:64; 

2011:68; 2014:74; 2015:76; 2016:78) 
10. Danimarca (1984:13; 1987:21; 1990:28; 1994:35; 1998:41; 2001:48; 2005:54; 2007:60; 

2011:68; 2015:75) 
11. Estonia (1992:31; 1995:36; 1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2015:75) 
12. Finlandia (1982:9; 1983:11; 1987:19; 1988:21; 1991:29; 1994:34; 1995:36; 1999:43; 

2000:45; 2003:50; 2006:57; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2012:69; 2015:75) 
13. Francia (1986:17; 1988:21; 1993:32; 1995:36; 1997:39; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2012:69) 
14. Georgia (1999:44; 2000:45; 2003:51; 2004:52; 2008:61; 2012:70; 2013:72; 2016:78) 
15. Germania (1983-RFT:11; 1987-RFT:19; 1990-RDT:27; 1990:28; 1994:35; 1998:42; 

2002:50; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
16. Grecia (1986:16; 1989:23; 1989:24; 1989:25; 1990:27; 1993:33; 1996:39; 2000:45; 

2004:52; 2007:60; 2009:64; 2012:69; 2015:75; 2015:76) 
17. Irlanda (1982:9; 1982/83:11; 1983:12; 1987:19; 1989:24; 1992:31; 1997L:39; 

1997P:40; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2011L:67; 2011P:68; 2016:77) 
18. Italia  (alle elezioni italiane è dedicata l’apposita rubrica dei Quaderni) 
19. Islanda (1983:11; 1987:19; 1991:29; 1999: 43; 2003:50; 2004:52; 2007:59; 2009:63; 

2012:69; 2013:71; 2016P:77; 2016L:78) 
20. Lettonia (1993:32; 1998:42; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2010:66; 2011:68; 2014:74) 
21. Lituania (1992:31; 1996:39; 1997/98:41; 2000:46; 2002:50; 2003:50; 2004P:52; 

2004L:53; 2008:62; 2009:63; 2012:70; 2014:73; 2016:78) 
22. Lussemburgo (2004:52; 2009:63; 2013:72) 
23. Malta (1987:19; 1992:30; 1996:39; 1998:42; 2003:50; 2008:61; 2013:71)  
24. Moldavia (1994:34; 1996:39; 1998:41; 2001:47; 2005:54; 2009L:63; 2009L:64; 

2010:66; 2014:74; 2016:78) 
25. Montenegro (2002:50; 2003:50; 2006:58; 2008:61; 2009:63; 2012:70; 2013:71; 2016:78) 
26. Norvegia (1985:16; 1989:25; 1993:33; 1997:40; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
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27. Paesi Bassi (1982:10; 1986:17; 1989:25; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2003:50; 2006:58; 
2010:65; 2012:70) 

28. Polonia (1989:24; 1991:30; 1993:33; 1995:37; 1997:40; 2000: 46; 2001:48; 2005:56; 
2007:60; 2010:65; 2011:68; 2015P:75; 2015L:76) 

29. Portogallo (1983:11; 1985:16; 1986:17; 1987:21; 1991P:29; 1991L:30; 1995:37; 
1996:38; 1999:44; 2001:47; 2002:49; 2005:54; 2006:57; 2009:64; 2011:67; 2015:76; 
2016:77) 

30. Repubblica Ceca (1996:38; 1997:39; 1998L:41; 1998L:42; 2002L:49; 2002L:50; 
2004:53; 2006:57; 2006:58; 2008:62; 2010L: 65; 2010L: 66; 2012:70; 2013P:71; 
2013L:72) 

31. Regno Unito (1983:11; 1987:19; 1992:30; 1997:39; 2001:47; 2005:54; 2010:65; 
2015:75) 

32. Romania (1990:27; 1992:31; 1996:39; 2000:46; 2004:53; 2008:62; 2009:64; 2012:70; 
2014:74; 2016:78) 

33. Russia (1993:33; 1995:37; 1996:38; 1999:44; 2000:45; 2003:51; 2004:52; 2007:60; 
2008:61; 2011:68; 2012:69) 

34. Serbia (2002:50; 2003:51; 2004:52; 2007:59; 2008:61; 2012:69; 2014:73; 2016:77) 
35. Slavomacedonia (1999:44; 2002:50; 2004:52; 2006:58; 2008:61; 2009:63; 2011:67; 

2014:73) 
36. Slovacchia (1994:35; 1998:42; 1999:43; 2002:50; 2004:52; 2006:57; 2009:63; 2010:65; 

2012:69; 2014:73; 2016:77) 
37. Slovenia (1992:31; 1996:39; 1997:40; 2000:46; 2002:50; 2004:53; 2007:60; 2008:62; 

2011:68; 2012:70; 2014:74) 
38. Spagna (1982:10; 1986:16; 1987:19; 1989:25; 1993:32; 1996:38; 2000:45; 2004:52; 

2008:61; 2011:68; 2015:76; 2016:77) 
39. Svezia (1982:10; 1985:16; 1988:22; 1991:30; 1994:35; 1998:42; 2002:50; 2006:58; 

2010: 66; 2014:74) 
40. Svizzera (1983:12; 1987:21; 1991:30; 1995:37; 1999:44; 2003:51; 2007:60; 2011:68; 

2015:76) 
41. Ucraina (1994:34; 1998:41; 1999:44; 2002:49; 2004:53; 2006:57; 2007:60; 2010:65; 

2012:70; 2014P:73; 2014L:74) 
42. Ungheria (1990:27; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2006:57; 2010:65; 2014:73) 

Africa
1. Angola (1992:31; 2008:62) 
2. Benin (1991:29; 2003:50; 2006:57; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2015:75; 2016:77) 
3. Botswana (1989:27; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
4. Burkina Faso (1992:30; 2002:49; 2005:56; 2007:59; 2010:66; 2015:76)    
5. Burundi (2005:56; 2010:65) 
6. Camerun (1992:30) 
7. Capo Verde (2006:57; 2011L:67; 2011P:68; 2016L:77; 2016P:78) 
8. Costa d’Avorio (1990:28) 
9. Egitto (1990:28; 2000:46; 2005:56; 2010:66; 2012:69; 2014:73) 
10. Etiopia (2005:54; 2010:65) 
11. Gabon (1990:28; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64) 
12. Gambia (1992:30; 2001:48) 
13. Ghana (2004:53; 2008:62; 2012:70; 2016:78) 

14. Gibuti (2003:50; 2005, 2008:61) 
15. Kenya (1992:31; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2013:71) 
16. Lesotho (1993:32; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2012:69; 2015:75) 
17. Liberia (1997:40; 2005:56; 2011:68; 2014:74) 
18. Madagascar (2002:50) 
19. Malawi (1995:34; 1999:43) 
20. Mali (2002P:49; 2002L:50; 2007P:59; 2007L:60; 2013:72) 
21. Marocco (1997:40; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2011:68)       
22. Mozambico (1994:35; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
23. Namibia (1989:27; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
24. Niger (1993:32; 1995:36; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2016:77) 
25. Nigeria (1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2015:75) 
26. Senegal (1993:32; 1998:41; 2000:45; 2001:47; 2007:59; 2012P:69; 2012L:70) 
27. Sud Africa (1992:27; 1994:34; 1999:43; 2004:52; 2009:63; 2014:73)       
28. Tanzania (2015:76) 
29. Tunisia (1989:24; 1994:34; 1999:44; 2011:68; 2014:74) 

Americhe
1. Argentina (1983:12; 1985:16; 1987:21; 1989:24; 1991:30; 1993:33; 1995:36; 1997:40; 

1999:44; 2001:48; 2003:50; 2005:56; 2007:60; 2009:63; 2011:68; 2013:72; 2015:76) 
2. Bahamas (2002:49; 2012:69) 
3. Barbados (2003:50; 2008:61) 
4. Belize (2003:50; 2008:61) 
5. Bolivia (1985:16; 1989:24; 1993:32; 1997:39; 2002:49; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
6. Brasile (1982:10; 1985:16; 1986:18; 1989:25; 1994:35; 1995:36; 1998:42; 2002:50; 

2006:58; 2010:66; 2014:74) 
7. Canada (1984:14; 1988:22; 1993:33; 1997:39; 2000:46; 2004:52; 2006:57; 2008:62; 

2011:67; 2015:76) 
8. Cile (1989:25; 1993:33; 1997:40; 2000:45; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
9. Colombia (1982:9; 1986:17; 1986:18; 1990:27; 1991:30; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 

2006:57; 2010:65; 2014:73) 
10. Costarica (1990:27; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2006:57; 2010:65; 2014:73) 
11. Ecuador (1988:21; 1994:34; 1997/98:41; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2009:63; 2013:71) 
12. El Salvador (1985:16; 1989:24; 1991:29; 1994:34; 1997:39; 1999:43; 2000:45; 

2003:50; 2004:52; 2006:57; 2009:63; 2012:69; 2014:73; 2015:75) 
13. Giamaica (1989:24; 1997:40; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2011:68; 2016:77) 
14. Guatemala (1985:16; 1991:28; 1999:44; 2003:51; 2007:60; 2011:68) 
15. Honduras (1989:27; 1995:33; 1997:40; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
16. Messico (1979:10; 1982:10; 1985:16; 1988:22; 1991:30; 1994:35; 1997:40; 2000:46; 

2003:51; 2006:58; 2009:64; 2012:70; 2015:75) 
17. Nicaragua (1990:27; 1996:39; 2001:48; 2006:58; 2011:68; 2016:78) 
18. Panama (1999:43; 2004:52; 2009:63; 2014:73) 
19. Paraguay (1989:24; 1993:32; 1998:41; 2003:50; 2008:61; 2013:71) 
20. Perù (1985:16; 1990:27; 1992:31; 1995:36; 2000:45; 2001:47; 2006:57; 2011:67; 

2016:77) 
21. Repubblica Dominicana (1982:9; 1990:27; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2004:52; 2006:57; 

2008:61; 2010:65; 2012:69; 2016:77) 
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14. Gibuti (2003:50; 2005, 2008:61) 
15. Kenya (1992:31; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2013:71) 
16. Lesotho (1993:32; 2002:49; 2007:59; 2012:69; 2015:75) 
17. Liberia (1997:40; 2005:56; 2011:68; 2014:74) 
18. Madagascar (2002:50) 
19. Malawi (1995:34; 1999:43) 
20. Mali (2002P:49; 2002L:50; 2007P:59; 2007L:60; 2013:72) 
21. Marocco (1997:40; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2011:68)       
22. Mozambico (1994:35; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
23. Namibia (1989:27; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
24. Niger (1993:32; 1995:36; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2016:77) 
25. Nigeria (1999:43; 2003:50; 2007:59; 2011:67; 2015:75) 
26. Senegal (1993:32; 1998:41; 2000:45; 2001:47; 2007:59; 2012P:69; 2012L:70) 
27. Sud Africa (1992:27; 1994:34; 1999:43; 2004:52; 2009:63; 2014:73)       
28. Tanzania (2015:76) 
29. Tunisia (1989:24; 1994:34; 1999:44; 2011:68; 2014:74) 

Americhe
1. Argentina (1983:12; 1985:16; 1987:21; 1989:24; 1991:30; 1993:33; 1995:36; 1997:40; 

1999:44; 2001:48; 2003:50; 2005:56; 2007:60; 2009:63; 2011:68; 2013:72; 2015:76) 
2. Bahamas (2002:49; 2012:69) 
3. Barbados (2003:50; 2008:61) 
4. Belize (2003:50; 2008:61) 
5. Bolivia (1985:16; 1989:24; 1993:32; 1997:39; 2002:49; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
6. Brasile (1982:10; 1985:16; 1986:18; 1989:25; 1994:35; 1995:36; 1998:42; 2002:50; 

2006:58; 2010:66; 2014:74) 
7. Canada (1984:14; 1988:22; 1993:33; 1997:39; 2000:46; 2004:52; 2006:57; 2008:62; 

2011:67; 2015:76) 
8. Cile (1989:25; 1993:33; 1997:40; 2000:45; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
9. Colombia (1982:9; 1986:17; 1986:18; 1990:27; 1991:30; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 

2006:57; 2010:65; 2014:73) 
10. Costarica (1990:27; 1994:34; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2006:57; 2010:65; 2014:73) 
11. Ecuador (1988:21; 1994:34; 1997/98:41; 2002:50; 2006:58; 2009:63; 2013:71) 
12. El Salvador (1985:16; 1989:24; 1991:29; 1994:34; 1997:39; 1999:43; 2000:45; 

2003:50; 2004:52; 2006:57; 2009:63; 2012:69; 2014:73; 2015:75) 
13. Giamaica (1989:24; 1997:40; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2011:68; 2016:77) 
14. Guatemala (1985:16; 1991:28; 1999:44; 2003:51; 2007:60; 2011:68) 
15. Honduras (1989:27; 1995:33; 1997:40; 2001:48; 2005:56; 2009:64; 2013:72) 
16. Messico (1979:10; 1982:10; 1985:16; 1988:22; 1991:30; 1994:35; 1997:40; 2000:46; 

2003:51; 2006:58; 2009:64; 2012:70; 2015:75) 
17. Nicaragua (1990:27; 1996:39; 2001:48; 2006:58; 2011:68; 2016:78) 
18. Panama (1999:43; 2004:52; 2009:63; 2014:73) 
19. Paraguay (1989:24; 1993:32; 1998:41; 2003:50; 2008:61; 2013:71) 
20. Perù (1985:16; 1990:27; 1992:31; 1995:36; 2000:45; 2001:47; 2006:57; 2011:67; 

2016:77) 
21. Repubblica Dominicana (1982:9; 1990:27; 1998:41; 2002:49; 2004:52; 2006:57; 

2008:61; 2010:65; 2012:69; 2016:77) 
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22. Stati Uniti d’America (1982:10; 1984:14; 1986:18; 1988:22; 1990:28; 1992:31; 
1994:35; 1996:39; 1998:42; 2000:46; 2002:50; 2004:53; 2006:58; 2008:62; 2010:66; 
2012:70; 2014:74;  2016:78) 

23. Suriname (2005:54; 2015:75) 
24. Trinidad/Tobago (2002:50; 2007:61; 2015:76) 
25. Uruguay (1984:16; 1989:25; 1994:35; 1999:44; 2004:53; 2009:64; 2014:74) 
26. Venezuela (1984:12; 1988:22; 1993:33; 1999:42; 2000:46; 2005:56; 2006:58; 2010:66; 

2012:70; 2013:71; 2015:76) 
27. Haiti (1990:28) 

Asia
1. Bangladesh (1991:29; 2001:48) 
2. Corea del Sud (1985:16; 1987:21; 1996:38; 1997:40; 2000:45; 2002:50; 2004:52; 

2007:60; 2008:61; 2012L:69; 2012P:70; 2016:77) 
3. Filippine (1987:19; 1992:30; 1995:36; 1998:41; 2004:52; 2013:71; 2016:77) 
4. Giappone (1983:12; 1986:18; 1989/90:27; 1992:31; 1993:33; 1996:39; 1998:42; 

2000:45; 2001:48; 2003:51; 2004:53; 2005:56; 2007:60; 2009:64; 2010:66; 2012:70; 
2013:72; 2014:74; 2016:78) 

5. India (1984:16; 1989:27; 1991:29; 1996:38; 1998:41; 1999:44; 2004:52; 2009:63; 
2014:73) 

6. Indonesia (1987:19; 1997:39; 1999:43; 2004:52; 2009L:63; 2009P:64; 2014:73; 
2014P:74) 

7. Israele (1984:14; 1988:22; 1992:30; 1996:38; 1999:43; 2001:47; 2003:50; 2006:57; 
2009:63; 2013:71; 2015:75) 

8. Malaysia (1982:9; 1986:18; 1990:28; 1995:36; 1999:44) 
9. Mongolia (1990:28; 2001:47; 2004:52; 2005:54; 2009:63; 2012:69; 2013:71; 2016:77)  
10. Nepal (1991:29; 1994:35; 1999:43; 2008:61) 
11. Pakistan (1990:28; 1997:39; 2002:50) 
12. Palestina (1996:38) 
13. Papua Nuova Guinea (2002:49) 
14. Sri Lanka (1982:10; 1989:24; 1994:35; 2000:46; 2001:48; 2004:52; 2005:56; 2010:65) 
15. Tailandia (2005:54; 2006:57; 2007:60; 2008:61; 2011:68) 
16. Timor Est (2002:49; 2007:59; 2012P:69; 2012L:70) 
17. Turchia (1987:21; 1991:30; 1995:37; 1999:43; 2002:50; 2007:60; 2011:67; 2014:74; 

2015:75; 2015:76) 

Oceania 
1. Australia (1983:11; 1984:16; 1987:21; 1990:27; 1993:32; 1998:42; 2001:48; 2004:53; 

2007:60; 2010:66; 2013:72; 2016:78) 
2. Nuova Zelanda (1984:14; 1987:21; 1990:28; 1993:33; 1996:39; 1999:44; 2002:50; 

2005:56; 2008:62; 2011:68; 2014:74) 

Assemblee sovranazionali
1. Parlamento Europeo (1984:13; 1987:19; 1988:21; 1989:23; 1994:34; 1999:43; 2004:52; 

2009:63; 2014:73)

LUGLIO-DICEMBRE 2016  

Europa: Austria, Bulgaria, Croazia, Georgia, Islanda, Lituania, 
Moldavia, Montenegro, Romania 

Africa: Capo Verde (Presidenziali), Ghana (Presidenziali e 
Legislative)

Americhe: Nicaragua (Presidenziali e Legislative), Stati Uniti 
(Presidenziali e Legislative) 

Asia: Giappone
Oceania: Australia

Europa

Austria
Le ultime elezioni presidenziali austriache si sono svolte in due turni 

- 24 aprile e 22 maggio 2016 - (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni
dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 77). Tuttavia, a causa di alcune irreogolarità 
legate al voto per corrispondenza, il secondo turno è stato ripetuto il 4 
dicembre 2016.  

Come si vede dalla Tab. 1, l’esito del voto non è cambiato rispetto 
all’elezione di maggio: il verde Van der Bellen è stato eletto Presidente della 
Repubblica con una percentuale del 53,8%, ben più solida rispetto al 50,3% 
ottenuto nella tornata annullata. Il suo avversario, l’esponente della estrema 
destra Nordbert Hofer, si è fermato a poco più di 2.100.000 voti, 
corrispondenti al 46,2%.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 1 QUI 
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TAB. 1. – Elezioni presidenziali in Austria (4 dicembre 2016 – ripetizione del II turno).  

  II turno - ripetuto 
Candidati Partito Voti % Voti 
Alexander Van der Bellen Indipendente, sostenuto da I Verdi (V) 2.472.892 53,8 
Nordbert Hofer Partito della Libertà Austriaco (FPÖ) 2.124.661 46,2 
Totale  4.597.553 100 
Schede bianche e nulle  151.851  
Votanti  4.749.404 74,2 
Elettori  6.399.572  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 



Nonostante si sia trattato di elezioni ripetute, il livello di 
partecipazione elettorale è stato addirittura superiore rispetto alla tornata di 
maggio. Infatti, mentre in occasione del primo e del secondo turno 
dell’aprile-maggio 2016 la partecipazione fu rispettivamente del 68,5% e del 
72,7%, in questa occasione è arrivata al 74,2%.  

Bulgaria
A cinque anni di distanza dalla elezioni dell’ottobre 2011 (si veda 

questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 68) gli elettori 
bulgari sono stati chiamati a rieleggere il loro Presidente della Repubblica. 
Contestualmente, si è votato anche per tre quesiti referendari relativi a 
modifiche del sistema elettorale e del meccanismo di finanziamento dei 
partiti politici.  

La sfida al presidente uscente Rosen Plevneliev, membro del partito 
di centro-destra GERB, è stata lanciata da ben 21 candidati: 12 di quesi sono 
membri di partito o hanno potuto godere del loro sostegno, i restanti nove si 
sono invece candidati come indipendenti.  

TAB. 2 QUI 

 
La formazione Cittadini per lo Sviluppo Europeo della Bulgaria 

(GERB), partito anche del Primo Ministro Boijko Borisov, ha deciso di non 

ricandidare il presidente uscente puntando tutto su Tsetska Tsacheva, prima 
donna ad aver presieduto l’Assemblea Nazionale bulgara. Il Partito 
Socialista Bulgaro (BSP) - forza di opposizione filorussa - ha, invece, 
sostenuto Rumen Radev candidatosi ufficialmente come indipendente. 
Radev, comandante dell’Aeronautica Militare bulgara dal 2014, era sceso 
ufficialmente nell’agone politico nell’agosto 2016, quando il BSP e il 
piccolo partito denominato Alternativa per la Rinascita della Bulgaria 
(ABR) avevano deciso di garantirgli il loro appoggio. I due candidati 
principali sono stati affiancati da Krasimir Karakachanov e da Veselin 
Mareshki. Il primo, già candidato nel 2011 con una percentuale pari all’1%, 
si è presentato sotto il simbolo della coalizione Patrioti Uniti, formazione 
dell’estrema destra nazionalista costituita da: Movimento Bulgaro Nazionale 
(IMRO), Fronte Nazionale per la Salvezza della Bulgaria (NSFB) e Attacco 
(ATAKA). Il secondo, invece, è un uomo d’affari entrato in politica nel 
2005, competendo prevalentemente al di fuori dei partiti ufficiali. Così, 
anche alle presidenziali del 2016 ha corso da indipendente.  

Il primo turno ha visto una serrata competizione tra i due candidati 
principali. Il filorusso Radev ha raggiunto il 25,4%, mentre l’europeista 
Tsacheva si è fermata al 22%. Più distanti Karakachanov e Mareshki che 
hanno ottenuto, rispettivamente, il 15% e l’11,2%. Il ballottaggio si è svolto 
nella settimana successiva e ha decretato la netta vittoria del candidato del 
BSP con il 59,4%, lasciando alla candidata di GERB il 36,1%. Il 4,5% degli 
elettori ha, invece, deciso di dichiarare la propria contrarietà per entrambi i 
candidati.  

Rispetto al 2011, la partecipazione è cresciuta sia al primo sia al 
secondo turno, passando dal 52,3% al 56,3% in un caso e dal 48,2% al 
50,4% nell’altro.  

 
 
Croazia 

A meno di un anno dalle ultime elezioni parlamentari (si veda questa 
Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 76), i cittadini croati 
hanno rieletto i 151 membri della propria assemblea legislativa.  

La precedente legislatura, durata appena sette mesi, era stata sciolta 
formalmente il 15 luglio 2016 come conseguenza di una mozione di sfiducia 
firmata dai partiti di opposizione, a cominciare dal Partito 
Socialdemocratico Croato (SDP). 
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TAB. 2. – Elezioni presidenziali in Bulgaria (6 novembre 2016 e 13 novembre 2016).  

  I turno II turno 
Candidati Partito Voti % Voti Voti % Voti 
Rumen Radev Indipendente (sostenuto dal BSP) 973.754 25,4 2.063.032 59,4 
Tsetska Tsacheva GERB 840.635 22,0 1.256.485 36,1 
Krasimir Karakachanov  Patrioti Uniti 573.016 15,0   
Veselin Mareshki  Indipendente 427.660 11,2   
Plamen Oresharski Indipendente 253.726 6,6   
Traycho Traykov  Blocco Riformista 224.734 5,9   
Ivailo Kalfin Alternativa per la Rinascita della Bulgaria 125.531 3,3   
Tatyana Doncheva Movimento 21 – NDSV 69.372 1,8   
Altri  125.128 3,3   
Nessuno dei precedenti  214.094 5,6 155.411 4,5 
Totale  3.827.650 100 3.474.928 100 
Schede bianche e nulle  119.925  66.036  
Votanti  3.947.575 56,3 3.540.964 50,4 
Elettori  7.014.723  7.020.119  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 

 

 
 
 



Nonostante si sia trattato di elezioni ripetute, il livello di 
partecipazione elettorale è stato addirittura superiore rispetto alla tornata di 
maggio. Infatti, mentre in occasione del primo e del secondo turno 
dell’aprile-maggio 2016 la partecipazione fu rispettivamente del 68,5% e del 
72,7%, in questa occasione è arrivata al 74,2%.  

Bulgaria
A cinque anni di distanza dalla elezioni dell’ottobre 2011 (si veda 

questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 68) gli elettori 
bulgari sono stati chiamati a rieleggere il loro Presidente della Repubblica. 
Contestualmente, si è votato anche per tre quesiti referendari relativi a 
modifiche del sistema elettorale e del meccanismo di finanziamento dei 
partiti politici.  

La sfida al presidente uscente Rosen Plevneliev, membro del partito 
di centro-destra GERB, è stata lanciata da ben 21 candidati: 12 di quesi sono 
membri di partito o hanno potuto godere del loro sostegno, i restanti nove si 
sono invece candidati come indipendenti.  

TAB. 2 QUI 

 
La formazione Cittadini per lo Sviluppo Europeo della Bulgaria 

(GERB), partito anche del Primo Ministro Boijko Borisov, ha deciso di non 

ricandidare il presidente uscente puntando tutto su Tsetska Tsacheva, prima 
donna ad aver presieduto l’Assemblea Nazionale bulgara. Il Partito 
Socialista Bulgaro (BSP) - forza di opposizione filorussa - ha, invece, 
sostenuto Rumen Radev candidatosi ufficialmente come indipendente. 
Radev, comandante dell’Aeronautica Militare bulgara dal 2014, era sceso 
ufficialmente nell’agone politico nell’agosto 2016, quando il BSP e il 
piccolo partito denominato Alternativa per la Rinascita della Bulgaria 
(ABR) avevano deciso di garantirgli il loro appoggio. I due candidati 
principali sono stati affiancati da Krasimir Karakachanov e da Veselin 
Mareshki. Il primo, già candidato nel 2011 con una percentuale pari all’1%, 
si è presentato sotto il simbolo della coalizione Patrioti Uniti, formazione 
dell’estrema destra nazionalista costituita da: Movimento Bulgaro Nazionale 
(IMRO), Fronte Nazionale per la Salvezza della Bulgaria (NSFB) e Attacco 
(ATAKA). Il secondo, invece, è un uomo d’affari entrato in politica nel 
2005, competendo prevalentemente al di fuori dei partiti ufficiali. Così, 
anche alle presidenziali del 2016 ha corso da indipendente.  

Il primo turno ha visto una serrata competizione tra i due candidati 
principali. Il filorusso Radev ha raggiunto il 25,4%, mentre l’europeista 
Tsacheva si è fermata al 22%. Più distanti Karakachanov e Mareshki che 
hanno ottenuto, rispettivamente, il 15% e l’11,2%. Il ballottaggio si è svolto 
nella settimana successiva e ha decretato la netta vittoria del candidato del 
BSP con il 59,4%, lasciando alla candidata di GERB il 36,1%. Il 4,5% degli 
elettori ha, invece, deciso di dichiarare la propria contrarietà per entrambi i 
candidati.  

Rispetto al 2011, la partecipazione è cresciuta sia al primo sia al 
secondo turno, passando dal 52,3% al 56,3% in un caso e dal 48,2% al 
50,4% nell’altro.  

 
 
Croazia 

A meno di un anno dalle ultime elezioni parlamentari (si veda questa 
Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 76), i cittadini croati 
hanno rieletto i 151 membri della propria assemblea legislativa.  

La precedente legislatura, durata appena sette mesi, era stata sciolta 
formalmente il 15 luglio 2016 come conseguenza di una mozione di sfiducia 
firmata dai partiti di opposizione, a cominciare dal Partito 
Socialdemocratico Croato (SDP). 
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TAB. 3 QUI 
 
Per i socialdemocratici la strada delle nuove elezioni si è rivelata 

assai meno confortevole del previsto. La loro Coalizione Popolare, infatti, 
ha ottenuto meno voti e meno seggi rispetto alle elezioni del novembre 
2015, aumentando perciò la distanza che la separava dalla coalizione 
conservatrice guidata dall’Unione Democratica Croata. La coalizione 
guidata dall’HDZ ha, infatti, ottenuto due seggi in più - da 59 a 61 - ed è 
passata dal 34,6% al 36,6% dei consensi.  Al contrario, la coalizione di 
centro-sinistra ha perso due seggi - da 56 a 54 - ed ha visto i propri consensi 
restare sostanzialmente invariati.  

Tra le compagini minori, il Ponte delle Liste Indipendenti (MOST) - 
membro della coalizione del governo uscente - ha perso ben 6 seggi rispetto 
al 2015, fermandosi al 9,8%. Prestazione più confortante per un altro partito 
tradizionale: il Blocco Umano (ZZ) che, in coalizione con altri partiti 
minori, ha raggiunto il 6,2% dei voti, corrispondente a 8 seggi: ben 7 in più 
rispetto alle elezioni precedenti.  

La brevissima distanza tra la tornata elettorale in esame e quella 
precedente ha probabilmente inciso negativamente sulla partecipazione 
elettorale, come si vede dalla Tab. 3, infatti, ha preso parte alla 
competizione appena il 54,6% degli aventi diritto: circa sei punti percentuali 
in meno rispetto al 2015. 

Georgia
 
Le elezioni del 2012 avevano rappresentato una vera e propria svolta 

nella politica georgiana (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni 
dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 70). Dopo otto anni di governo il partito del 
presidente Saakashvili - Movimento di Unità Nazionale (ENM) - dovette 
cedere lo scettro a un nuova formazione politica: la coalizione Sogno 
Georgiano - Georgia Democratica (KO-DS) fondata dall’uomo più ricco del 
paese, l’imprenditore Bidzina Ivanishvili.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 4 QUI 
 
A quattro anni da quelle elezioni, il paese è stato chiamato a rinnovare il 

proprio parlamento. L’attribuzione dei seggi avviene attraverso un sistema 
elettorale misto, in base al quale 77 parlamentari sono eletti con metodo 
proporzionale in un’unica circoscrizione nazionale (è prevista una soglia di 
sbarramento pari al 5%). I rimanenti 73 seggi sono invece assegnati con 
metodo maggioritario a doppio turno.  

Questo meccanismo ha garantito una fortissima maggioranza 
parlamentare al primo partito. Come si vede dalla Tab. 4, così come nel 2012, 
le elezioni sono state vinte dalla lista KO-DS, in grado di raccogliere il 48,7% 
dei consensi e addirittura il 76,7% dei seggi (115 su 150). Una maggioranza 
amplissima dovuta, soprattutto, alla capacità del KO-DS di conquistare tutti i 
seggi maggioritari, ad eccezione dei due lasciati a forze del tutto marginali. 
Peraltro, questa forza parlamentare potrà consentire al partito di governo di 
superare il veto presidenziale e di modificare la costituzione. Va detto che nel 
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TAB. 3. – Elezioni legislative in Croazia (11 settembre 2016). 
Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Coalizione guidata dall’Unione Democratica Croata (Coalizione HDZ) 695.804 36,6 61 
Coalizione Popolare (SDP e altri) 636.602 33,4 54 
Ponte tra liste indipendenti (MOST) 187.282 9,8 13 
Coalizione “Unica Scelta” (ZZ e altri) 117.208 6,2 8 
Coalizione per il Primo Ministro (BM365 e altri) 76.990 4,0 2 
Coalizione “Istria Più Forte” (IDS e altri) 43.180 2,3 3 
Coalizione “ Rivoltare la Croazia” (Pametno e Za Grad) 38.812 2,0 0 
Coalizione guidata dall’Alleanza Democratica Croata di Slavonia e Baranja (Coal. HDSSB) 23.573 1,2 1 
Altri 83.779 4,4 1 
Minoranze - - 8 
Totale  1.903.230 100 151 

Schede bianche e nulle  37.166  

Votanti  1.940.396 54,6 

Elettori  3.552.502  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 3 QUI 
 
Per i socialdemocratici la strada delle nuove elezioni si è rivelata 

assai meno confortevole del previsto. La loro Coalizione Popolare, infatti, 
ha ottenuto meno voti e meno seggi rispetto alle elezioni del novembre 
2015, aumentando perciò la distanza che la separava dalla coalizione 
conservatrice guidata dall’Unione Democratica Croata. La coalizione 
guidata dall’HDZ ha, infatti, ottenuto due seggi in più - da 59 a 61 - ed è 
passata dal 34,6% al 36,6% dei consensi.  Al contrario, la coalizione di 
centro-sinistra ha perso due seggi - da 56 a 54 - ed ha visto i propri consensi 
restare sostanzialmente invariati.  

Tra le compagini minori, il Ponte delle Liste Indipendenti (MOST) - 
membro della coalizione del governo uscente - ha perso ben 6 seggi rispetto 
al 2015, fermandosi al 9,8%. Prestazione più confortante per un altro partito 
tradizionale: il Blocco Umano (ZZ) che, in coalizione con altri partiti 
minori, ha raggiunto il 6,2% dei voti, corrispondente a 8 seggi: ben 7 in più 
rispetto alle elezioni precedenti.  

La brevissima distanza tra la tornata elettorale in esame e quella 
precedente ha probabilmente inciso negativamente sulla partecipazione 
elettorale, come si vede dalla Tab. 3, infatti, ha preso parte alla 
competizione appena il 54,6% degli aventi diritto: circa sei punti percentuali 
in meno rispetto al 2015. 

Georgia
 
Le elezioni del 2012 avevano rappresentato una vera e propria svolta 

nella politica georgiana (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni 
dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 70). Dopo otto anni di governo il partito del 
presidente Saakashvili - Movimento di Unità Nazionale (ENM) - dovette 
cedere lo scettro a un nuova formazione politica: la coalizione Sogno 
Georgiano - Georgia Democratica (KO-DS) fondata dall’uomo più ricco del 
paese, l’imprenditore Bidzina Ivanishvili.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 4 QUI 
 
A quattro anni da quelle elezioni, il paese è stato chiamato a rinnovare il 

proprio parlamento. L’attribuzione dei seggi avviene attraverso un sistema 
elettorale misto, in base al quale 77 parlamentari sono eletti con metodo 
proporzionale in un’unica circoscrizione nazionale (è prevista una soglia di 
sbarramento pari al 5%). I rimanenti 73 seggi sono invece assegnati con 
metodo maggioritario a doppio turno.  

Questo meccanismo ha garantito una fortissima maggioranza 
parlamentare al primo partito. Come si vede dalla Tab. 4, così come nel 2012, 
le elezioni sono state vinte dalla lista KO-DS, in grado di raccogliere il 48,7% 
dei consensi e addirittura il 76,7% dei seggi (115 su 150). Una maggioranza 
amplissima dovuta, soprattutto, alla capacità del KO-DS di conquistare tutti i 
seggi maggioritari, ad eccezione dei due lasciati a forze del tutto marginali. 
Peraltro, questa forza parlamentare potrà consentire al partito di governo di 
superare il veto presidenziale e di modificare la costituzione. Va detto che nel 
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TAB. 4. – Elezioni legislative in Georgia (8 e 30 ottobre 2016). 

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Sogno Georgiano – Georgia Democratica (KO-DS) 856.638 48,7 115 
Movimento di Unità Nazionale (ENM) 477.053 27,1 27 
Alleanza dei Patrioti della Georgia (APG) 88.097 5,0 6 
Democratici Liberi (TD) 81.464 4,6 0 
Movimento Democratico – Georgia Unita (DM-ES) 62.166 3,5 0 
Stato per un Popolo 60.681 3,4 0 
Partito Laburista della Georgia (SLP) 55.208 3,1 0 
Partito Repubblicano (R) 27.264 1,5 0 
Indipendenti - - 1 
Altri 51.061 2,9 1 
Totale  1.759.632 100 150 

Schede bianche e nulle  65.442  

Votanti  1.825.054 51,9 

Elettori  3.513.884  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 



2012 i seggi furono 85, corrispondenti ad una percentuale già superiore al 50%, 
ma decisamente più contenuta rispetto a quella attuale.  

La seconda piazza è stata occupata dall’ENM che ha conquistato il 
27,1% dei consensi e appena il 18% dei seggi (27 su 150). Si è trattato di un 
significativo passo indietro rispetto al già deludente risultato del 2012, quando 
l’ex partito di governo ottenne il 40,3% dei voti e 65 seggi.  

La terza forza rappresentata in parlamento è l’Alleanza dei Patrioti 
della Georgia (APG). Questa nuovo partito di destra e filorusso, fondato nel 
2012, ha raggiunto al suo esordio il 5% dei voti validi e 6 seggi, tutti 
conquistati nella parte proporzionale.  

Sotto il profilo della partecipazione al voto, si è registrato un netto 
calo rispetto alle elezioni precedenti quando, a fronte del 51,9% attuale, gli 
elettori furono il 59,8% degli aventi diritto. 

 
 
Islanda
 
In seguito alle proteste anti-governative dovute allo scandalo dei 

Panama Papers, che ha visto coinvolti alcuni dei principali esponenti del 
governo del paese, il Primo Ministro Sigmundur David decise di rassegnare le 
dimissioni. Fu questa, di fatto, la ragione che portò l’Islanda ad anticipare le 
elezioni di qualche mese, chiamando i cittadini alle urne nell’ottobre 2016.  

Il rinnovo del parlamento, regolato da un sistema elettorale 
proporzionale, ha causato la prevedibile sconfitta del principale partito di 
governo, il Partito Progressista (B).  

 
 
 
 
TAB. 5 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Com’era ipotizzabile, la campagna elettorale si è giocata sulle 
conseguenze politiche delle oscure vicende emerse dai Panama Papers. Si è 
accentuata, per esempio, l’ostilità delle forze politiche minori nei confronti 
dei due partiti al governo nella fase in cui esplose lo scandalo, Partito 
Progressista e Partito dell’Indipendenza (D). Il Partito Pirata, in particolare, 
scelse di dichiarare la sua totale indisponibilità a partecipate a coalizioni 
post-elettorali con le due forze politiche governative aprendo, invece, ad una 
collaborazione con gli altri partiti, a cominciare da Riforma, Futuro 
Radioso, Alleanza Socialdemocratica e Movimento Sinistra-Verde.  

In questo quadro, gli elettori hanno diversificato il loro 
atteggiamento rispetto ai due partiti di governo: D ha ottenuto il 29% dei 
consensi (21 seggi), facendo segnare addirittura una crescita rispetto alle 
elezioni del 2013; B, invece, ha raggiunto l’11,5% dei consensi che gli sono 
valsi appena 8 seggi. Rispetto alle elezioni precedenti, il Partito Progressista 
ha lasciato per strada oltre il 50% dei suoi voti, perdendo anche 11 seggi.  

Quanto agli altri partiti, queste elezioni non hanno arrestato il declino 
dei socialdemocratici che, fermandosi al 5,7% dei voti, hanno perso oltre 7 
punti percentuali rispetto al 2013, quando, peraltro, avevano già fatto segnare 
un pesante arretramento. Ben diversa la prestazione del Partito Pirata che ha 
conseguito il 14,5% dei consensi, andando così a triplicare i voti ricevuti tre 
anni prima. Notevole anche il consenso ricevuto dalla sinistra verde che è 
passata dal 10,9% del 2013 al 15,9% dei voti, attestandosi come la seconda 
forza del paese. Infine: il centrista Riforma (C) - nato nel 2016 da una scissione 
del Partito dell’Indipendenza - ha esordito con il 10,5% dei voti e 7 seggi; 
d’altra parte, Futuro Radioso, fondato nel 2012, ha invece sostanzialmente 
conservato lo stesso consenso della tornata precedente. 

Ha partecipato al voto il 79,2% degli aventi diritto, il che segnala il 
proseguire del calo iniziato con le elezioni del 2013 quando presero parte al 
voto l’81,4% degli elettori, circa quattro punti in meno rispetto all’85,1% 
del 2009.  

 
 
Lituania
 
Terminati i quattro anni della legislatura inaugurata con le elezioni 

del 2012 (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 
70), gli elettori lituani hanno rinnovato l’unica camera del loro parlamento. 
Il sistema elettorale prevede che 70 seggi siano attribuiti con metodo 
proporzionale e i rimanenti 71 siano invece assegnati all’interno di 
altrettanti collegi uninominali. La vittoria del collegio è appannaggio del 
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TAB. 5. – Elezioni legislative in Islanda (29 ottobre 2016). 
Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito dell’Indipendenza (D)  54.990 29,0 21 
Movimento Sinistra-Verde (V) 30.166 15,9 10 
Partito Pirata (P) 27.449 14,5 10 
Partito Progressista (B) 21.791 11,5 8 
Riforma (C) 19.870 10,5 7 
Futuro Radioso (A) 13.578 7,2 4 
Alleanza Socialdemocratica (S) 10.893 5,7 3 
Partito Popolare (F) 6.707 3,5 0 
Alba (T) 3.275 1,7 0 
Altri 911 0,5 0 
Totale  189.630 100 63 

Schede bianche e nulle  5.574  

Votanti  195.204 79,2 

Elettori  246.511  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 



2012 i seggi furono 85, corrispondenti ad una percentuale già superiore al 50%, 
ma decisamente più contenuta rispetto a quella attuale.  

La seconda piazza è stata occupata dall’ENM che ha conquistato il 
27,1% dei consensi e appena il 18% dei seggi (27 su 150). Si è trattato di un 
significativo passo indietro rispetto al già deludente risultato del 2012, quando 
l’ex partito di governo ottenne il 40,3% dei voti e 65 seggi.  

La terza forza rappresentata in parlamento è l’Alleanza dei Patrioti 
della Georgia (APG). Questa nuovo partito di destra e filorusso, fondato nel 
2012, ha raggiunto al suo esordio il 5% dei voti validi e 6 seggi, tutti 
conquistati nella parte proporzionale.  

Sotto il profilo della partecipazione al voto, si è registrato un netto 
calo rispetto alle elezioni precedenti quando, a fronte del 51,9% attuale, gli 
elettori furono il 59,8% degli aventi diritto. 

 
 
Islanda
 
In seguito alle proteste anti-governative dovute allo scandalo dei 

Panama Papers, che ha visto coinvolti alcuni dei principali esponenti del 
governo del paese, il Primo Ministro Sigmundur David decise di rassegnare le 
dimissioni. Fu questa, di fatto, la ragione che portò l’Islanda ad anticipare le 
elezioni di qualche mese, chiamando i cittadini alle urne nell’ottobre 2016.  

Il rinnovo del parlamento, regolato da un sistema elettorale 
proporzionale, ha causato la prevedibile sconfitta del principale partito di 
governo, il Partito Progressista (B).  
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Com’era ipotizzabile, la campagna elettorale si è giocata sulle 
conseguenze politiche delle oscure vicende emerse dai Panama Papers. Si è 
accentuata, per esempio, l’ostilità delle forze politiche minori nei confronti 
dei due partiti al governo nella fase in cui esplose lo scandalo, Partito 
Progressista e Partito dell’Indipendenza (D). Il Partito Pirata, in particolare, 
scelse di dichiarare la sua totale indisponibilità a partecipate a coalizioni 
post-elettorali con le due forze politiche governative aprendo, invece, ad una 
collaborazione con gli altri partiti, a cominciare da Riforma, Futuro 
Radioso, Alleanza Socialdemocratica e Movimento Sinistra-Verde.  

In questo quadro, gli elettori hanno diversificato il loro 
atteggiamento rispetto ai due partiti di governo: D ha ottenuto il 29% dei 
consensi (21 seggi), facendo segnare addirittura una crescita rispetto alle 
elezioni del 2013; B, invece, ha raggiunto l’11,5% dei consensi che gli sono 
valsi appena 8 seggi. Rispetto alle elezioni precedenti, il Partito Progressista 
ha lasciato per strada oltre il 50% dei suoi voti, perdendo anche 11 seggi.  

Quanto agli altri partiti, queste elezioni non hanno arrestato il declino 
dei socialdemocratici che, fermandosi al 5,7% dei voti, hanno perso oltre 7 
punti percentuali rispetto al 2013, quando, peraltro, avevano già fatto segnare 
un pesante arretramento. Ben diversa la prestazione del Partito Pirata che ha 
conseguito il 14,5% dei consensi, andando così a triplicare i voti ricevuti tre 
anni prima. Notevole anche il consenso ricevuto dalla sinistra verde che è 
passata dal 10,9% del 2013 al 15,9% dei voti, attestandosi come la seconda 
forza del paese. Infine: il centrista Riforma (C) - nato nel 2016 da una scissione 
del Partito dell’Indipendenza - ha esordito con il 10,5% dei voti e 7 seggi; 
d’altra parte, Futuro Radioso, fondato nel 2012, ha invece sostanzialmente 
conservato lo stesso consenso della tornata precedente. 

Ha partecipato al voto il 79,2% degli aventi diritto, il che segnala il 
proseguire del calo iniziato con le elezioni del 2013 quando presero parte al 
voto l’81,4% degli elettori, circa quattro punti in meno rispetto all’85,1% 
del 2009.  

 
 
Lituania
 
Terminati i quattro anni della legislatura inaugurata con le elezioni 

del 2012 (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 
70), gli elettori lituani hanno rinnovato l’unica camera del loro parlamento. 
Il sistema elettorale prevede che 70 seggi siano attribuiti con metodo 
proporzionale e i rimanenti 71 siano invece assegnati all’interno di 
altrettanti collegi uninominali. La vittoria del collegio è appannaggio del 
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candidato che supera il 50% dei voti. In assenza di candidati in grado di 
ottenere la maggioranza assoluta e di una partecipazione inferiore al 40%, i 
primi due si sfidano al secondo turno. Al ballottaggio è eletto il candidato 
più votato, a condizione che la partecipazione sia pari almeno al 40%. Se 
così non fosse, la votazione si dovrebbe ripetere.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 6 QUI 
 
Come mostra la Tab. 6, le elezioni hanno restituito uno scenario molto 

chiaro: il primo, incontrovertibile, dato è rappresentato dalla pesante sconfitta 
dei socialdemocratici. L’LSDP del primo ministro uscente Algirdas 
Butkevičius, infatti, ha ottenuto appena il 15% dei voti validi che gli sono 
valsi 17 seggi, 4 dei quali ottenuti nei collegi uninominali. Si è trattato di un 
arretramento di ben 21 seggi rispetto alla tornata del 2012. Va sottolineata 
anche la débâcle del Partito Laburista (DP) passato dal 20,6% dei voti validi 
del 2012 (29 seggi) al 4,9% (2 seggi) del 2016. Se si aggiunge la magra 
prestazione di Ordine e Giustizia (TT), non si può che evidenziare come tutti i 
partiti di governo siano stati chiaramente puniti dal corpo elettorale.  

Al contrario, la grande vincitrice di queste elezioni è stata 
l’Unione dei Contadini e dei Verdi di Lituania (LVZS) che è riuscita a 
passare dai 53.000 voti del 2012 agli oltre 270.000 del 2016, 
conquistando così ben 54 seggi (35 nei collegi uninominali), a fronte di 
un unico rappresentante eletto nella tornata precedente. Se guardiamo 

alla percentuale di voti ottenuta nella parte proporzionale, la forza più 
votata è stata la conservatrice Unione Patriottica-Cristiano Democratici 
Lituani (TS-LKD), con il 22,6% dei consensi (31 seggi, 11 dei quali 
vincendo nei collegi uninominali). L’ultimo partito ad aver superato i 
dieci seggi è stato il Movimento Liberale (LRLS), che ha eletto 14 
parlamentari ottenendo il 9,5% dei voti proporzionali.   

Subito dopo le elezioni, il partito dei Contadini e Verdi ha 
espresso la volontà di farsi promotore di una coalizione di governo ampia 
che vedesse la partecipazione non solo, come sembrava scontato, del TS-
LKD, ma anche dei socialdemocratici. Questa opzione, però, non era 
gradita ai conservatori del TS-LKD. Così, il 9 novembre 2016, Contadini 
e Verdi hanno deciso di siglare un accordo di governo proprio con la 
forza più penalizzata alle urne: i socialdemocratici dell’LSDP.   

 
 
Moldavia
 
L’ultima elezione diretta del presidente moldavo si svolse nel 1996, 

quando la competizione fu vinta da Mircea Snegur, membro del Partito della 
Rinascita e della Conciliazione della Moldavia (PCRM). Queste elezioni 
hanno, perciò, segnato un ritorno al passato. Nel marzo 2016, infatti, la 
Corte Costituzionale moldava ha dichiarato l’illegittimità della revisione 
costituzionale del 2000, secondo la quale il presidente poteva essere eletto 
dal Parlamento.  

 
 
 
 
TAB. 7 QUI 
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TAB. 6. – Elezioni legislative in Lituania (9 e 23 ottobre 2016). 

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Unione Patriottica-Cristiano Democratici Lituani (TS-LKD) 276.275 22,6 31 
Unione dei Contadini e dei Verdi di Lituania (LVZS) 274.108 22,5 54 
Partito Socialdemocratico Lituano (LSDP) 183.597 15,0 17 
Movimento Liberale (LRLS) 115.361 9,5 14 
Coalizione Anti-Corruzione (LCP-LPP) 77.114 6,3 1 
Azione Elettorale dei Polacchi in Lituania - Alleanza Famiglie Cristiane (LLRA-KSS) 69.810 5,7 8 
Ordine e Giustizia (TT) 67.817 5,5 8 
Partito Laburista (DP) 59.620 4,9 2 
Unione dei Liberali di Lituania (LLS) 27.274 2,2 0 
Partito Verde Lituano (LZP) 24.727 2,0 1 
Lista Lituana (LS) 21.966 1,8 1 
Partito Popolare Lituano (LLP) 12.851 1,1 0 
Altri 10.438 0,9 0 
Indipendenti - - 4 
Totale  1.220.958 100 141 

Schede bianche e nulle  52.469  

Votanti  1.273.427 50,6 

Elettori  2.514.657  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
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TAB. 7. – Elezioni presidenziali in Moldavia (30 ottobre 2016 e 13 novembre 2016). 

  I turno II turno 
Candidati Partito Voti % 

Voti
Voti % 

Voti
Igor Dodon Partito dei Socialisti della Repubblica di Moldavia (PSRM) 680.550 48,0 834.081 52,1 
Maia Sandu Azione e Solidarietà (PAS) 549.152 38,7 766.593 47,9 
Dumitru Ciuba enco Partito Nostro (PN) 85.466 6,0   
Iurie Leancă Partito Popolare Europeo di Moldavia (PPEM) 44.065 3,1   
Mihai Ghimpu Partito Liberale (PL) 25.490 1,8   
Valeriu Ghile chi Indipendente 15.354 1,1   
Altri  18.441 1,3   
Totale  1.418.518    
Schede bianche e nulle  22.216    
Votanti  1.440.734 49,2   
Elettori  2.929.679    
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) www.ifes.org; 
archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. Elaborazione propria. 
 
 
 



L’elezione ha visto la partecipazione di ben nove candidati, sei dei 
quali sono stati in grado di superare almeno l’1% dei consensi.  

La competizione ha riguardato, soprattutto, due candidati: Igor Dodon - 
ex primo ministro e membro del Partito dei Socialisti della Repubblica di 
Moldavia (PSRM) - e Maia Sandu - ex ministro dell’istruzione ed esponente di 
Azione e Solidarietà (PAS).  

Dandon, pur essendo chiaramente filo-russo, non ha cercato 
l’appoggio esplicito di Putin e ha giocato la sua campagna elettorale con 
toni e retoriche anti-establishment. Sandu, invece, candidata pro-UE, è 
probabilmente stata penalizzata dal ruolo relativamente limitato che i temi 
europei hanno avuto durante la campagna e, pur partendo da una posizione 
governativa, ha scelto di impostare la sua propaganda sottolineando 
l’importanza della lotta alla corruzione, oltreché marcando la propria 
distanza dagli oligarchi dell’economia moldava.  

Come si vede dalla Tab. 7, il social-conservatore Dondon è 
risultato il candidato più votato fin dal primo turno, non riuscendo ad 
ottenere la maggioranza assoluta per appena due punti percentuali. Molto 
staccata la seconda classificata Sandu. Esponente di un progressismo 
liberale avanzato nei diritti civili e liberista in economia, Sandu si è 
fermata al 38,7% dei voti validi approdando al secondo turno con poche 
speranze di vittoria. Come previsto, il ballottaggio ha consacrato la vittoria 
di Dandon, anche grazie all’appoggio di un altro candidato filo-russo, il 
giornalista Dumitru Ciuba enco (Partito Nostro - PN), che al primo turno 
aveva raggiunto il 6% dei consensi. 

Montenegro

Il piccolo paese balcanico ha rinnovato gli 81 seggi dell’unica 
camera del suo parlamento a quattro anni di distanza dalle elezioni 
precedenti (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale
n. 70). Se si escludono alcune garanzie per le minoranze etniche, il sistema 
elettorale prevede che i seggi siano attribuiti proporzionalmente ai voti sulla 
base della formula d’Hondt. È prevista un’unica circoscrizione nazionale e 
una soglia di sbarramento pari al 3%. Infine, agli elettori non è consentito 
esprimere alcun voto di preferenza.  

TAB. 8 QUI 

Come si vede dalla Tab. 8, la competizione è stata vinta dal Partito 
Democratico dei Socialisti (DPS), forza di centrosinistra e filo-occidentale. 
Il DPS, che di fatto governa il Montenegro fin dal 1991, ha conquistato il 
41,4% dei voti validi che gli sono valsi 36 degli 81 seggi disponibili 
(44,4%). Rispetto al 2012 - quando si presentò in coalizione con due partiti 
minori - il partito del quattro volte premier ed ex Presidente della 
Repubblica Milo Djukanovic ha perso circa 5 punti percentuali, lasciando 
per strada anche tre seggi. Si tratta della vittoria meno robusta da quando il 
DPS partecipa alle elezioni.

La seconda piazza è andata alla coalizione di opposizione Fronte 
Democratico (DF), composta da un numero considerevole di formazioni 
politiche, alcune delle quali dichiaratamente nazionaliste e filorusse. DF ha 
ottenuto il 20,3% dei consensi e 18 seggi, facendo segnare una crescita di 2 
seggi rispetto al 2012. Nove seggi sono andati, invece, alla Coalizione 
Chiave (KK), alleanza tripartitica tendenzialmente pro-UE, collocata su 
posizioni radicalmente avverse al partito di governo. Il nuovo partito 
Montenegro Democratico (DCG), nato nel 2015 da una scissione in seno al 
Partito Socialista Popolare (PSP), ha raggiunto il 10% dei voti validi e 
conseguito otto seggi. Quattro dei 10 seggi rimanenti sono andati al Partito 
Socialdemocratico (SDP), mentre gli altri sono stati assegnati 
prevalentemente a partiti rappresentativi di minoranze etniche.  

In questo quadro, il DPS è stato costretto a dar vita ad un governo di 
coalizione insieme ai socialdemocratici e alle forze che rappresentano la 
minoranza albanese e quella croata.  
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TAB. 8. – Elezioni legislative in Montenegro (16 ottobre 2016). 

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito Democratico dei Socialisti (DPS) 158.490 41,4 36 
Fronte Democratico (DF) 77.784 20,3 18 
Coalizione Chiave (KK) 42.295 11,1 9 
Montenegro Democratico (DCG) 38.327 10,0 8 
Partito Socialdemocratico (SDP) 20.011 5,2 4 
Socialdemocratici (SD) 12.472 3,3 2 
Partito Bosniaco (BS) 12.089 3,2 2 
Montenegro Positivo (PCG) 5.062 1,3 0 
Decisamente Albanesi (AO) 4.854 1,3 1 
Altri 11.323 2,9 1 
Totale  382.707 100 81 

Schede bianche e nulle  5.513  

Votanti  388.220 73,4 

Elettori  528.817  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 



Romania
 
Conclusasi la legislatura iniziata con le elezioni anticipate del dicembre 

2012 (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 70), 
gli elettori rumeni hanno rinnovato la Camera dei Deputati e il Senato. A 
differenza del passato (quando era in uso un sistema misto), oggi in entrambe le 
camere i parlamentari sono eletti in base a un sistema elettorale proporzionale. 
In virtù dell’allargamento del rapporto tra elettori e rappresentanti il numero di 
parlamentari è diminuito: da 412 a 329 (inclusi i 17 seggi destinati alle 
minoranze etniche) alla Camera e da 176 a 136 al Senato.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 9 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 10 QUI 
 
 
 
 

La fase preelettorale è stata caratterizzata dal governo tecnico 
guidato da Dacian Ciolo  (ex commissario all’agricoltura dell’Unione 
europea), nato in seguito alle dimissioni del primo ministro 
socialdemocratico Victor Ponta. Ponta è stato a capo dell’esecutivo della 
Romania fino a novembre 2015, quando la sua esperienza di governo ha 
dovuto chiudersi sull’onda delle adunate di decine di migliaia di persone 
che, in molte città, hanno protestato contro corruzione e scandali. In un 
clima d’opinione già fortemente anti-governativo, la morte di 32 persone in 
un incendio scoppiato a fine  ottobre in una discoteca di Bucarest ha, di 
fatto, decretato le dimissioni di Ponta. 

Come si vede dalle Tabb. 9 e 10, la maggioranza relativa dei voti e 
dei seggi è andata, nonostante tutto, al Partito Socialdemocratico (PSD), 
l’unico in grado di garantire una qualche rappresentanza agli elettori dei 
piccoli centri e delle zone di campagna. Più esattamente, i socialdemocratici 
hanno ottenuto il 45,5% dei voti alla Camera e il 45,7% al Senato, 
conseguendo, rispettivamente, 154 (46,8%) e 67 seggi (49,3%). Il Partito 
Nazionale Liberale (PNL), che aveva sostenuto dall’esterno il governo di 
Ciolo , ha invece raggiunto il 20% dei voti alla Camera (69 seggi) e il 
20,4% al Senato (30 seggi). Come terza forza del paese si è affermato il 
partito anti-sistema Unione Salva Romania (USR). Guidato da Nicu or Dan, 
l’USR al suo esordio è stato in grado di ottenere l’8,9% dei voti sia alla 
Camera sia al Senato, il che gli è valso la conquista di 30 seggi in un caso e 
13 nell’altro.  

Più staccati, ma comunque in grado di raccogliere seggi in entrambe 
le camere, troviamo l’Unione Democratica degli Ungheresi in Romania 
(UDMR) - partito della minoranza ungherese -,   l’Alleanza dei Liberali e 
dei Democratici (ALDE) e il Partito Movimento Popolare (MP).  

Come già avvenuto alle elezioni del 2012, la partecipazione 
elettorale è stata assai contenuta, dimostrando un largo disinteresse dei 
rumeni per la loro politica nazionale. Se nel 2012 votarono 7,7 milioni di 
aventi diritto (41,8%), stavolta la percentuale è scesa al 39,4%, 
corrispondente a 7,3 milioni di elettori. 
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TAB. 9. – Elezioni legislative in Romania (11 dicembre 2016) – Camera dei Deputati. 
Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito Socialdemocratico (PSD) 3.204.864 45,5 154 
Partito Nazionale Liberale (PNL) 1.412.377 20,0 69 
Unione Salva Romania (USR) 625.154 8,9 30 
Unione Democratica degli Ungheresi in Romania (UDMR) 435.969 6,2 21 
Alleanza dei Liberali e dei Democratici (ALDE) 396.386 5,6 20 
Partito Movimento Popolare (MP) 376.891 5,4 18 
Partito Romania Unita (PRU) 196.397 2,8 0 
Partito della Grande Romania (PRM) 73.264 1,0 0 
Altri 326.082 4,6 17 
Totale  7.047.384 100 329 

Schede bianche e nulle  213.916  

Votanti  7.261.300 39,5 

Elettori  18.403.044  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 
 
 
TAB. 10. – Elezioni legislative in Romania (11 dicembre 2016) – Senato. 

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito Socialdemocratico (PSD) 3.221.786 45,7 67 
Partito Nazionale Liberale (PNL) 1.440.193 20,4 30 
Unione Salva Romania (USR) 629.375 8,9 13 
Unione Democratica degli Ungheresi in Romania (UDMR) 440.409 6,2 9 
Alleanza dei Liberali e dei Democratici (ALDE) 423.728 6,0 9 
Partito Movimento Popolare (MP) 398.791 5,7 8 
Partito Romania Unita (PRU) 207.977 2,9 0 
Partito della Grande Romania (PRM) 83.568 1,2 0 
Partito Ecologista della Romania (PER) 77.218 1,1 0 
Altri 129.921 1,8 0 
Totale  7.052.966 100 136 

Schede bianche e nulle  205.973  

Votanti  7.258.939 39,4 

Elettori  18.403.044  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 



Romania
 
Conclusasi la legislatura iniziata con le elezioni anticipate del dicembre 

2012 (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 70), 
gli elettori rumeni hanno rinnovato la Camera dei Deputati e il Senato. A 
differenza del passato (quando era in uso un sistema misto), oggi in entrambe le 
camere i parlamentari sono eletti in base a un sistema elettorale proporzionale. 
In virtù dell’allargamento del rapporto tra elettori e rappresentanti il numero di 
parlamentari è diminuito: da 412 a 329 (inclusi i 17 seggi destinati alle 
minoranze etniche) alla Camera e da 176 a 136 al Senato.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 9 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 10 QUI 
 
 
 
 

La fase preelettorale è stata caratterizzata dal governo tecnico 
guidato da Dacian Ciolo  (ex commissario all’agricoltura dell’Unione 
europea), nato in seguito alle dimissioni del primo ministro 
socialdemocratico Victor Ponta. Ponta è stato a capo dell’esecutivo della 
Romania fino a novembre 2015, quando la sua esperienza di governo ha 
dovuto chiudersi sull’onda delle adunate di decine di migliaia di persone 
che, in molte città, hanno protestato contro corruzione e scandali. In un 
clima d’opinione già fortemente anti-governativo, la morte di 32 persone in 
un incendio scoppiato a fine  ottobre in una discoteca di Bucarest ha, di 
fatto, decretato le dimissioni di Ponta. 

Come si vede dalle Tabb. 9 e 10, la maggioranza relativa dei voti e 
dei seggi è andata, nonostante tutto, al Partito Socialdemocratico (PSD), 
l’unico in grado di garantire una qualche rappresentanza agli elettori dei 
piccoli centri e delle zone di campagna. Più esattamente, i socialdemocratici 
hanno ottenuto il 45,5% dei voti alla Camera e il 45,7% al Senato, 
conseguendo, rispettivamente, 154 (46,8%) e 67 seggi (49,3%). Il Partito 
Nazionale Liberale (PNL), che aveva sostenuto dall’esterno il governo di 
Ciolo , ha invece raggiunto il 20% dei voti alla Camera (69 seggi) e il 
20,4% al Senato (30 seggi). Come terza forza del paese si è affermato il 
partito anti-sistema Unione Salva Romania (USR). Guidato da Nicu or Dan, 
l’USR al suo esordio è stato in grado di ottenere l’8,9% dei voti sia alla 
Camera sia al Senato, il che gli è valso la conquista di 30 seggi in un caso e 
13 nell’altro.  

Più staccati, ma comunque in grado di raccogliere seggi in entrambe 
le camere, troviamo l’Unione Democratica degli Ungheresi in Romania 
(UDMR) - partito della minoranza ungherese -,   l’Alleanza dei Liberali e 
dei Democratici (ALDE) e il Partito Movimento Popolare (MP).  

Come già avvenuto alle elezioni del 2012, la partecipazione 
elettorale è stata assai contenuta, dimostrando un largo disinteresse dei 
rumeni per la loro politica nazionale. Se nel 2012 votarono 7,7 milioni di 
aventi diritto (41,8%), stavolta la percentuale è scesa al 39,4%, 
corrispondente a 7,3 milioni di elettori. 
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Africa

Capo Verde 
 
Riconferma per Jorge Carlo Fonseca, presidente del piccolo stato 

dell’Africa occidentale, un arcipelago abitato da circa mezzo milione di 
cittadini.  

La vittoria di Fonseca era del tutto prevista, anche alla luce dalla 
incapacità del Partito Africano per l’Indipendenza di Capo Verde (PAICV) - 
principale partito di opposizione - di presentare un candidato alternativo a 
quello del Movimento per la Democrazia (MDP).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 11 QUI 
 
La svolta delle elezioni parlamentari del marzo 2016 (si veda questa 

Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 77), che ha estromesso 
il PAICV dal governo dopo quindici anni, ha segnato profondamente 
l’attuale partito di opposizione, lacerandolo e impendendogli di accordarsi 
su una candidatura comune. Questa circostanza ha consentito a Fonseca di 
vincere la competizione con il 74,1% dei voti validi: circa venti punti 
percentuali in più rispetto alla già significativa affermazione del 2011.  

Va detto che, in termini assoluti, la vittoria di Fonseca ha avuto 
sostanzialmente la stessa dimensione di quella precedente: se nel 2011 
ottenne circa 98.000 voti, nel 2016 ne ha raccolti poco più di 93.000. Di 
fatto, i potenziali elettori del PAICV hanno deciso di disertare le urne, il che 
ha generato un vero e proprio crollo del tasso di partecipazione elettorale, 
passato dal 59,9% del 2011 al 35,5%. 

Ghana
 
Le elezioni per il rinnovo del parlamento ghanese, tentuesi come nel 

2012 insieme alle elezioni presidenziali (si veda questa Rubrica in Quaderni
dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 70), hanno decretato la vittoria dei 
conservatori del Nuovo Partito Patriottico (NPP) e causato la fuoriuscita dal 
governo dei socialdemocratici del Congresso Nazionale Democratico 
(NDC). 

Rispetto alle elezioni precedenti, il paese ha dunque registrato un 
cambiamento profondo. L’NPP ha ottenuto il 52,2% dei voti e 171 seggi, 
facendo così segnare una crescita di 4,7 punti percentuali in termini di voti e 
un aumento di ben 48 seggi. Viceversa, il NDC ha perso circa quattro punti 
e, soprattutto, ha lasciato per strada ben 44 seggi.  

A differenza di quanto accaduto nel 2012, nessun’altra forza politica è 
riuscita a conquistare qualche seggio parlamentare, così il sistema partitico 
ghanese ha acquisito un formato perfettamente bipartitico.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 12 QUI 
 
Come si vede dalla Tab. 13, anche le elezioni presidenziali hanno 

visto la vittoria dell’NPP e, in particolare, di Nana Akufo-Addo, già 
candidato alla presidenza nel 2008 e nel 2012, ma sconfitto in entrambe le 
occasioni dai candidati del Congresso Nazionale Democratico.  

Akufo-Addo ha vinto al primo turno con il 53,9% dei consensi, 
distanziando di quasi dieci punti l’incumbent John Dramani Mahama, 
candidato dell’NDC fermo al 44,4%. La sfida si è di fatto limitata a questi 
due candidati, lasciando le briciole agli altri cinque. Tra questi, solo Paa 
Kwesi Nduom - candidato del Partito Popolar Progressista (PPP) - ha 
raggiunto l’1% dei consensi.  
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TAB. 11. – Elezioni presidenziali a Capo Verde (2 ottobre 2016).  

Candidati Partito Voti % Voti 
Jorge Carlo Fonseca Movimento per la Democrazia (MDP) 93.010 74,1 
Albertino Graça Indipendente 28.256 22,5 
Joaquim Monteiro Indipendente 4.278 3,4 
Totale  125.544 100 
Schede bianche e nulle  2.573  
Votanti  128.117 35,5 
Elettori  361.221  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito 
ufficiale. Elaborazione propria. 
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TAB. 12 QUI 
 
Come si vede dalla Tab. 13, anche le elezioni presidenziali hanno 

visto la vittoria dell’NPP e, in particolare, di Nana Akufo-Addo, già 
candidato alla presidenza nel 2008 e nel 2012, ma sconfitto in entrambe le 
occasioni dai candidati del Congresso Nazionale Democratico.  

Akufo-Addo ha vinto al primo turno con il 53,9% dei consensi, 
distanziando di quasi dieci punti l’incumbent John Dramani Mahama, 
candidato dell’NDC fermo al 44,4%. La sfida si è di fatto limitata a questi 
due candidati, lasciando le briciole agli altri cinque. Tra questi, solo Paa 
Kwesi Nduom - candidato del Partito Popolar Progressista (PPP) - ha 
raggiunto l’1% dei consensi.  
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TAB. 12. – Elezioni legislative in Ghana (7 dicembre 2016). 

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Nuovo Partito Patriottico (NPP) 5.663.786 52,5 171 
Congresso Nazionale Democratico (NDC) 4.567.429 42,3 104 
Partito Popolare Progressista (PPP) 187.078 1,7 0 
Altri 369.315 3,5 0 
Totale  10.787.608 100 275 

Schede bianche e nulle    

Votanti  10.787.608 68,7 

Elettori  15.712.499  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
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America

Nicaragua
 
A cinque anni di distanza dalla tornata precedente (si veda questa 

Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 68), gli elettori del 
Nicaragua hanno rinnovato il proprio parlamento e, contestualmente, eletto 
un nuovo presidente. 

Mentre il presidente è eletto in base ad un sistema elettorale 
maggioritario del tipo first-past-the-post, l’assemblea nazionale è eletta con 
metodo proporzionale, liste chiuse e nessuna soglia di sbarramento. Più 
esattamente, 20 seggi sono assegnati all’interno di una circoscrizione 
nazionale, 70 nell’ambito di diciassette circoscrizioni plurinominali nelle 
quali sono in palio da 2 a 19 seggi. Infine, due seggi sono appannaggio del 
miglior perdente delle elezioni presidenziali e del presidente uscente. Se, 
com’è perfettamente possibile, queste due figure coincidessero nella stessa 
persona, il secondo seggio sarebbe attribuito all’ex vice-presidente. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 14 QUI 
 
 

Le elezioni si sono svolte in un clima che paventava il ritorno, di 
fatto, al partito unico. Pochi mesi prima delle elezioni, infatti, 28 deputati 
eletti nel Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI) erano stati destituiti e sostituiti 
con parlamentari vicini al presidente Ortega.  

Come si vede dalla Tab. 14, in questo quadro, il Fronte Sandinista di 
Liberazione Nazionale (FSLN) ha confermato e rafforzato il proprio 
predominio nel sistema politico nicaraguense, ottenendo quasi il 66% dei 
consensi e ben 70 seggi su 92 (76,1%). Pur partendo da una posizione già 
signficativamente forte, rispetto al 2011, il partito sandinista ha guadagnato 
circa cinque punti percentuali e 7 seggi. 

Il cambiamento più rilevante ha riguardato l’area politica che si 
oppone - o tenta di farlo - alla forza sandinista. Se nel 2011 la seconda 
posizione era andata al Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI), in questa 
occasione i liberali, privati per ragioni oscure del proprio leader Eduardo 
Montealegre, sono stati scalzati dai conservatori del Partito Liberale 
Costituzionalista (PLC). In particolare, il PLC ha ottenuto il 15,3% dei voti 
e 13 seggi: un balzo in avanti considerevole rispetto alla tornata precedente, 
quando si fermò al 6,1% che gli valse appena 2 seggi.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 15 QUI 
 
 
Com’era prevedibile, sul fronte delle elezioni presidenziali non si 

sono registrate particolari sorprese. Daniel Ortega, candidato dell’FSLN, è 
stato confermato alla presidenza con un quasi-plebiscitario 72,4% dei voti: 
circa 10 punti percentuali in più rispetto al 2011. Molto distante, con il 15%, 
si è posizionato Maximino Rodriguez, ex guerrigliero dei Contras (i 
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TAB. 13. – Elezioni presidenziali in Ghana (7 dicembre 2016).  

Candidati Partito Voti % Voti 
Nana Akufo-Addo Nuovo Partito Patriottico (NPP) 5.716.026 53,9 
John Dramani Mahama Congresso Nazionale Democratico (NDC) 4.713.277 44,4 
Paa Kwesi Nduom Partito Popolare Progressista (PPP) 105.682 1,0 
Altri  80.684 0,7 
Totale  10.615.669  
Schede bianche e nulle  166.248  
Votanti  10.781.917 68,6 
Elettori  15.712.499  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito 
ufficiale. Elaborazione propria. 

America

TAB. 14. – Elezioni legislative in Nicaragua (6 novembre 2016). 
Partito  Voti  

Nazionali

% Voti 

Nazionali

Voti

Circoscriz. 

% Voti 

Circoscriz. 

Seggi

Totali

Fronte Sandinista di Liberazione Nazionale (FSLN) 1.590.316 65,9 1.608.395 65,6 70 
Partito Liberale Costituzionalista (PLC) 369.342 15,3 375.432 15,3 13 
Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI) 162.043 6,7 117.626 4,8 2 
Alleanza Liberale Nicaraguense (ALN) 137.541 5,7 137.078 5,6 2 
Partito Conservatore (PC) 106.027 4,4 110.568 4,5 1 
Alleanza per la Repubblica (APRE) 49.329 2,0 70.939 2,9 1 
YATAMA - - 30.901 1,3 1 
Membri speciali - - - - 2 
Totale  2.414.598 100 2.450.939 100 92 

Schede bianche e nulle  104.401  104.401  
Votanti  2.518.999 76,2 2.555.340 77,3 
Elettori  3.303.831  3.303.831  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
Nota: il valore relativo alla riga Elettori è riferito al numero di elettori registrati nel 2011. Il valore relativo alla riga 
Schede bianche e nulle è tratto da http://www.electionguide.org/elections/id/2666/. Dalla fonte non è possibile sapere se 
riguarda la competizione a livello nazionale oppure quelle a livello circoscrizionale.
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TAB. 14 QUI 
 
 

Le elezioni si sono svolte in un clima che paventava il ritorno, di 
fatto, al partito unico. Pochi mesi prima delle elezioni, infatti, 28 deputati 
eletti nel Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI) erano stati destituiti e sostituiti 
con parlamentari vicini al presidente Ortega.  

Come si vede dalla Tab. 14, in questo quadro, il Fronte Sandinista di 
Liberazione Nazionale (FSLN) ha confermato e rafforzato il proprio 
predominio nel sistema politico nicaraguense, ottenendo quasi il 66% dei 
consensi e ben 70 seggi su 92 (76,1%). Pur partendo da una posizione già 
signficativamente forte, rispetto al 2011, il partito sandinista ha guadagnato 
circa cinque punti percentuali e 7 seggi. 

Il cambiamento più rilevante ha riguardato l’area politica che si 
oppone - o tenta di farlo - alla forza sandinista. Se nel 2011 la seconda 
posizione era andata al Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI), in questa 
occasione i liberali, privati per ragioni oscure del proprio leader Eduardo 
Montealegre, sono stati scalzati dai conservatori del Partito Liberale 
Costituzionalista (PLC). In particolare, il PLC ha ottenuto il 15,3% dei voti 
e 13 seggi: un balzo in avanti considerevole rispetto alla tornata precedente, 
quando si fermò al 6,1% che gli valse appena 2 seggi.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 15 QUI 
 
 
Com’era prevedibile, sul fronte delle elezioni presidenziali non si 

sono registrate particolari sorprese. Daniel Ortega, candidato dell’FSLN, è 
stato confermato alla presidenza con un quasi-plebiscitario 72,4% dei voti: 
circa 10 punti percentuali in più rispetto al 2011. Molto distante, con il 15%, 
si è posizionato Maximino Rodriguez, ex guerrigliero dei Contras (i 
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TAB. 15. – Elezioni presidenziali in Nicaragua (6 novembre 2016).  

Candidati Partito Voti % Voti 
Daniel Ortega Fronte Sandinista di Liberazione Nazionale (FSLN) 1.806.651 72,4 
Maximino Rodriguez Partito Liberale Costituzionalista (PLC) 374.898 15,0 
Jose del Carmen Alvarado Ruiz Partito Liberale Indipendente (PLI) 112.562 4,5 
Saturnino Cerrato Alleanza Liberale Nicaraguense (ALN) 107.392 4,3 
Erick Antonio Cabezas Partito Conservatore (PC) 57.437 2,3 
Carlos Canales Alleanza per la Repubblica (APRE) 35.002 1,5 
Totale  2.493.942 100 
Schede bianche e nulle  90.246  
Votanti  2.584.188 78,2 
Elettori  3.303.831  
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; 
http://www.electionguide.org/elections/id/2665/. Elaborazione propria. 
Nota: il valore relativo alla riga Elettori è riferito al numero di elettori registrati nel 2011. 
 

 



controrivoluzionari largamente finanziati dagli USA) e leader del Partito 
Liberale Costituzionalista (PLC). Ortega ha pertanto cominciato il suo terzo 
mandato consecutivo. Già la candidatura del 2011 fu molto controversa e 
ottenuta solo in virtù del fatto che, essendo la maggioranza dei giudici della 
Corte Costituzionale di matrice sandinista, riuscì a vincere un ricorso 
avverso al divieto costituzionale di svolgere due mandati consecutivi. Con la 
vittoria del 2016, Ortega potrà potenzialmente governare quantomeno per 
quindici anni: dal 2006 al 2021.  

 
 
Stati Uniti d’America 
 
Terminato il doppio mandato di Barack Obama (si veda questa 

Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale nn. 62 e 70), l’8 novembre 
2016, dopo un lungo anno dedicato alle elezioni primarie, gli elettori 
statunitensi hanno eletto il loro 45° Presidente, la Camera bassa - House of 
Representatives - e 1/3 della Camera alta - Senate.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 16 QUI 
 
Come sempre è accaduto, anche le elezioni presidenziali del 2016 

hanno riguardato esclusivamente il Partito Repubblicano, che presentava 
l’eccentrico imprenditore Donald Trump, e il Partito Democratico, 
rappresentato dall’ex segretario di Stato, nonché ex First Lady, Hillary 
Clinton. I due candidati sono approdati alla competizione dell’8 novembre 
in modo molto diverso. Sebbene abbia dovuto affrontare la sfida da sinistra 

di Bernie Sanders, la vittoria di Hillary Clinton alle primarie democratiche 
non è mai stata realmente in discussione e, sotto questo profilo, ha 
certamente pesato anche il sostegno esplicito di Obama. Sull’altro fronte, 
invece, la vittoria di Trump è stata assai più sorprendente. Tuttavia, con il 
passare dei mesi, ciò che all’inizio della corsa per le primarie sembrava 
impossibile, andava via via assumendo contorni più nitidi, apparendo 
sempre più come una possibilità concreta.  

La campagna elettorale è stata molto accesa, con un utilizzo 
sistematico del negative campaining e un livello di targetizzazione 
dell’elettorato mai sperimentato prima, arrivando alla produzione di 
messaggi propagandistici tarati sulle preferenze e le aspettative del singolo 
elettore. Il frame interpretativo della campagna ha restituito all’elettorato 
l’immagine di due candidati diametralmente opposti: il ricchissimo e 
controverso imprenditore texano si è imposto come candidato anti-
establishment e unico difensore degli interessi nazionali; viceversa, Hillary 
Clinton è stata rappresentata come la candidata delle élites politico-
finanziarie, lontana dai sentimenti e dalle paure degli Stati Uniti profondi.  

L’8 novembre gli elettori hanno decretato l’inattesa vittoria di Trump 
il quale, benché nel voto abbia ricevuto qualche punto in meno rispetto a 
Clinton (46,1% contro 48,2%), ha ottenuto 306 grandi elettori su 538. Data 
la natura del sistema elettorale plurality, la maggioranza relativa nel voto 
nazionale ottenuta da Clinton non ha avuto alcun effetto sistemico. Com’è 
noto, infatti, ciò che rileva sono le singole competizioni all’interno di 
ciascuno stato federato.  

Come da tradizione, la partecipazione elettorale - calcolata 
guardando alla popolazione in età di voto - è stata piuttosto contenuta 
attestandosi al 55,5%. Rispetto al 2012 si deve comunque registrare un 
aumento di 1,4 punti percentuali.  
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TAB. 16. – Elezioni presidenziali negli Stati Uniti d’America (8 novembre 2016). 

Candidati Partito Voti % Voti Stati vinti Grandi
elettori

Donald Trump Partito Repubblicano 62.984.825 46,1 30 306 
Hillary Clinton Partito Democratico 65.853.516 48,2 21 232 
Gary Johnson Partito Libertario 4.489.221 3,3 0 0 
Jill Stein Partito Verde 1.457.216 1,1 0 0 
Altri  1.884.459 1,4 0 0 
Totale  136.669.237 100 51 538 
Schede bianche e nulle  2.177.334    
Votanti  138.846.571 55,5   
Elettori  250.056.000    
Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; 
www.electproject.org. Elaborazione propria. 
Nota: il District of Columbia esprime 3 voti nel collegio dei Grandi Elettori, perciò è equiparato a uno Stato; i valori 
corrispondenti alle righe Votanti e Elettori sono stimati e tratti da: http://www.electproject.org/2016g. 
 

 



controrivoluzionari largamente finanziati dagli USA) e leader del Partito 
Liberale Costituzionalista (PLC). Ortega ha pertanto cominciato il suo terzo 
mandato consecutivo. Già la candidatura del 2011 fu molto controversa e 
ottenuta solo in virtù del fatto che, essendo la maggioranza dei giudici della 
Corte Costituzionale di matrice sandinista, riuscì a vincere un ricorso 
avverso al divieto costituzionale di svolgere due mandati consecutivi. Con la 
vittoria del 2016, Ortega potrà potenzialmente governare quantomeno per 
quindici anni: dal 2006 al 2021.  

 
 
Stati Uniti d’America 
 
Terminato il doppio mandato di Barack Obama (si veda questa 

Rubrica in Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale nn. 62 e 70), l’8 novembre 
2016, dopo un lungo anno dedicato alle elezioni primarie, gli elettori 
statunitensi hanno eletto il loro 45° Presidente, la Camera bassa - House of 
Representatives - e 1/3 della Camera alta - Senate.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 16 QUI 
 
Come sempre è accaduto, anche le elezioni presidenziali del 2016 

hanno riguardato esclusivamente il Partito Repubblicano, che presentava 
l’eccentrico imprenditore Donald Trump, e il Partito Democratico, 
rappresentato dall’ex segretario di Stato, nonché ex First Lady, Hillary 
Clinton. I due candidati sono approdati alla competizione dell’8 novembre 
in modo molto diverso. Sebbene abbia dovuto affrontare la sfida da sinistra 

di Bernie Sanders, la vittoria di Hillary Clinton alle primarie democratiche 
non è mai stata realmente in discussione e, sotto questo profilo, ha 
certamente pesato anche il sostegno esplicito di Obama. Sull’altro fronte, 
invece, la vittoria di Trump è stata assai più sorprendente. Tuttavia, con il 
passare dei mesi, ciò che all’inizio della corsa per le primarie sembrava 
impossibile, andava via via assumendo contorni più nitidi, apparendo 
sempre più come una possibilità concreta.  

La campagna elettorale è stata molto accesa, con un utilizzo 
sistematico del negative campaining e un livello di targetizzazione 
dell’elettorato mai sperimentato prima, arrivando alla produzione di 
messaggi propagandistici tarati sulle preferenze e le aspettative del singolo 
elettore. Il frame interpretativo della campagna ha restituito all’elettorato 
l’immagine di due candidati diametralmente opposti: il ricchissimo e 
controverso imprenditore texano si è imposto come candidato anti-
establishment e unico difensore degli interessi nazionali; viceversa, Hillary 
Clinton è stata rappresentata come la candidata delle élites politico-
finanziarie, lontana dai sentimenti e dalle paure degli Stati Uniti profondi.  

L’8 novembre gli elettori hanno decretato l’inattesa vittoria di Trump 
il quale, benché nel voto abbia ricevuto qualche punto in meno rispetto a 
Clinton (46,1% contro 48,2%), ha ottenuto 306 grandi elettori su 538. Data 
la natura del sistema elettorale plurality, la maggioranza relativa nel voto 
nazionale ottenuta da Clinton non ha avuto alcun effetto sistemico. Com’è 
noto, infatti, ciò che rileva sono le singole competizioni all’interno di 
ciascuno stato federato.  

Come da tradizione, la partecipazione elettorale - calcolata 
guardando alla popolazione in età di voto - è stata piuttosto contenuta 
attestandosi al 55,5%. Rispetto al 2012 si deve comunque registrare un 
aumento di 1,4 punti percentuali.  
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TAB. 17. – Elezioni legislative negli Stati Uniti d’America (8 novembre 2016). Camera dei rappresentati (House of 
Representatives).

Partito  Voti % Voti  Seggi 

Partito Repubblicano 62.772.225 48,3 241 
Partito Democratico 61.417.454 47,3 194 
Partito Libertario 1.660.923 1,3 0 
Altri 4.032.648 3,1 0 
Totale  129.883.250 100 435 

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; 
http://history.house.gov/Institution/Election-Statistics/Election-Statistics. Elaborazione propria. 
 



 
 
TAB. 18 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sul versante delle elezioni legislative, i repubblicani hanno ottenuto la 

maggioranza dei seggi nella Camera bassa e l’hanno conservata nella Camera 
alta. Il che, al netto delle fratture interne al GOP, potenzialmente conferisce 
una forza considerevole all’azione politica del presidente neo-eletto. 

Più esattamente, come mostra la Tab. 17, i repubblicani hanno 
ottenuto il 48,3% dei voti per la Camera dei Rappresentanti, che gli sono valsi 
241 seggi (55,4%). Rispetto al periodo pre-elettorale, i repubblicani hanno 
perso 9 seggi - tre in Florida, due in Nevada, uno nell’Illinois, nel New 
Hampshire, nel New Jersey e in Virginia - e ne hanno conquistati 3 - due in 
Florida e uno nel Nebraska. Vista la configurazione perfettamente bipartitica 
della competizione, esattamente l’opposto è accaduto sul fronte democratico.  

Anche alle elezioni parziali del Senato i repubblicani hanno saputo 
conservare la loro supremazia, vincendo 22 dei 34 seggi in palio. Tuttavia, 
complessivamente, il loro vantaggio sui democratici è passato dai 10 seggi 
del Senato uscente ai 6 seggi del Senato attuale, rendendo così la 
maggioranza repubblicana più incerta rispetto alla fase precedente. 

 
 
 
Asia
 
 
Giappone

Le elezioni per il rinnovo di 121 dei 242 seggi che compongono la 
Camera dei consiglieri giapponese hanno confermato la preminenza del 
Partito Liberal Democratico (LP). 

La Camera alta del sistema politico giapponese - che si rinnova 
parzialmente ogni due anni - ha poteri più limitati rispetto alla Camera dei 
rappresentanti e tuttavia il suo controllo aumenta certamente la forza e la 
libertà di manovra del governo in carica. Per esempio, perché possa 
emendare la Costituzione è necessario che il governo goda di una 
maggioranza dei 2/3 in entrambe le camere.  

In queste elezioni, l’LDP del premier Shinzo Abe e il suo alleato 
tradizionale - il Nuovo Partito Komeito (NKP) - hanno ottenuto insieme 69 
seggi, portando così la loro dote a ben 145 seggi su 242, pari al 60%. I 69 
seggi sono un risultato di gran lunga superiore alle attese di Abe, che 
prevedeva di ottenerne non più di 61. 

Complessivamente, se si considerano anche i partiti minori, le forze a 
sostegno del governo conservatore hanno ottenuto 76 seggi, se a questi si 
aggiungono i cinque seggi ottenuti dai candidati indipendenti, ne deriva che 
Abe ha a disposizione la cosiddetta “super-maggioranza” necessaria a 
procedere alla modifica della Costituzione. 

TAB. 19 QUI 
 
Il Partito Democratico (DP) - principale partito di opposizione - ha 

ottenuto, invece, 32 seggi portando così il suo bottino complessivo a 49: ben 
11 in meno rispetto alla situazione precedente alle elezioni. Sempre sul 
fronte dell’opposizione è, al contrario, cresciuto il Partito Comunista 
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TAB. 18. – Elezioni legislative negli Stati Uniti d’America (8 novembre 2016). Parziale Senato (Senate). 
Partito  Senato uscente Seggi vinti  Senato attuale 

Partito Repubblicano 54 22 52 
Partito Democratico 44 12 46 
Altri 2 0 2 
Totale  100 34 100 

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; Elaborazione 
propria. 
 



 
 
TAB. 18 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sul versante delle elezioni legislative, i repubblicani hanno ottenuto la 

maggioranza dei seggi nella Camera bassa e l’hanno conservata nella Camera 
alta. Il che, al netto delle fratture interne al GOP, potenzialmente conferisce 
una forza considerevole all’azione politica del presidente neo-eletto. 

Più esattamente, come mostra la Tab. 17, i repubblicani hanno 
ottenuto il 48,3% dei voti per la Camera dei Rappresentanti, che gli sono valsi 
241 seggi (55,4%). Rispetto al periodo pre-elettorale, i repubblicani hanno 
perso 9 seggi - tre in Florida, due in Nevada, uno nell’Illinois, nel New 
Hampshire, nel New Jersey e in Virginia - e ne hanno conquistati 3 - due in 
Florida e uno nel Nebraska. Vista la configurazione perfettamente bipartitica 
della competizione, esattamente l’opposto è accaduto sul fronte democratico.  

Anche alle elezioni parziali del Senato i repubblicani hanno saputo 
conservare la loro supremazia, vincendo 22 dei 34 seggi in palio. Tuttavia, 
complessivamente, il loro vantaggio sui democratici è passato dai 10 seggi 
del Senato uscente ai 6 seggi del Senato attuale, rendendo così la 
maggioranza repubblicana più incerta rispetto alla fase precedente. 

 
 
 
Asia
 
 
Giappone

Le elezioni per il rinnovo di 121 dei 242 seggi che compongono la 
Camera dei consiglieri giapponese hanno confermato la preminenza del 
Partito Liberal Democratico (LP). 

La Camera alta del sistema politico giapponese - che si rinnova 
parzialmente ogni due anni - ha poteri più limitati rispetto alla Camera dei 
rappresentanti e tuttavia il suo controllo aumenta certamente la forza e la 
libertà di manovra del governo in carica. Per esempio, perché possa 
emendare la Costituzione è necessario che il governo goda di una 
maggioranza dei 2/3 in entrambe le camere.  

In queste elezioni, l’LDP del premier Shinzo Abe e il suo alleato 
tradizionale - il Nuovo Partito Komeito (NKP) - hanno ottenuto insieme 69 
seggi, portando così la loro dote a ben 145 seggi su 242, pari al 60%. I 69 
seggi sono un risultato di gran lunga superiore alle attese di Abe, che 
prevedeva di ottenerne non più di 61. 

Complessivamente, se si considerano anche i partiti minori, le forze a 
sostegno del governo conservatore hanno ottenuto 76 seggi, se a questi si 
aggiungono i cinque seggi ottenuti dai candidati indipendenti, ne deriva che 
Abe ha a disposizione la cosiddetta “super-maggioranza” necessaria a 
procedere alla modifica della Costituzione. 

TAB. 19 QUI 
 
Il Partito Democratico (DP) - principale partito di opposizione - ha 

ottenuto, invece, 32 seggi portando così il suo bottino complessivo a 49: ben 
11 in meno rispetto alla situazione precedente alle elezioni. Sempre sul 
fronte dell’opposizione è, al contrario, cresciuto il Partito Comunista 
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TAB. 19. – Elezioni legislative in Giappone (10 luglio 2016). Camera dei consiglieri (Sang-in, rinnovo parziale). 

Partito  Proporzionale Maggioritario Seggi 

 Voti 
% 

Voti 
Seggi Voti 

% 

Voti 
Seggi 

Seggi  

2016 
Totale 

Partito Liberal Democratico (LDP) 20.114.788 35,9 19 22.590.793 39,9 36 55 120 
Nuovo Partito Kometo (NKP) 7.572.960 13,5 7 4.263.422 7,5 7 14 25 
Iniziativa per Osaka  5.153.584 9,2 4 3.303.419 5,8 3 7 12 
Partito Cuore Giapponese (KOKORO) 734.024 1,3 0 535.517 1,0 0 0 3 
Partito Democratico (DP) 11.751.015 21,0 11 14.215.956 25,1 21 32 49 
Partito Comunista Giapponese (JCP) 6.016.195 10,7 5 4.103.514 7,3 1 6 14 
Partito Popolare della Vita (PLP) 1.067.301 1,9 1 - - - 1 2 
Partito Social Democratico (SDP) 1.536.239 2,7 1 289.899 0,5 0 1 2 
Partito Nuovo Rinascimento (NRP) 580.653 1,0 0 60.431 0,1 0 0 0 
Indipendenti - - - 5.739.452 10,2 5 5 12 
Altri 1.480.594 2,6 0 1.452.990 2,6 0 0 3 
Totale  56.007.353 100 48 56.555.393 100 73 121 242 

Schede bianche e nulle  2.078.325   1.538.612    

Votanti  58.085.678 54,7  58.094.005 54,7   

Elettori  106.202.873   106.202.873    

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 

 



Giapponese (JCP). I comunisti hanno eletto sei parlamentari il che, nel 
complesso, gli ha consentito di passare da 11 a 14 seggi.  

L’ampia vittoria dei liberal-democratici in questa tornata elettorale 
non ha fatto altro che accelerare il processo di rafforzamento della 
leadership di Shinzo Abe il quale ha ottenuto i numeri necessari a realizzare, 
almeno potenzialmente, uno dei suoi principali obiettivi politici: la modifica 
della Costituzione.  

 
 
 
Oceania

Australia

La norma prevede che ogni tre anni gli elettori australiani rinnovino 
l’intera Camera dei rappresentanti e la metà dei componenti del Senato. Così, 
per esempio, era accaduto nel settembre 2013 (si veda questa Rubrica in 
Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 72), quando le elezioni furono vinte 
dalla coalizione di centrodestra guidata dal Partito Liberale Australiano (LPA), 
e capeggiata da Tony Abbott. 

Sebbene solo per qualche mese, le elezioni del 2016 sono state 
anticipate rispetto alla loro scadenza naturale. Peraltro, per la prima volta negli 
ultimi trent’anni, sono state convocate in seguito all’attivazione della cosiddetta 
double-dissolution, il che ha comportato l’intero rinnovo del Senato, oltreché 
della Camera. Le elezioni con doppio scioglimento possono essere indette dal 
primo ministro solo nel caso in cui il Senato, a distanza di tre mesi, blocchi per 
due volte il passaggio di almeno una legge già approvata alla Camera.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 20 QUI 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 21 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Le elezioni hanno visto contrapposta la Coalizione Liberale-

Nazionale - composta da LPA, Partito Liberale Nazionale del Queensland 
(QLD), Partito Nazionale Australiano (NPA), Partito Liberale del Paese 
(CLP) - e il Partito Laburista Australiano (ALP). Malcolm Turnbull, primo 
ministro uscente, è il leader dei liberal-nazionalisti, mentre l’ex sindacalista 
Bill Shorten è il leader dei laburisti.  

Durante la campagna elettorale ha tenuto banco la situazione 
economica poco florida del paese oceanico. Turnbull, da un lato, ha 
proposto tagli fiscali per le società private e una maggiore indipendenza 
dell’industria dal settore minerario. Shorten, dall’altro lato, ha incentrato il 
suo messaggio sulla giustizia sociale e su maggiori investimenti su 
istruzione e sanità.  

Come si vede dalle Tabb. 20 e 21, le urne hanno premiato, sia alla 
Camera sia al Senato, il premier uscente e la sua coalizione liberal-
nazionale. Si è trattato, tuttavia, di una vittoria dal margine piuttosto 
ristretto. Più esattamente, alla Camera la coalizione di Turnbull ha ottenuto 
il 42,1% dei consensi, che gli ha permesso di conquistare 76 seggi; i 
laburisti, invece, si sono fermati al 34,7% dei voti, ottenendo solo 7 seggi in 
meno rispetto ai vincitori. Buon risultato per i verdi (sopra il 10%), benché 
si siano dovuti accontentare di un solo seggio.   

Sul versante del Senato, la coalizione liberal-nazionale ha raggiunto 
il 35,2% dei voti e 30 seggi. I laburisti, invece, si sono fermati al 29,8% dei 
consensi, arrivando così a quattro seggi di distanza dai loro avversari. Assai 
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TAB. 20. – Elezioni legislative in Australia (2 luglio 2016). Camera dei rappresentanti (House of Representatives). 
Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito Laburista Australiano (ALP) 4.702.296 34,7 69 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale Australiano - LPA) 3.882.905 28,7 45 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale Nazionale del Queensland - QLD) 1.153.736 8,5 21 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Nazionale Australiano - NPA) 624.555 4,6 10 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale del Paese - CLP) 32.409 0,3 0 
Verdi Australiani (AG) 1.385.650 10,2 1 
Squadra di Nick Xenophon (NXT) 250.333 1,9 1 
Indipendenti 380.712 2,8 2 
Altri 1.128.505 8,3 1 
Totale  13.541.101 100 150 

Schede bianche e nulle  720.915  

Votanti  14.262.016 91,0 

Elettori  15.671.551  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 

 



Giapponese (JCP). I comunisti hanno eletto sei parlamentari il che, nel 
complesso, gli ha consentito di passare da 11 a 14 seggi.  

L’ampia vittoria dei liberal-democratici in questa tornata elettorale 
non ha fatto altro che accelerare il processo di rafforzamento della 
leadership di Shinzo Abe il quale ha ottenuto i numeri necessari a realizzare, 
almeno potenzialmente, uno dei suoi principali obiettivi politici: la modifica 
della Costituzione.  

 
 
 
Oceania

Australia

La norma prevede che ogni tre anni gli elettori australiani rinnovino 
l’intera Camera dei rappresentanti e la metà dei componenti del Senato. Così, 
per esempio, era accaduto nel settembre 2013 (si veda questa Rubrica in 
Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n. 72), quando le elezioni furono vinte 
dalla coalizione di centrodestra guidata dal Partito Liberale Australiano (LPA), 
e capeggiata da Tony Abbott. 

Sebbene solo per qualche mese, le elezioni del 2016 sono state 
anticipate rispetto alla loro scadenza naturale. Peraltro, per la prima volta negli 
ultimi trent’anni, sono state convocate in seguito all’attivazione della cosiddetta 
double-dissolution, il che ha comportato l’intero rinnovo del Senato, oltreché 
della Camera. Le elezioni con doppio scioglimento possono essere indette dal 
primo ministro solo nel caso in cui il Senato, a distanza di tre mesi, blocchi per 
due volte il passaggio di almeno una legge già approvata alla Camera.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 20 QUI 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
TAB. 21 QUI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Le elezioni hanno visto contrapposta la Coalizione Liberale-

Nazionale - composta da LPA, Partito Liberale Nazionale del Queensland 
(QLD), Partito Nazionale Australiano (NPA), Partito Liberale del Paese 
(CLP) - e il Partito Laburista Australiano (ALP). Malcolm Turnbull, primo 
ministro uscente, è il leader dei liberal-nazionalisti, mentre l’ex sindacalista 
Bill Shorten è il leader dei laburisti.  

Durante la campagna elettorale ha tenuto banco la situazione 
economica poco florida del paese oceanico. Turnbull, da un lato, ha 
proposto tagli fiscali per le società private e una maggiore indipendenza 
dell’industria dal settore minerario. Shorten, dall’altro lato, ha incentrato il 
suo messaggio sulla giustizia sociale e su maggiori investimenti su 
istruzione e sanità.  

Come si vede dalle Tabb. 20 e 21, le urne hanno premiato, sia alla 
Camera sia al Senato, il premier uscente e la sua coalizione liberal-
nazionale. Si è trattato, tuttavia, di una vittoria dal margine piuttosto 
ristretto. Più esattamente, alla Camera la coalizione di Turnbull ha ottenuto 
il 42,1% dei consensi, che gli ha permesso di conquistare 76 seggi; i 
laburisti, invece, si sono fermati al 34,7% dei voti, ottenendo solo 7 seggi in 
meno rispetto ai vincitori. Buon risultato per i verdi (sopra il 10%), benché 
si siano dovuti accontentare di un solo seggio.   

Sul versante del Senato, la coalizione liberal-nazionale ha raggiunto 
il 35,2% dei voti e 30 seggi. I laburisti, invece, si sono fermati al 29,8% dei 
consensi, arrivando così a quattro seggi di distanza dai loro avversari. Assai 
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TAB. 21. – Elezioni legislative in Australia (2 luglio 2016). Senato (Senate).  

Partito  Voti % Voti Seggi 

Partito Laburista Australiano (ALP) 4.123.084 29,8 26 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Lista Unitaria Liberale/Nazionale) 2.769.426 20,0 10 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale Australiano - LPA) 1.066.579 7,7 14 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale Nazionale del Queensland - QLD) 960.467 6,9 5 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (Partito Liberale del Paese - CLP) 37.156 0,3 1 
Coalizione Liberale/Nazionale (I Nazionali – WA)  34.618 0,3 0 
Verdi Australiani (AG) 1.197.657 8,7 9 
Una Nazione Pauline Hanson 593.013 4,3 4 
Squadra di Nick Xenophon (NXT) 456.369   3,3 3 
Partito Liberaldemocratico (LDP) 298.915 2,2 1 
Partito Giustizia Derryn Hinch 266.607 1,9 1 
Partito Prima la Famiglia (FFP) 191.112 1,4 1 
Altri 1.843.897 13,2 1 
Totale  13.838.900 100 76 

Schede bianche e nulle  567.806  

Votanti  14.406.706 91,9 

Elettori  15.671.551  

Fonti: Keesing’s Records of World Events; archivio dell’International Foundation for Election System (IFES) 
www.ifes.org; archivio dell’Interparliamentary Union www.ipu.org/parline; http://psephos.adam-carr.net/; sito ufficiale. 
Elaborazione propria. 
 



più abbondante è stato il bottino dei verdi nella camera alta, dove hanno 
ricevuto nove seggi.  

Anche in virtù del fatto che il voto sia obbligatorio e che le sanzioni 
siano piuttosto punitive, la partecipazione elettorale si è attestata sul 91% 
alla Camera e sul 91,7% al Senato, facendo segnare un lieve aumento 
rispetto alle elezioni del 2013. 
 
 

LE ELEzioni in itALiA

di VINCENZO EMANUELE (CISE) 

Quaderni dell’Osservatorio elettorale n .78, dicembre 2017, pp. 123-142 
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REGIONALI 2017 IN SICILIA: TRA ASTENSIONE E BOOM DEL M5S 
L’ISOLA TORNA A DESTRA 

Il 5 novembre del 2017 gli elettori siciliani sono stati chiamati alle 
urne per il rinnovo dell’ARS (Assemblea Regionale Siciliana). Proprio co-
me già nel 2012, le elezioni dell’ARS sono cadute in un momento cruciale 
per il sistema italiano, ovvero nell’autunno che precede le politiche. Queste 
elezioni hanno però avuto un esito opposto a quello di cinque anni fa. Infat-
ti, dopo che nel 2012 la coalizione di centrosinistra - sfruttando la divisione 
del campo moderato-conservatore - era riuscita ad ottenere uno storico suc-
cesso nell’Isola portando Rosario Crocetta alla Presidenza della Regione, 
nel 2017 la coalizione di centrodestra ha riconquistato la Regione, ristabi-
lendo gli storici rapporti di forza che vedono sin dal 1994 il blocco berlu-
sconiano maggioritario in Sicilia. Nello Musumeci, ex Presidente della Pro-
vincia di Catania, è stato eletto Presidente e, a sorpresa, godrà anche di una 
maggioranza assoluta nel Parlamento siciliano. Un fatto non scontato alla 
vigilia, viste le caratteristiche della legge elettorale siciliana, un proporzio-
nale con soglia di sbarramento al 5% per le liste e un premio di maggioranza 
attribuito alla coalizione collegata al Presidente vincente. Una legge che pe-
rò non è majority-assuring e che, in presenza di un quadro politico fram-
mentato, non è in grado di assicurare una maggioranza al Presidente eletto, 
come già accaduto nel 2012. 

Oltre al ritorno al potere del centrodestra, queste elezioni contengono 
altri due elementi degni di nota, nonché potenzialmente forieri di conse-
guenze anche in vista delle prossime elezioni politiche: l’ulteriore aumento 
dell’astensione e il boom del Movimento Cinque Stelle. Due elementi che si 
erano già manifestati con forza cinque anni fa, con la partecipazione che era 
scesa sotto il 50% per la prima volta nella storia elettorale dell’Isola, e il 
M5S che aveva sfiorato il 15% dei voti, aprendo la strada alla cavalcata di 
Grillo verso le politiche del 2013. Oggi la partecipazione è diminuita ulte-
riormente, scendendo al 46,8%, mentre il M5S ha quasi raddoppiato i voti, 
sebbene il suo candidato, Giancarlo Cancelleri, dato come favorito prima 
dell’inizio della campagna elettorale, non sia riuscito a battere Musumeci. 

1. Il contesto: legge elettorale e offerta politica 
Per effetto della legge costituzionale n. 2 del febbraio 2013 il numero dei 
componenti dell’ARS è stato ridotto da 90 a 70. Questo cambiamento ha na-
turalmente conseguenze importanti sugli effetti della legge elettorale, che in 
Sicilia è la stessa dal 2005: è infatti in vigore la n. 7/2005 che delinea un si-
stema misto, in larga parte proporzionale ma con un correttivo maggiorita-
rio. Essa prevede che dei 70 deputati dell’ARS 62 siano eletti proporzio-
nalmente sulla base di liste di candidati concorrenti nei collegi elettorali 
provinciali in cui è ripartito il territorio della Regione, con la seguente di-
stribuzione: Palermo 16 seggi, Catania 13, Messina 8, Agrigento 6, Siracusa 
e Trapani 5, Ragusa 4, Caltanissetta 3 ed Enna 2. Questi 62 seggi sono asse-
gnati tramite il metodo del quoziente Hare e dei più alti resti (con recupero 
sempre a livello provinciale) alle liste che abbiano superato lo sbarramento 
del 5% a livello regionale. Degli otto seggi che rimangono da attribuire due 
sono assegnati rispettivamente al neoeletto Presidente della Regione e al 
migliore dei suoi competitors (il candidato presidente giunto secondo). Gli 
altri sei seggi (facenti parte del cosiddetto “listino” regionale composto da 
sette candidati incluso il candidato Presidente della Regione che ne è capoli-
sta) possono essere assegnati ai candidati della lista regionale più votata, ma 
entro il limite del raggiungimento dei 42 seggi (escluso il Presidente) a fa-
vore della coalizione vincente. Una volta raggiunta tale maggioranza, non si 
può andare oltre. I seggi eventualmente rimanenti sono ripartiti tra i gruppi 
di liste di minoranza sulla base del totale dei voti validi conseguiti a livello 
regionale da ciascun gruppo che abbia superato lo sbarramento del 5%. Si 
possono così delineare quattro diversi scenari: 

1) La coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene nei collegi pro-
vinciali un numero di seggi pari o superiore a 42: in tal caso non saranno e-
letti candidati della lista regionale, ma i sei seggi saranno redistribuiti tra le 
liste di minoranza che hanno superato lo sbarramento. È una situazione si-
mile a quanto accaduto nel 2008, quando la coalizione di centrodestra guida-
ta da Lombardo ottenne 61 seggi (su 80) con il solo riparto proporzionale. 

2) La coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene al proporziona-
le un numero di seggi compreso tra 36 e 41: risulterà eletto un numero di 
componenti della lista regionale che consente alla maggioranza di ottenere 
42 seggi in Assemblea (oltre al Presidente), mentre i seggi eventualmente 
residui saranno distribuiti alle minoranze. 

3) Se la coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene nei collegi 
provinciali tra 29 e 35 seggi, risulteranno eletti tutti i componenti del “listi-
no” e la coalizione vincente avrà comunque garantita una maggioranza di 
almeno 36 seggi (compreso il Presidente). 
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REGIONALI 2017 IN SICILIA: TRA ASTENSIONE E BOOM DEL M5S 
L’ISOLA TORNA A DESTRA 

Il 5 novembre del 2017 gli elettori siciliani sono stati chiamati alle 
urne per il rinnovo dell’ARS (Assemblea Regionale Siciliana). Proprio co-
me già nel 2012, le elezioni dell’ARS sono cadute in un momento cruciale 
per il sistema italiano, ovvero nell’autunno che precede le politiche. Queste 
elezioni hanno però avuto un esito opposto a quello di cinque anni fa. Infat-
ti, dopo che nel 2012 la coalizione di centrosinistra - sfruttando la divisione 
del campo moderato-conservatore - era riuscita ad ottenere uno storico suc-
cesso nell’Isola portando Rosario Crocetta alla Presidenza della Regione, 
nel 2017 la coalizione di centrodestra ha riconquistato la Regione, ristabi-
lendo gli storici rapporti di forza che vedono sin dal 1994 il blocco berlu-
sconiano maggioritario in Sicilia. Nello Musumeci, ex Presidente della Pro-
vincia di Catania, è stato eletto Presidente e, a sorpresa, godrà anche di una 
maggioranza assoluta nel Parlamento siciliano. Un fatto non scontato alla 
vigilia, viste le caratteristiche della legge elettorale siciliana, un proporzio-
nale con soglia di sbarramento al 5% per le liste e un premio di maggioranza 
attribuito alla coalizione collegata al Presidente vincente. Una legge che pe-
rò non è majority-assuring e che, in presenza di un quadro politico fram-
mentato, non è in grado di assicurare una maggioranza al Presidente eletto, 
come già accaduto nel 2012. 

Oltre al ritorno al potere del centrodestra, queste elezioni contengono 
altri due elementi degni di nota, nonché potenzialmente forieri di conse-
guenze anche in vista delle prossime elezioni politiche: l’ulteriore aumento 
dell’astensione e il boom del Movimento Cinque Stelle. Due elementi che si 
erano già manifestati con forza cinque anni fa, con la partecipazione che era 
scesa sotto il 50% per la prima volta nella storia elettorale dell’Isola, e il 
M5S che aveva sfiorato il 15% dei voti, aprendo la strada alla cavalcata di 
Grillo verso le politiche del 2013. Oggi la partecipazione è diminuita ulte-
riormente, scendendo al 46,8%, mentre il M5S ha quasi raddoppiato i voti, 
sebbene il suo candidato, Giancarlo Cancelleri, dato come favorito prima 
dell’inizio della campagna elettorale, non sia riuscito a battere Musumeci. 

1. Il contesto: legge elettorale e offerta politica 
Per effetto della legge costituzionale n. 2 del febbraio 2013 il numero dei 
componenti dell’ARS è stato ridotto da 90 a 70. Questo cambiamento ha na-
turalmente conseguenze importanti sugli effetti della legge elettorale, che in 
Sicilia è la stessa dal 2005: è infatti in vigore la n. 7/2005 che delinea un si-
stema misto, in larga parte proporzionale ma con un correttivo maggiorita-
rio. Essa prevede che dei 70 deputati dell’ARS 62 siano eletti proporzio-
nalmente sulla base di liste di candidati concorrenti nei collegi elettorali 
provinciali in cui è ripartito il territorio della Regione, con la seguente di-
stribuzione: Palermo 16 seggi, Catania 13, Messina 8, Agrigento 6, Siracusa 
e Trapani 5, Ragusa 4, Caltanissetta 3 ed Enna 2. Questi 62 seggi sono asse-
gnati tramite il metodo del quoziente Hare e dei più alti resti (con recupero 
sempre a livello provinciale) alle liste che abbiano superato lo sbarramento 
del 5% a livello regionale. Degli otto seggi che rimangono da attribuire due 
sono assegnati rispettivamente al neoeletto Presidente della Regione e al 
migliore dei suoi competitors (il candidato presidente giunto secondo). Gli 
altri sei seggi (facenti parte del cosiddetto “listino” regionale composto da 
sette candidati incluso il candidato Presidente della Regione che ne è capoli-
sta) possono essere assegnati ai candidati della lista regionale più votata, ma 
entro il limite del raggiungimento dei 42 seggi (escluso il Presidente) a fa-
vore della coalizione vincente. Una volta raggiunta tale maggioranza, non si 
può andare oltre. I seggi eventualmente rimanenti sono ripartiti tra i gruppi 
di liste di minoranza sulla base del totale dei voti validi conseguiti a livello 
regionale da ciascun gruppo che abbia superato lo sbarramento del 5%. Si 
possono così delineare quattro diversi scenari: 

1) La coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene nei collegi pro-
vinciali un numero di seggi pari o superiore a 42: in tal caso non saranno e-
letti candidati della lista regionale, ma i sei seggi saranno redistribuiti tra le 
liste di minoranza che hanno superato lo sbarramento. È una situazione si-
mile a quanto accaduto nel 2008, quando la coalizione di centrodestra guida-
ta da Lombardo ottenne 61 seggi (su 80) con il solo riparto proporzionale. 

2) La coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene al proporziona-
le un numero di seggi compreso tra 36 e 41: risulterà eletto un numero di 
componenti della lista regionale che consente alla maggioranza di ottenere 
42 seggi in Assemblea (oltre al Presidente), mentre i seggi eventualmente 
residui saranno distribuiti alle minoranze. 

3) Se la coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene nei collegi 
provinciali tra 29 e 35 seggi, risulteranno eletti tutti i componenti del “listi-
no” e la coalizione vincente avrà comunque garantita una maggioranza di 
almeno 36 seggi (compreso il Presidente). 
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4) Se invece la coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene meno 
di 29 seggi nella parte proporzionale, i sei seggi della lista regionale le sa-
ranno tutti attribuiti, ma ciò non consentirà alla coalizione vincente di di-
sporre di una maggioranza assoluta in aula (36 seggi). È una situazione si-
mile a quanto accaduto nel 2012, quando la coalizione di centrosinistra gui-
data da Crocetta ottenne appena 30 seggi (su 80) nel riparto proporzionale. 

Come vediamo, il sistema elettorale siciliano presenta alcune caratte-
ristiche peculiari che rischiano di avere un effetto dirompente sull’esito della 
competizione. Innanzitutto la previsione di uno sbarramento del 5% a livello 
regionale per tutte le liste costituisce la più alta soglia esplicita in vigore nel 
nostro paese. Essa scoraggia la presentazione di liste personali e le scissioni 
dai grandi partiti e incentiva fortemente la formazione di cartelli fra partiti di 
piccole dimensioni. Tale soglia, unita all’introduzione del quoziente Hare e 
della ripartizione dei resti a livello provinciale (altro elemento che favorisce 
i partiti grandi o medi concentrati e sfavorisce i piccoli partiti con distribu-
zione uniforme dei consensi), ha in passato garantito una robusta riduzione 
della frammentazione (nel 2008 solo quattro partiti hanno superato la soglia 
riuscendo a conquistare seggi all’ARS: PdL, PD, MpA e UdC) sebbene il 
coordinamento strategico delle élite possa comunque riuscire a superare an-
che questo ostacolo (nel 2012 invece, stante la stessa legge, ben nove liste 
riuscirono a superare la soglia). 

L’elemento chiave della legge è però legato all’attribuzione dei sei 
seggi del listino regionale. Non si tratta di un vero premio di maggioranza. 
Esso infatti, oltre ad essere eventuale (può anche non scattare se la maggio-
ranza ha già ottenuto 42 seggi), non è sempre decisivo: quando scatta non 
consente sempre il raggiungimento della maggioranza assoluta dei seggi (il 
quarto scenario visto prima). Con un termine tecnico si dice che non è 
majority assuring. In una situazione tripolare o multipolare, cioè con tre o 
più candidati competitivi (come nel 2012, con Crocetta, Musumeci, Cancel-
leri e Micciché) è probabile che si verifichi la vittoria di un Presidente senza 
maggioranza, con l’inevitabile conseguenza di dar vita ad una legislatura 
fallimentare, caratterizzata da continue rinegoziazioni del programma politi-
co tra Presidente e gruppi parlamentari di maggioranza. È quanto accaduto 
nell’ultima legislatura, quando Crocetta, eletto con il 30,5% dei voti e dotato 
di appena 39 seggi su 90, è stato costretto a costituire ben quattro governi a 
sua guida, con un continuo valzer di assessori, nonché di ingressi e uscite 
dalla maggioranza da parte di singoli deputati. 

Alla vigilia del voto, la composizione dell’offerta politica e del quadro 
coalizionale è stato un passaggio assai complesso per entrambe le coalizioni 
principali. Per entrambi i poli, infatti, i nodi da sciogliere hanno riguardato le 

alleanze, il numero ottimale di liste da presentare (in vista della previsione 
della soglia al 5%) e la figura del candidato Presidente. Trovare l’unità interna 
a ciascuna coalizione era condizione imprescindibile per risultare competitivi 
in vista del voto. Ciò valeva non solo per il centrosinistra, da sempre minori-
tario sull’Isola e per di più danneggiato dai cinque anni turbolenti della ge-
stione Crocetta, ma anche per il centrodestra, sconfitto nel 2012 proprio a 
causa delle divisioni che avevano lacerato il blocco berlusconiano. Per en-
trambi i poli il principale avversario era infatti rappresentato dal M5S che do-
po cinque anni di opposizione all’ARS si è presentato in estate come il favori-
to della competizione, suffragato da sondaggi che davano Giancarlo Cancelle-
ri, già candidato nel 2012, come il probabile futuro Presidente. Per far fronte 
al M5S, il centrodestra ha trovato la “quadra” sul nome di Nello Musumeci, 
ex Presidente della Provincia di Catania, si è visto, nonché già candidato Pre-
sidente nel 2006 e nel 2012. Come vediamo nella Tab. 1, Musumeci è stato 
appoggiato da cinque liste, in rappresentanza di tutti i partiti del blocco di 
centrodestra: Forza Italia, la lista sovranista (Fratelli d’Italia-Noi con Salvini), 
la lista personale di Musumeci (Diventerà Bellissima), l’UdC (di ritorno dopo 
che nel 2012, come alleata del PD, era stata decisiva per la vittoria di Crocet-
ta), e infine una lista destinata a raccogliere notabili rimasti fuori dai partiti 
principali: la lista Idea Sicilia. Popolari e Autonomisti ha raccolto infatti, sotto 
le insegne del movimento lanciato dall’ex rettore di Palermo Roberto Lagalla 
(prima candidatosi Presidente e poi ritiratosi in favore di Musumeci), reduci 
dell’MpA, il Movimento dell’ex Presidente Raffaele Lombardo, e di Cantiere 
Popolare, il partito di Saverio Romano, ex pupillo di Salvatore Cuffaro. 

TAB. 1 - Offerta elettorale, Sicilia 2017. 
Candidato  
Presidente Liste provinciali 

Nello Musumeci 
Diventerà Bellissima (movimento politico di Musumeci), Forza Ita-
lia, Fratelli d’Italia-Noi con Salvini (lista unica), UdC, Idea Sicilia 
(Lagalla, Cantiere Popolare, ex MpA) 

Giancarlo 
Cancelleri Movimento Cinque Stelle 

Fabrizio Micari 
Arcipelago Sicilia - Micari Presidente (Crocetta e Leoluca Orlando), 
Partito Democratico, Sicilia Futura-Psi (Cardinale, socialisti di Nen-
cini), Alternativa Popolare-Centristi per Micari (Alfano e Casini) 

Claudio Fava Cento passi per la Sicilia (lista unitaria di Mdp, Sinistra Italiana e 
Possibile) 

Roberto La Rosa Siciliani Liberi 
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4) Se invece la coalizione collegata al Presidente eletto ottiene meno 
di 29 seggi nella parte proporzionale, i sei seggi della lista regionale le sa-
ranno tutti attribuiti, ma ciò non consentirà alla coalizione vincente di di-
sporre di una maggioranza assoluta in aula (36 seggi). È una situazione si-
mile a quanto accaduto nel 2012, quando la coalizione di centrosinistra gui-
data da Crocetta ottenne appena 30 seggi (su 80) nel riparto proporzionale. 

Come vediamo, il sistema elettorale siciliano presenta alcune caratte-
ristiche peculiari che rischiano di avere un effetto dirompente sull’esito della 
competizione. Innanzitutto la previsione di uno sbarramento del 5% a livello 
regionale per tutte le liste costituisce la più alta soglia esplicita in vigore nel 
nostro paese. Essa scoraggia la presentazione di liste personali e le scissioni 
dai grandi partiti e incentiva fortemente la formazione di cartelli fra partiti di 
piccole dimensioni. Tale soglia, unita all’introduzione del quoziente Hare e 
della ripartizione dei resti a livello provinciale (altro elemento che favorisce 
i partiti grandi o medi concentrati e sfavorisce i piccoli partiti con distribu-
zione uniforme dei consensi), ha in passato garantito una robusta riduzione 
della frammentazione (nel 2008 solo quattro partiti hanno superato la soglia 
riuscendo a conquistare seggi all’ARS: PdL, PD, MpA e UdC) sebbene il 
coordinamento strategico delle élite possa comunque riuscire a superare an-
che questo ostacolo (nel 2012 invece, stante la stessa legge, ben nove liste 
riuscirono a superare la soglia). 

L’elemento chiave della legge è però legato all’attribuzione dei sei 
seggi del listino regionale. Non si tratta di un vero premio di maggioranza. 
Esso infatti, oltre ad essere eventuale (può anche non scattare se la maggio-
ranza ha già ottenuto 42 seggi), non è sempre decisivo: quando scatta non 
consente sempre il raggiungimento della maggioranza assoluta dei seggi (il 
quarto scenario visto prima). Con un termine tecnico si dice che non è 
majority assuring. In una situazione tripolare o multipolare, cioè con tre o 
più candidati competitivi (come nel 2012, con Crocetta, Musumeci, Cancel-
leri e Micciché) è probabile che si verifichi la vittoria di un Presidente senza 
maggioranza, con l’inevitabile conseguenza di dar vita ad una legislatura 
fallimentare, caratterizzata da continue rinegoziazioni del programma politi-
co tra Presidente e gruppi parlamentari di maggioranza. È quanto accaduto 
nell’ultima legislatura, quando Crocetta, eletto con il 30,5% dei voti e dotato 
di appena 39 seggi su 90, è stato costretto a costituire ben quattro governi a 
sua guida, con un continuo valzer di assessori, nonché di ingressi e uscite 
dalla maggioranza da parte di singoli deputati. 

Alla vigilia del voto, la composizione dell’offerta politica e del quadro 
coalizionale è stato un passaggio assai complesso per entrambe le coalizioni 
principali. Per entrambi i poli, infatti, i nodi da sciogliere hanno riguardato le 

alleanze, il numero ottimale di liste da presentare (in vista della previsione 
della soglia al 5%) e la figura del candidato Presidente. Trovare l’unità interna 
a ciascuna coalizione era condizione imprescindibile per risultare competitivi 
in vista del voto. Ciò valeva non solo per il centrosinistra, da sempre minori-
tario sull’Isola e per di più danneggiato dai cinque anni turbolenti della ge-
stione Crocetta, ma anche per il centrodestra, sconfitto nel 2012 proprio a 
causa delle divisioni che avevano lacerato il blocco berlusconiano. Per en-
trambi i poli il principale avversario era infatti rappresentato dal M5S che do-
po cinque anni di opposizione all’ARS si è presentato in estate come il favori-
to della competizione, suffragato da sondaggi che davano Giancarlo Cancelle-
ri, già candidato nel 2012, come il probabile futuro Presidente. Per far fronte 
al M5S, il centrodestra ha trovato la “quadra” sul nome di Nello Musumeci, 
ex Presidente della Provincia di Catania, si è visto, nonché già candidato Pre-
sidente nel 2006 e nel 2012. Come vediamo nella Tab. 1, Musumeci è stato 
appoggiato da cinque liste, in rappresentanza di tutti i partiti del blocco di 
centrodestra: Forza Italia, la lista sovranista (Fratelli d’Italia-Noi con Salvini), 
la lista personale di Musumeci (Diventerà Bellissima), l’UdC (di ritorno dopo 
che nel 2012, come alleata del PD, era stata decisiva per la vittoria di Crocet-
ta), e infine una lista destinata a raccogliere notabili rimasti fuori dai partiti 
principali: la lista Idea Sicilia. Popolari e Autonomisti ha raccolto infatti, sotto 
le insegne del movimento lanciato dall’ex rettore di Palermo Roberto Lagalla 
(prima candidatosi Presidente e poi ritiratosi in favore di Musumeci), reduci 
dell’MpA, il Movimento dell’ex Presidente Raffaele Lombardo, e di Cantiere 
Popolare, il partito di Saverio Romano, ex pupillo di Salvatore Cuffaro. 

TAB. 1 - Offerta elettorale, Sicilia 2017. 
Candidato  
Presidente Liste provinciali 

Nello Musumeci 
Diventerà Bellissima (movimento politico di Musumeci), Forza Ita-
lia, Fratelli d’Italia-Noi con Salvini (lista unica), UdC, Idea Sicilia 
(Lagalla, Cantiere Popolare, ex MpA) 

Giancarlo 
Cancelleri Movimento Cinque Stelle 

Fabrizio Micari 
Arcipelago Sicilia - Micari Presidente (Crocetta e Leoluca Orlando), 
Partito Democratico, Sicilia Futura-Psi (Cardinale, socialisti di Nen-
cini), Alternativa Popolare-Centristi per Micari (Alfano e Casini) 

Claudio Fava Cento passi per la Sicilia (lista unitaria di Mdp, Sinistra Italiana e 
Possibile) 

Roberto La Rosa Siciliani Liberi 
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Dall’altra parte, invece, il centrosinistra ha corso diviso. Il PD, dopo 
mille tentennamenti, ha appoggiato la candidatura di Fabrizio Micari, rettore 
dell’Università di Palermo. Un nome lanciato e sostenuto fortemente dal 
sindaco di Palermo, Leoluca Orlando, che ha piazzato infatti suoi sodali nel-
la lista Arcipelago Sicilia - Micari Presidente, contenente anche esponenti 
del Megafono, il movimento di Crocetta. Quest’ultimo pareva inizialmente 
deciso a candidarsi per il secondo mandato, ma è poi stato convinto a desi-
stere, sostenendo comunque la coalizione. Micari ha potuto contare 
sull’appoggio di quattro liste, fra queste Alternativa Popolare di Alfano (co-
erentemente con il quadro di alleanze che sostiene il governo Gentiloni a 
Roma) e Sicilia Futura, il movimento fondato dall’ex PD Salvatore Cardina-
le che include transfughi di entrambi i blocchi. A sinistra del PD, invece, 
memori di quanto accaduto nel 2012, quando le due liste di sinistra rimasero 
entrambe sotto la soglia nonostante avessero superato il 6% dei voti com-
plessivamente, si è costituita una lista unica (Cento passi per la Sicilia) a so-
stegno di Claudio Fava. Infine, il quadro dell’offerta veniva completato da 
Roberto La Rosa, per la lista autonomista Siciliani Liberi. 

2. L’affluenza alle urne 
La Sicilia si conferma «l’Isola degli astenuti» [Emanuele 2013]. Come già 
cinque anni prima, infatti, la maggioranza assoluta degli aventi diritto al vo-
to è rimasta a casa. Hanno votato in 2.179.295, corrispondenti al 46,75% del 
corpo elettorale. C’è dunque stata un’ulteriore, seppur lieve, flessione rispet-
to al 2012, quando i votanti furono il 47,41%. All’epoca si trattò di un tra-
collo rispetto al 66,7% delle regionali 2008, quando però si era votato in 
contemporanea con le elezioni politiche. Adesso si è trattato di un assesta-
mento, che però conferma un dato ormai strutturale. In elezioni di «secondo 
ordine» [Reif e Schmitt 1980] la maggioranza dei siciliani non vota più. Il 
dato del 5 novembre scorso si aggiunge infatti, oltre che alle regionali del 
2012, anche alle europee del 2014, quando l’affluenza si fermò al 42,88%. Un 
gap assai pronunciato rispetto invece alle elezioni politiche del 2013 quando 
la partecipazione fu del 64,46%. 

Eppure, osservando attentamente i dati, scopriamo che la distanza fra 
elezioni di primo e di secondo ordine in Sicilia è parzialmente gonfiata per 
via del diverso corpo elettorale di riferimento. Alle elezioni regionali (come 
anche alle europee), infatti, le liste elettorali della regione comprendono cir-
ca 500.000 elettori residenti all’estero che alle politiche votano nella circo-
scrizione estero, ma alle regionali dovrebbero tornare nel proprio comune di 
nascita per votare. Escludendoli, la partecipazione salirebbe sopra il 52%. 

La Fig. 1 riporta il dettaglio della partecipazione per comune. 
L’affluenza è stata superiore nella parte orientale dell’Isola, e in parti-
colare è stata più alta nelle province di Catania e Messina (rispettiva-
mente 51,6% e 51,7%), le uniche dove i votanti hanno superato gli a-
stenuti. Al contrario, Enna, Agrigento e Caltanissetta si sono fermate 
sotto il 40%. 

FIG. 1 - Regionali 2017 in Sicilia: mappa dell’affluenza per comune. 

In termini comparati, rispetto al 2012 notiamo una notevole stabilità 
della partecipazione. Complessivamente hanno votato 24.130 elettori in me-
no rispetto a cinque anni fa. L’affluenza è cresciuta nelle tre province mag-
giori, Catania, Messina (+0,5 punti) e Palermo (+0,1). Il calo più pronuncia-
to si è registrato invece a Enna (-4 punti).  
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l’affluenza rimase piuttosto stabile fra le varie categorie di dimensione 
demografica per poi scendere leggermente nelle città con oltre 100.000 a-
bitanti, che in Sicilia sono solo quattro: Siracusa, Messina, Catania e Pa-
lermo. Nel 2017, invece, sembra emergere un’associazione positiva fra 
grandezza del comune e voto. L’affluenza media nei comuni compresi fra 
0 e 5.000 abitanti è stata del 45,8%, del 47,5% nelle due categorie succes-
sive (ossia quelle comprese fra 5.001 e 15.000 e fra 15.001 e 50.000 abi-
tanti), del 48% nei medi centri urbani (50.001-100.000) e infine del 48,9% 
nelle città con oltre 100.000 abitanti. Qui, in particolare, notiamo una cre-
scita di partecipazione nelle tre maggiori città, con due punti di affluenza 
in più a Catania e a Messina e 1,7 punti in più a Palermo. In termini asso-
luti parliamo di una crescita di circa 11.900 votanti. Se consideriamo il ca-
lo di 24.130 votanti registrato in tutta l’Isola, significa che escludendo le 
tre maggiori città, nel resto della Sicilia i votanti sono scesi di circa 36.000 
unità, ossia di circa un punto percentuale. 

3. Il voto 
Il centrodestra ha vinto le elezioni regionali in Sicilia come è sempre acca-
duto nel corso della Seconda Repubblica con l’unica eccezione del 2012. 
Cinque anni fa la destra si divise fra i candidati Musumeci e Micciché e il 
centrosinistra ne approfittò per conquistare Palazzo d’Orleans. Oggi l’unità 
della coalizione - costruita proprio dai due sfidanti di allora - ha consentito 
all’ex presidente della Provincia di Catania di prevalere su Giancarlo Can-
celleri.

Neppure nel 2012, comunque, la Sicilia si era improvvisamente spo-
stata a sinistra. Crocetta raccolse il 30,5% dei voti validi, corrispondenti ad 
appena il 13,3% del corpo elettorale. E vinse solo grazie alla divisione della 
destra e alla presenza in coalizione dell’UdC, che portò in dote un indispen-
sabile 10,8%. 

Nel 2017 il centrodestra è tornato a marciare unito, dall’UdC a Fra-
telli d’Italia e la sfida tra i due blocchi tradizionali del bipolarismo italiano 
non ha avuto storia. Dopo i falliti tentativi del 2006 e del 2012, Nello Mu-
sumeci è diventato Presidente della Siciliana con il 39,9% dei consensi, 
doppiando il rivale di centrosinistra, Fabrizio Micari, e superando di misura 
Giancarlo Cancelleri, dato per grande favorito fino a un paio di mesi fa (vedi 
Tab. 2). 

TAB. 2 - Elezioni regionali 2017 in Sicilia: affluenza e voti (assoluti e percentuali) ai can-
didati Presidente. 

Candidato Presidente Assoluti % 

Nello Musumeci 830.821 39,9 

Giancarlo Cancelleri 722.555 34,7 

Fabrizio Micari 388.886 18,7 

Claudio Fava 128.157 6,1 

Roberto La Rosa 14.656 0,7 

Totale voti validi 2.085.075 100 
Votanti 2.179.122 46,75 
Elettori 4.661.111  

Musumeci è riuscito a contenere il - prevedibile - rendimento coali-
zionale negativo, inteso come lo scarto tra il voto al Presidente e quello alle 
liste. Un esercito di 350 candidati ha spinto le sue liste al 42%. È di circa 2 
punti, dunque, lo scarto tra il risultato del neo-eletto governatore e la somma 
delle liste in appoggio. Su questo versante può riscontrarsi il perfetto ade-
guamento strategico della coalizione di centrodestra. Tutte e cinque le sigle 
del cartello hanno valicato il 5%, trovando così rappresentanza all’ARS. 
Forza Italia, nuovamente guidata da Miccichè, ha superato il PD, diventando 
il secondo partito dell’Isola con il 16,4%. Le due liste post-democristiane, 
ovvero Popolari e Autonomisti e UdC, hanno entrambe raggiunto il 7%. La 
prima ha raccolto esuli del MpA di Raffaele Lombardo e di Cantiere Popo-
lare di Saverio Romano (nel 2012 rispettivamente al 9,5% e al 5,9%), non-
ché il nuovo movimento dell’ex rettore Roberto Lagalla, Idea Sicilia. 
L’UdC, partito ormai inesistente a livello nazionale, tornando nel blocco 
conservatore e pur cedendo quasi quattro punti rispetto al 2012, sarà ancora 
al governo, dopo aver sostenuto Crocetta nel 2012. Anche la lista personale 
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di Musumeci (Diventerà Bellissima, 6%) e la lista formata da Fratelli 
d’Italia e Noi con Salvini (5,6%) hanno superato la soglia. 

Il candidato del Movimento Cinque Stelle si è fermato a poco più di 
cinque punti di distacco da Musumeci. Eppure, il risultato di Cancelleri as-
sume rilevanza se rapportato a quello della lista collegata. Difatti il rendi-
mento coalizionale risulta positivo di quasi otto punti. Il Movimento ha 
scontato il debole radicamento e la scarsa riconoscibilità dei propri candidati 
all’Assemblea regionale. Ciononostante, il suo risultato è ragguardevole se 
rapportato a quello del 2012: Cancelleri ha quasi raddoppiato il proprio ri-
sultato (dal 18,2% al 34,7%) e la lista pentastellata si è confermata la prima 
dell’Isola crescendo dal 14,9% al 26,7% e mantenendosi, quindi, sui livelli 
delle elezioni europee del 2014 (26,3%). Altro discorso invece se il raffron-
to viene fatto con le politiche 2013 (33,6%) o con le aspettative della vigilia. 
In definitiva, l’avanzata del Movimento è stata ragguardevole, ma non tale 
da spezzare la supremazia del blocco di centrodestra. Semplificando oltre-
modo, verrebbe da dire che il voto di preferenza/scambio ha battuto il voto 
di opinione/protesta. In questo senso, le proiezioni degli istituti demoscopici 
nelle ultime settimane prima del voto erano piuttosto chiare e indicavano la 
presenza di una relazione inversamente proporzionale fra il divario Musu-
meci-Cancelleri e l’affluenza. Più l’affluenza scendeva, più si allargava lo 
iato fra i due competitori. Viceversa, una netta crescita della partecipazione 
rispetto al 2012 avrebbe potuto ribaltare l’esito della sfida, riportando al vo-
to molti elettori da tempo usciti. Per dirla con Hirschman [1970], un aumen-
to dell’affluenza avrebbe portato molti elettori a fare voice anziché praticare 
la exit, favorendo così il recupero di Cancelleri. 

La geografia del voto nell’Isola (vedi Fig. 2) ha confermato il duali-
smo centrodestra-M5S, nonché l’assoluta marginalità politica del centrosini-
stra. Giancarlo Cancelleri ha conquistato la maggioranza relativa dei voti a 
Enna, Ragusa, Siracusa e Trapani, mentre Musumeci è arrivato primo ad 
Agrigento, Caltanissetta, Catania, Messina e Palermo. Con l’eccezione della 
provincia nissena, il neo-eletto Presidente ha trionfato nelle quattro realtà 
demograficamente più importanti, in cui risiede oltre il 68% della popola-
zione. Da rilevare quanto successo a Messina, col centrodestra vincente in 
102 Comuni su 108 e forte del 47,5%, che diventa più del 50% se escludia-
mo dal computo il comune capoluogo. 

FIG. 2 - Regionali 2017 in Sicilia, 1° candidato Presidente per comune.

Per quanto concerne il centrosinistra, le sigle in supporto di Fabri-
zio Micari hanno totalizzato il 25,4% dei consensi, superando nettamente 
il 18,5% registrato dal rettore di Palermo nella competizione maggiorita-
ria. Il voto disgiunto ha punito, cioè, il candidato scelto da Leoluca Or-
lando. È la nemesi del “voto utile”, più volte invocato dal PD in questi 
anni per trascinare i propri candidati a spese delle forze politiche minori. 
Oggi il voto strategico ha punito proprio il candidato del PD, già da tem-
po percepito come terza forza e tagliato fuori dalla ferrea regola M+1 di 
Cox [1997]. All’interno della coalizione, il PD si è mantenuto sui livelli 
del 2012 (-0,4 punti), mentre le due liste locali (Sicilia Futura e Arcipe-
lago Sicilia) hanno raggiunto insieme l’8,2%. Solo la prima (6%) ha gua-
dagnato l’accesso all’ARS, mentre l’agglomerato formato dai seguaci di 
Orlando e Crocetta si è fermata al 2,2%. Le elezioni del 5 novembre han-
no aperto una stagione difficile per il partito di Alfano, che sperava di 
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sfruttare la roccaforte siciliana per un rilancio della sua proposta politica 
anche in chiave nazionale. La sua lista, Alternativa Popolare (AP), si è 
fermata al 4,2%, rimanendo fuori dai giochi. L’esodo che a settembre 
colpì il partito di Angelino Alfano ne ha svuotato il bacino elettorale. 
Adesso la stessa sopravvivenza politica di AP è messa in discussione. 

Infine, fa ritorno al Parlamento siciliano dopo sedici anni la sinistra 
radicale: Claudio Fava lima di poco quanto ottenuto da Giovanna Marano 
nel 2012, ma lo schieramento di una lista unica garantisce a Cento passi per 
la Sicilia di oltrepassare la soglia del 5%.

Confrontando il voto al blocco di sinistra fra 2017 e 2012, notiamo 
che c’è stato un netto arretramento nel maggioritario: cinque anni fa Crocet-
ta e Marano totalizzavano il 36,6%, oggi Micari e Fava si fermano al 24,8%, 
e sarebbero rimasti il terzo polo anche se uniti. Ciò significa che Micari non 
ha perso per la divisione a sinistra. Al proporzionale la situazione è apparen-
temente simile: le liste di Micari e Fava insieme raggiungono il 30,5%, 
quelle di Crocetta e Marano facevano il 37%. Eppure, se escludiamo dal 
computo l’UdC nel 2012 e Alternativa Popolare nel 2017, entrambe estranee 
al blocco di sinistra, ecco che la situazione si riequilibra: la sinistra valeva il 
26,2% nel 2012, vale il 26,4% nel 2017. In fin dei conti, l’elettorato di sini-
stra rimane una esigua minoranza nell’Isola, e solo le eccezionali e forse ir-
ripetibili condizioni createsi nel 2012 gli permisero di arrivare al potere. 

Per quanto concerne la trasposizione dei voti in seggi, contrariamen-
te alle previsioni della vigilia, le elezioni hanno prodotto una maggioranza 
all’ARS, a differenza che nel 2012. Cinque anni fa, infatti, Crocetta conqui-
stò 39 seggi su 90, premio compreso; oggi Musumeci ne ottiene 36 su 70, 
riuscendo dunque per un solo seggio (il proprio) a conquistare la maggio-
ranza. A differenza di Crocetta, almeno nei numeri, non sarà una “anatra 
zoppa”.

TAB. 3 - Ripartizione dei seggi nell’Assemblea regionale siciliana.

Candidato Presidente Riparto Seggi Proporzionale Premio a Musumeci 

Musumeci 29 36
Cancelleri 19 20
Micari 13 13
Fava 1 1
Totali 62 70

TAB. 4 - Risultati delle elezioni regionali 2017 in Sicilia: voti assoluti, percentuali e seggi, ri-
parto proporzionale. 
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sfruttare la roccaforte siciliana per un rilancio della sua proposta politica 
anche in chiave nazionale. La sua lista, Alternativa Popolare (AP), si è 
fermata al 4,2%, rimanendo fuori dai giochi. L’esodo che a settembre 
colpì il partito di Angelino Alfano ne ha svuotato il bacino elettorale. 
Adesso la stessa sopravvivenza politica di AP è messa in discussione. 

Infine, fa ritorno al Parlamento siciliano dopo sedici anni la sinistra 
radicale: Claudio Fava lima di poco quanto ottenuto da Giovanna Marano 
nel 2012, ma lo schieramento di una lista unica garantisce a Cento passi per 
la Sicilia di oltrepassare la soglia del 5%.

Confrontando il voto al blocco di sinistra fra 2017 e 2012, notiamo 
che c’è stato un netto arretramento nel maggioritario: cinque anni fa Crocet-
ta e Marano totalizzavano il 36,6%, oggi Micari e Fava si fermano al 24,8%, 
e sarebbero rimasti il terzo polo anche se uniti. Ciò significa che Micari non 
ha perso per la divisione a sinistra. Al proporzionale la situazione è apparen-
temente simile: le liste di Micari e Fava insieme raggiungono il 30,5%, 
quelle di Crocetta e Marano facevano il 37%. Eppure, se escludiamo dal 
computo l’UdC nel 2012 e Alternativa Popolare nel 2017, entrambe estranee 
al blocco di sinistra, ecco che la situazione si riequilibra: la sinistra valeva il 
26,2% nel 2012, vale il 26,4% nel 2017. In fin dei conti, l’elettorato di sini-
stra rimane una esigua minoranza nell’Isola, e solo le eccezionali e forse ir-
ripetibili condizioni createsi nel 2012 gli permisero di arrivare al potere. 

Per quanto concerne la trasposizione dei voti in seggi, contrariamen-
te alle previsioni della vigilia, le elezioni hanno prodotto una maggioranza 
all’ARS, a differenza che nel 2012. Cinque anni fa, infatti, Crocetta conqui-
stò 39 seggi su 90, premio compreso; oggi Musumeci ne ottiene 36 su 70, 
riuscendo dunque per un solo seggio (il proprio) a conquistare la maggio-
ranza. A differenza di Crocetta, almeno nei numeri, non sarà una “anatra 
zoppa”.

TAB. 3 - Ripartizione dei seggi nell’Assemblea regionale siciliana.

Candidato Presidente Riparto Seggi Proporzionale Premio a Musumeci 

Musumeci 29 36
Cancelleri 19 20
Micari 13 13
Fava 1 1
Totali 62 70

TAB. 4 - Risultati delle elezioni regionali 2017 in Sicilia: voti assoluti, percentuali e seggi, ri-
parto proporzionale. 
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Grazie all’eccezionale coordinamento strategico dell’offerta, soprattutto 
tra le fila del centrodestra, la ripartizione dei seggi vedrà una disproporzionalità 
ridotta, con il 93% dei voti validi rappresentati all’ARS e appena tre delle 12 
liste fuori dai giochi, cioè, si è visto, Siciliani Liberi di La Rosa, Arcipelago Si-
cilia (il contenitore targato Crocetta-Orlando) e Alternativa Popolare.  

Come si vede nella Tab. 3, che riporta la ripartizione dei 70 seggi 
all’ARS per ciascuna coalizione, e nella Tab. 4, che fornisce il dettaglio del-
la distribuzione dei 62 seggi proporzionali per lista, oltre alle cinque liste di 
Musumeci, trovano posto a Sala d’Ercole il M5S (20 seggi, compreso quello 
a Cancelleri in quanto candidato Presidente arrivato secondo), Il PD (11), 
Sicilia Futura (2) e la lista Cento Passi (1).  

4. I flussi elettorali 
A livello aggregato, si è trattato di elezioni caratterizzate da un’alta vola-
tilità elettorale (37,2), sui livelli delle elezioni politiche del 2013 
(36,65)1. Eppure l’origine di questa instabilità elettorale sembrerebbe es-
sere stata caratterizzata più dal cambiamento dell’offerta politica che non 
dal cambiamento della domanda, ossia del voto. Infatti, lo si è visto nel 
paragrafo precedente, il blocco di centrosinistra ha più o meno mantenuto 
la propria quota di consensi rispetto a cinque anni fa (26%), mentre la 
destra ha beneficiato della ritrovata unione fra le sue componenti, nonché 
dell’apporto dell’UdC. 

È andata davvero così? Per capirlo dobbiamo scendere dal livello 
aggregato e analizzare le stime di flusso a livello individuale. A questo 
proposito il CISE ha calcolato i flussi elettorali a Palermo col modello di 
Goodman [1953]2, incrociando il voto ai candidati Presidente del 2017 
col voto ai candidati Presidente del 2012 (vedi Tab. 5 e Tab. 6) e con il 
voto alle liste del 2017 (vedi Tab. 7 e Tab. 8). 

1 Per le regole di calcolo dell’indice di volatilità, vedi Emanuele [2015].
2 Nota metodologica: i flussi presentati sono stati calcolati applicando il modello di Good-
man [1953; Corbetta e Schadee 1984] alle 600 sezioni elettorali del comune di Palermo. 
Abbiamo eliminato le sezioni con meno di 100 elettori (in ognuna delle due elezioni consi-
derate nell’analisi), nonché quelle che hanno registrato un tasso di variazione superiore al 
20% nel numero di elettori iscritti (sia in aumento che in diminuzione). Abbiamo effettuato 
analisi separate in quattro zone della città (identificate in base a criteri di omogeneità socio-
politica) poi riaggregate nelle analisi cittadine qui mostrate. Il valore dell’indice VR nelle 
quattro zone per le quattro analisi presentate non è mai superiore a 12.

TAB. 5 - I flussi elettorali a Palermo fra regionali 2012 e regionali 2017, destinazioni.
Voto regionali 2012 

Voto regionali 2017 Marano Crocetta Miccichè Musumeci Cancelleri Altri 
Non 
Voto 

Fava 38% 7% 0% 0% 10% 10% 1% 
Micari 30% 26% 37% 9% 13% 23% 1% 
Musumeci 10% 20% 21% 62% 10% 32% 7% 
Cancelleri 13% 38% 25% 11% 66% 13% 2% 
La Rosa 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 4% 0% 
Non Voto 8% 8% 17% 16% 0% 18% 88% 
  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

TAB. 6 - I flussi elettorali a Palermo fra regionali 2012 e regionali 2017, provenienze.
Voto regionali 2012 Voto 

regionali 
2017 Marano Crocetta Miccichè Musumeci Cancelleri Altri 

Non 
Voto 

Totale 

Fava 41% 15% 0% 0% 24% 4% 16% 100% 
Micari 14% 28% 25% 9% 14% 4% 6% 100% 
Musumeci 3% 13% 9% 38% 7% 3% 27% 100% 
Cancelleri 4% 25% 10% 7% 44% 1% 9% 100% 
La Rosa 12% 22% 1% 20% 14% 10% 23% 100% 
Non Voto 1% 1% 2% 3% 0% 0% 93% 100% 

Una rapida occhiata ai dati fa facilmente comprendere come, al di 
sotto di un’apparente stabilità dei blocchi politici, si celi un impressionante 
movimento a livello individuale. Micari innanzitutto, lungi dall’essere me-
ramente il candidato dell’area di centrosinistra, ottiene un consenso quasi 
trasversale. La sovrapposizione fra il suo elettorato e quello di Crocetta del 
2012 è minima: appena un quarto dei voti di Crocetta vanno su Micari, il 
quale a sua volta deve a Crocetta appena il 28% del suo elettorato. Per il re-
sto, un terzo del suo elettorato viene da destra, mentre il 14% viene da ex e-
lettori grillini e un altro 14% proviene addirittura dalla sinistra radicale (Ma-
rano). Lo stesso Crocetta cede il 38% dei suoi voti a Cancelleri, e perfino un 
quinto a Musumeci. Eppure, se quest’ultimo flusso è spiegabile con il “ri-
baltone” dell’UdC, come spiegare il fatto che l’elettorato di Miccichè - oggi 
nuovamente leader di Forza Italia in Sicilia e candidato nel listino bloccato 
di Musumeci - si diriga in misura consistente verso Micari (37%) e che solo 
un quinto vada verso Musumeci? O che addirittura gli elettorati di Fava e 
Marano, entrambi candidati della sinistra radicale, siano solo in parte so-
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nuovamente leader di Forza Italia in Sicilia e candidato nel listino bloccato 
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un quinto vada verso Musumeci? O che addirittura gli elettorati di Fava e 
Marano, entrambi candidati della sinistra radicale, siano solo in parte so-
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Come si vede nella Tab. 3, che riporta la ripartizione dei 70 seggi 
all’ARS per ciascuna coalizione, e nella Tab. 4, che fornisce il dettaglio del-
la distribuzione dei 62 seggi proporzionali per lista, oltre alle cinque liste di 
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A livello aggregato, si è trattato di elezioni caratterizzate da un’alta vola-
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destra ha beneficiato della ritrovata unione fra le sue componenti, nonché 
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Una rapida occhiata ai dati fa facilmente comprendere come, al di 
sotto di un’apparente stabilità dei blocchi politici, si celi un impressionante 
movimento a livello individuale. Micari innanzitutto, lungi dall’essere me-
ramente il candidato dell’area di centrosinistra, ottiene un consenso quasi 
trasversale. La sovrapposizione fra il suo elettorato e quello di Crocetta del 
2012 è minima: appena un quarto dei voti di Crocetta vanno su Micari, il 
quale a sua volta deve a Crocetta appena il 28% del suo elettorato. Per il re-
sto, un terzo del suo elettorato viene da destra, mentre il 14% viene da ex e-
lettori grillini e un altro 14% proviene addirittura dalla sinistra radicale (Ma-
rano). Lo stesso Crocetta cede il 38% dei suoi voti a Cancelleri, e perfino un 
quinto a Musumeci. Eppure, se quest’ultimo flusso è spiegabile con il “ri-
baltone” dell’UdC, come spiegare il fatto che l’elettorato di Miccichè - oggi 
nuovamente leader di Forza Italia in Sicilia e candidato nel listino bloccato 
di Musumeci - si diriga in misura consistente verso Micari (37%) e che solo 
un quinto vada verso Musumeci? O che addirittura gli elettorati di Fava e 
Marano, entrambi candidati della sinistra radicale, siano solo in parte so-
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un quinto vada verso Musumeci? O che addirittura gli elettorati di Fava e 
Marano, entrambi candidati della sinistra radicale, siano solo in parte so-
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vrapponibili? La Marano peraltro sostituì Fava come candidato Presidente 
dopo che quest’ultimo per problemi burocratici non aveva fatto in tempo a 
trasferire la propria residenza in Sicilia, requisito indispensabile per la can-
didatura. Per questo motivo, la Marano corse addirittura sotto le insegne del 
simbolo Fava Presidente. Eppure, solo il 38% del suo voto 2012 va a Fava, 
il quale a sua volta pesca un quarto dei suoi voti da ex grillini, il 15% da 
Crocetta e altrettanti elettori dall’area del non voto.

Inoltre, nonostante l’apparente stabilità della partecipazione al voto 
rispetto al 2012, gli elettori che si sono astenuti non sono affatto gli stessi. 
Se infatti nel 2012 avevamo sottolineato la massiccia defezione 
dell’elettorato di centrodestra [Paparo e Cataldi 2013], oggi una quota di 
quegli elettori è tornata alle urne per sostenere Musumeci. Oltre un quarto 
dei voti al neo-Presidente della Regione, infatti, deriva dalla rimobilitazione 
di ex astenuti del 2012. Un flusso significativo, e probabilmente decisivo 
per la sua vittoria contro Cancelleri.

Anche l’elettorato di quest’ultimo sembra in parte mutato, nonostan-
te si tratti di una ricandidatura sostenuta dalla stessa lista di cinque anni 
prima, quel Movimento Cinque Stelle che fa della propria alterità al sistema 
dei partiti il principale cavallo di battaglia. Solo due terzi del voto a Cancel-
leri 2012 è ritornato su di lui, mentre una quota è andata a destra (10%) una 
alla sinistra radicale (10%) e un’altra a Micari (13%). A sua volta, poi, il vo-
to del 2017 per Cancelleri ha pescato anche da altri elettori di sinistra (29% 
tra Marano e Crocetta) e di destra (17% tra Miccichè e Musumeci), mo-
strando dunque trasversalità sia nelle cessioni che nelle acquisizioni. In altri 
termini: la composizione politica dell’elettorato del M5S cambia poco nel 
complesso, ma gli elettori non sono più gli stessi. 

Complessivamente, secondo le nostre stime, appena 97.000 elettori 
palermitani hanno votato in continuità tra le due elezioni (Marano-Fava; Cro-
cetta-Micari; Miccichè e Musumeci-Musumeci; Cancelleri-Cancelleri) sui 
202.000 elettori circa che si sono recati alle urne in entrambe le consultazioni. 

Questi movimenti, dunque, oltre ad indicare la “mutazione genetica” 
dell’elettorato che sostiene il candidato di centrosinistra, un elemento già 
emerso l’anno scorso a Torino [De Sio e Cataldi 2016], sembrano farci capi-
re che tutto l’elettorato, privo ormai di riferimenti ideologici e disancorato 
da fedeltà partigiane, si muove, disorientato e frenetico, in modo apparen-
temente imprevedibile tra elezioni successive. 

Osservando i flussi fra il voto di lista e il voto al Presidente nel 2017 
(vedi Tab. 7 e Tab. 8), possiamo avere contezza della rilevanza del voto di-
sgiunto che, secondo i commenti post-voto, avrebbe colpito Micari, portan-
do molti elettori di centrosinistra a votare Cancelleri.  
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In realtà i tassi di conferma del voto di lista sul Presidente collegato 
sono piuttosto alti per tutti i partiti, e oscillano fra il 74% di Alternativa Po-
polare e il 98% del Movimento Cinque Stelle. Non esiste alcun flusso signi-
ficativo, ossia superiore all’1% dell’elettorato [Corbetta e Schadee 1988], 
fra una lista e un candidato Presidente non collegato. È vero che gli elettori 
delle liste di centrosinistra che optano per il disgiunto tendono a votare più 
Cancelleri di Musumeci, ma questo flusso pesa solo il 6% sul voto a Cancel-
leri. La vera ragione del surplus di voti del candidato pentastellato la ritro-
viamo invece nel voto al solo Presidente. Il 10% dell’elettorato palermitano 
esercita l’opzione di votare per il solo Presidente, dissociandosi dunque dal-
la tendenza prevalente in Sicilia come in altre realtà meridionali, ossia di vo-
tare essenzialmente per i “Signori delle preferenze” [Emanuele e Marino 
2016]3. Ebbene, il 60% di questo gruppo di elettori vota per Cancelleri con-
tro appena il 20% che si dirige su Musumeci e il 9% che opta per Micari. 
Nel complesso, il 18% del voto a Cancelleri viene da elettori, presumibil-
mente grillini privi di particolari preferenze per i candidati consiglieri del 
Movimento, che hanno votato solo per il Presidente. Non si è dunque tratta-
to, se non in minima parte, di voto disgiunto. I “Signori delle preferenze” di 
entrambi gli schieramenti hanno convogliato il proprio voto verso i candida-
ti Presidente collegati, e i loro elettori non hanno defezionato. In totale, il 
90% di chi ha espresso il voto per una lista, ha poi votato il Presidente col-
legato.

Un dato di stabilità nel quadro di un elettorato iper-volatile e ormai 
privo di riferimenti politico-ideologici. Segno che probabilmente il voto 
personale ai “Signori delle preferenze” costituisce l’unico elemento di con-
tinuità fra elettori e sistema politico. Col venir meno delle fedeltà ai partiti e 
perfino della loro riconoscibilità fra elezioni successive, a Palermo, ma forse 
non solo a Palermo, il voto personale è l’ultima ancora della democrazia. 

3 Per quanto concerne il tasso di preferenza, si è registrato un lieve calo rispetto al 2012 
(77,8% contro l’83,5% di cinque anni fa). Ciò è in gran parte spiegabile con la crescita elet-
torale del M5S, tradizionalmente estraneo a dinamiche di tipo personale e clientelare. Sep-
pur in aumento (dal 49,6% del 2012 al 57,7% del 2017), infatti, il tasso di preferenza dei 
pentastellati rimane significativamente inferiore a quello delle altre forze politiche che regi-
strano tassi sempre superiori all’80%. 
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PAOLO NUVOLI Il dualismo elettorale Nord-Sud in Italia: persistenza o progressiva riduzione? 

PATRIZIA MESSINA

(1985-1987)

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo
ANTONIO AGOSTA Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

IAN BUDGE e DEREK HEARL Scelte di voto e spazio regionale. Un’analisi comparata dei paesi della Co-
munità europea (1968-1988).

INES CASCIARO L’elezione del Parlamento europeo: i dodici sistemi elettorali attuali ed i progetti per 
un sistema elettorale uniforme.

ANTONIO J. PORRAS NADALES Il voto comunista in Andalusia. 

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ANTONIO AGOSTA Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

MARIA RITA MUCI Le donne e le elezioni nel Sud Europa: preferenze partitiche, candidate, elette

FRANCESCO RANIOLO Elettori e candidati in una città siciliana. L’uso del voto di preferenza a Ragusa

ANTONINO ANASTASI, GIUSEPPE GANGEMI, RITA PAVSIC, VENERA TOMASELLI -
todologie di ricerca e regole della politica. 
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PASQUALE ALOSCARI -
ministrative del Comune di Catania dal 1861 al 1876.

PERCY ALLUM, PAOLO FELTRIN e MATTEO SALIN Le trasformazioni del mondo cattolico e della società rurale 
nel voto del 1946 in provincia di Vicenza

RENATO MANNHEIMER La stima della scelta di voto nei sondaggi politici: problemi metodologici. 

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ANTONIO AGOSTA Le elezioni in Italia
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Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ANTONIO AGOSTA e ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

LILIANA DE RIZ e GERARDO ADROGUE Polarizzazione e depolarizzazione nelle elezioni nazionali e locali in 
Argentina (1983-1989)

SERGIO ESPAÑA R WILLIAM PORATH C Le elezioni parlamentari del 1989 in Cile

CARINA PERELLI e JUAN RIAL Le elezioni uruguaiane del novembre 1989

SAURO PARTINI Tradizione politica, organizzazione di partito e comportamento elettorale a Prato. Il voto 
al PCI dal 1946 al 1990

OTTAVIANO PERRICONE Le elezioni regionali in Italia: regolarità e prevedibilità nell’assegnazione dei seg-
gi.

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario: 

PAOLO NUVOLI Cittadini e politica a Firenze. Due sondaggi preelettorali.

PAOLO FELTRIN Comportamenti di voto e culture locali. Il caso del referendum sull’aborto in Veneto.

ANTONIO MUSSINO e PIETRO SCALISI Dinamiche referendarie e relazioni con le consultazioni politiche. 

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia 

Notiziario:

DANIELE PASQUINUCCI Siena fra suffragio universale e fascismo. Il voto politico e amministrativo dal 1913 
al 1924.

BERND ARNOLD Iniziative popolari e referendum in Baviera. 

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario: 

MARIA CHIARA BARLUCCHI, ROBERTO FIDELI e FRANCESCA RODOLFI

localiste in Toscana

MARIO CACIAGLI Modelli di comportamento elettorale nella Repubblica federale tedesca (1949-1987) e le 
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ALESSANDRO CHIARAMONTE La non proporzionalità dei sistemi elettorali “proporzionali”: il ruolo del 
correttore nei casi di applicazione del metodo del quoziente. proximal effect

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo 

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

Call for papers

FRANCESCO DINI Mutamento del sistema di elezione del Consiglio regionale della Toscana. Proposte per 

LORENZO MALAVOLTI La transizione democratica in Ungheria: dalla nuova legge elettorale alle prime 
elezioni libere (1989-1990)

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo
Addendum

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

GIAMPAOLO NUVOLATI -
duazione di comportamenti razionali.

ROBERTO DE LUCA 

LAURENCE MOREL Il referendum nell’esperienza politica e costituzionale francese

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

MASSIMO CARRAI Una fedeltà lunga un secolo. Il comportamento di voto nella Toscana centrale (1892-
1994)

ANDREA DE GUTTRY I nuovi diritti in materia elettorale del cittadino dell’Unione Europea

DANIELA GIANNETTI La razionalità del voto: un’analisi della struttura delle preferenze degli elettori nelle comu-

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

GIANNI RICCAMBONI Il voto europeo in Italia (1979-1994).

SAURO PARTINI Prime prove dei nuovi sistemi di voto in Toscana: le elezioni comunali del 6 e 20 giugno 

FULVIO VENTURINO Le conseguenze politiche del nuovo sistema elettorale comunale. Un esame empirico. 

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario
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LEONARDO MAGNOLFI L’utilizzo del voto disgiunto nelle elezioni comunali del 1995 in Toscana. Un’analisi 
di 10 casi

GIANLUCA DI PALMA Il voto politico ed amministrativo in Irpinia tra il 1946 e il 1948

MAURO BARISIONE Strategie e tecniche di comunicazione nelle campagne elettorali negli Usa.

Rubriche: PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario:

ANTONIO FLORIDIA Le metamorfosi di una regione rossa: stabilità ed evoluzione nel voto del 21 aprile 
1996 in Toscana

JOSÉ RAMON MONTERO Vent’anni di elezioni democratiche in Spagna (1977-1996)

ANDREA DE GUTTRY Elettorato attivo e passivo dei cittadini dell’Unione europea residenti in Italia nelle 
consultazioni per l’elezione dei consigli comunali

Rubriche PIER VINCENZO ULERI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia 

Notiziario

GIOVANNI BECHELLONI e CARLO SORRENTINO Campagne elettorali e voto: quale comunicazione politica? Le 
elezioni comunali del 1995 e le politiche del 1996 a Firenze

MASSIMO CARRAI Nuove regole elettorali e subculture politiche. Il voto comunale del 23 aprile 1995 in 
un comprensorio della Toscana

LOURDES LÓPEZ NIETO Il lungo cammino della destra spagnola. L’ascesa elettorale di Alianza Popular/Par-
tido Popular (1976-1996)

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

FRANCESCO RANIOLO Mezzo secolo di fortune elettorali dei partiti moderati e conservatori in Europa occi-
dentale (1945-1996)

performances

PATRIZIA VECE Il consolidamento della DC nel Mezzogiorno. Il voto in Irpinia nel 1952 e nel 1953

ALESSANDRO GRILLI La nascita del nuovo sistema elettorale per i comuni italiani: l’iter parlamentare della 
legge 81/1993

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

ANTONIO FLORIDIA Elezione diretta del sindaco e mutamenti nei sistemi politici locali. Il voto amministrativo 
in Toscana dal 1993 al 1998

FRANCESCA BIANCHI Vecchie e nuove forme di comunicazione politica. Le competizioni elettorali del 1992 
e del 1996 a Firenze

LEONARDO AMULFI Per lo studio del mutamento elettorale in Europa dal 1945 ad oggi: un aggiornamento 
della ricerca di Rose ed Urwin del 1970
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Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

 ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

CARLO BACCETTI e MARIO GABELLI Una prima falla nella Toscana rossa? La vittoria del centro-destra 

FULVIO VENTURINO Competenza politica e formazione dell’opinione pubblica. Partiti, leader e tematiche nelle 
elezioni del 1996

MICHAEL GALLAGHER Il comportamento elettorale in Irlanda dal 1969 al 1997

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

 ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

CARLO SORRENTINO – Il candidato Antonio Di Pietro: la costruzione di strategie mediali nella campagna 
elettorale del Mugello

PIER LUIGI BALLINI – 

MARCO CILENTO – Dopo un decennio di elezioni competitive in Ucraina: verso il consolidamento demo-
cratico?

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

 ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

ARJUNA TUZZI – Ignavi o iracondi? L’astensionismo nelle elezioni politiche in Italia dal 1992 al 1996. 

GIANNI RICCAMBONI –
il 1948.

ALAN S. ZUCKERMAN – Tra fratture e convergenze: etnia e religione nel voto israeliano degli ultimi vent’an-
ni. 

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

 ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

ANTONIO FLORIDIA –
16 aprile 2000. 

GÜNTHER PALLAVER – L’elettorato austriaco e l’ascesa di Jörg Haider.

ROBERTO BROCCHINI – Il livello di proporzionalità del voto singolo trasferibile: un confronto con il voto 
alternativo. T

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo Unione europea

 ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

MARCO GIAFFREDA Una città e due elettorati. Il voto a Lecce nel 1999 e nel 2000
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EMMANUELA ZUFFO L’introduzione del sistema proporzionale nelle elezioni italiane del 1919: il contenuto 
della nuova legge ed i risultati della consultazione

JUAN MONTABES PEREIRA e MARIA A. PAREJO FERNANDEZ Istituzioni politiche e processi elettorali in Ma-
rocco

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

catch-all –  –

APPENDICE – 
Notiziario

ARIA PERROTTA Quanto e come spendono i candidati. I costi delle campagne elettorali a Napoli nel 1994 
e nel 1996

OBERTO BROCCHINI

Un’analisi comparata a largo raggio plurality system

IMONE DE BATTISTI

riscontro empirico su 19 paesi

outliers

Rubriche OBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

LDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

fra dentro quorum
Notiziario

ERNESTO BETTINELLI La lunga marcia del voto elettronico in Italia

APPENDICE Esperienze della sperimentazione di Avellino

DAVIDE POSSANZINI L’elaborazione della cosiddetta “legge truffa” e le elezioni del 1953

FRANCESC PALLARÉS e IRENE DELGADO Le sei tornate di elezioni comunali in Spagna dal 1979 al 1999. 

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

APPENDICE A – 
APPENDICE 

APPENDICE

APPENDICE

Notiziario

FULVIO VENTURINO Il voto differenziale nelle elezioni per la Camera dei Deputati del 1996 e del 2001. 
Un’analisi descrittiva e causale

SILVIA BOLGHERINI

MARA MORINI La transizione nella Russia postcomunista: il ciclo elettorale 1993-1999

Rubriche ROBERTO FIDELI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

ANTONIO FLORIDIA Le elezioni del 13 maggio 2001: coalizioni e partiti, conferme e novità nel volto politi-
co della Toscana

EMMANUEL NÉGRIER

francese Midi rouge
Midi blanc
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TOR BJØRKLUND Il calo della partecipazione elettorale nelle elezioni amministrative in Norvegia

Rubriche SILVIA BOLGHERINI Le elezioni nel mondo

ALDO DI VIRGILIO Le elezioni in Italia

Notiziario

DELIA BALDASSARRI Il voto ideologico esiste? L’utilizzo delle categorie di sinistra e destra nell’elettorato 
italiano

ELISABETH DUPOIRIER Elezione dei sindaci e nuova democrazia locale in Francia

MIGUEL DE LUCA, MARK P. JONES, MARÍA INÉS TULA Partiti e primarie: la selezione dei candidati in Ar-
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