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10. The Milan PO as ‘privatisations’ fraud collaborationist

Privatisation with judicialist purge versus market creation 

The first decree on privatisations dated end 1991. It was signed Andreotti, Carli and Cirino Pomicino. It was approved against the Amato fight on behalf of the PSI. The intentions of the authors of the decree, and of the government majority, were to give an international dimension to the State companies before privatising them trying to create also in Italy the public companies. This was opposed from the financial world was interested only in its rents from the privatisation process. In 1991, the Italian finance, which until December 1990 was enthusiastically aligned from the DC side, broke with the DC and the Centre and chose the PDS (which in 1992 got only 16% votes) as its interlocutor. In March 1991, Carlo De Benedetti asked Cirino Pomicino to become “their Minister”. In September 1991, the industrialist rupture with DC and PSI was public.
 

 Already some months before the privatisation first decree, privatisations had anyway started from the easiest one to realise, that of Cementir. In that occasion there was an auction between Fiat and Caltagirone. For buying the company, the latter paid 200 billion liras more of the Cementir initial estimation. This seemed a method could work, although frauds are possible even in auctions, in an oligopolistic/monopolistic order as the Italian one where it was easy to define overall exchanges, although experience politicians and Statesmen could contrast that. With the start of the judicialist strikes the methods was not anymore used, to State disadvantage and someone advantages.
 

Between 1992 and 1998, all the State companies have been sold either selling on market their shares or by private bargaining with hard kernels
, which revealed not so hard. The former way has only been at advantage of the usual good lounges. In the former way, the Mediobanca area could control Comit and Credit by a bit more than 2,000 billion liras. When the two banks were put on market, they managed 200,000 billion liras savings. The former way permitted the Fiat control of Telecom by 0.6% of the shares and the Fiat mismanagement of Telecom. In 6 years of such privatisation the axis Fiat-Mediobanca, before its spit and consequent war, got the control of telecommunications (Telecom and Tim), banks (Credit, Comit Imi-San Paolo), insurances (Fondiaria), chemistry (Montedison). This control on the key point of the Italian economy was realised with a few liras, naturally given from banks. The same few families of the good lounge of the Italian capitalism had realised such “successes” without costs and risks, both in the 1990 and before. In the previous 40 years, and not only (in the previous centuries!), they always enjoyed of State subsidies and gifts but without this total take-over of finance and industry. Consequently, privatisations have not produced new entrepreneurs, or the expansion of medium entrepreneurs, but only the reinforcing of traditional monopolistic positions. In addition, subsidies did not cease, as it was the case of the Prodi government incredible wreckage law for cars and other vehicles.

For Cirino Pomicino, actually comforted from the unanimity of the evaluations, after 150,000 billion liras of privatisations, Italy was cut off from the restructuring of the European capitalism and from all strategic alliances. De Benedetti and Scalfari, who openly campaigned for the Centre destruction who organised, apart from some speculation they realised, saw the decisive strengthening of Fiat and Mediobanca.
 

IRI and privatisation process in the Pini (Pini 2000) account
  

IRI was created in 1933 as rescue of a systemic financial blind alley. It was liquidated on 27 June 2000 as outcome of the privatisation fashion. State has collected, not only from IRI, 200,000 billion liras, despite the State and public presence in economy remains huge. 

Open question, Pini does not deal with, is the quantity of State financing in these 200,000 billion liras, because State companies were generally financed from State during the restructuring and selling phases.        

Key point is instead that privatisations had been realised hurriedly, as in homage to a compulsory fashion, or, better, to pressing and non-confessable appetites. No concern there has been for the creation of a sufficiently strong financial market, for instance with pensions funds. No concern there has been, what is even more serious, in the creation of real industrial markets. 

The 1933 IRI creation was the end of a rescue process of which Alberto Beneduce had convinced Mussolini. On 9 January 1933, Mussolini formalised his will of a public law new board by a letter to his Finance Minister Guido Jung. On 23 January 1933, IRI was created. Guido Jung considered Enrico Cuccia as his son. Beneduce will become the Cuccia father-in-law. Beneduce, a social reformist Mason, was reputed to have the virtue of mysteriousness. That was his capacity to be present in all the high finance obliged passages for driving them towards his goals. By industrial bonds guaranteed from State, he transformed savers in industrial financers. Beneduce became IRI President, while Donato Menichella, coming from BankItalia and its future Governor, became its General Director.    

On 13 April 1934, an official communiqué informed that the three great banks (Comit, Credit and Banco di Roma) had transferred all their industrial participations to IRI. Dissolved the defence consortia of the banks, since the mechanism of crossed participation, where banks controlled private companies and private companies banks shares, IRI revealed controller of 94% Comit, 78 Credit and 94% Banco di Roma.   

The 24 June 1937 decree transformed IRI in a permanent board. The IRI top-levels referred directly to Mussolini, without any interference of the PNF of State structures in the IRI choices and management.  

In May 1982, De Mita was elected DC Secretary in a unprecedented socialist coagulation of the DC Congress. The De Mita real début was in the first days July in the Roman attic of Carlo De Benedetti, where De Mita met the then PM Giovanni Spadolini, the Repubblica director Eugenio Scalfari, Piero Ottone, Guido Carli, Rinaldo Ossola, the Socialist Giorgio Ruffolo, and the Presidency of the Republic Secretary Antonio Maccanico. With De Mita, all this world, supposed laic and productive, actually the parasitic and para-State “private” finance, positioned, as well as the DC, between the Craxi PSI and the PCI. Despite the press and finance massive support, at the 26 June 1983 general elections, the DC decreased to 32.9% (from the previous 38.3). This DC and this De Mita designed Romano Prodi as IRI President, charge he covered from 3 November 1982. First beneficiary of the Prodi Presidency was the same Nomisma Prodi had founded two years before. Prodi was IRI President. His IRI and at least one Ministry used his Nomisma for researches and consultancies generally reputed worthless. At the same time, during the Prodi Presidency, the IRI Researches and Strategies Office was emptied.     

On 31 December 1982, Prodi tried to sell 3,000 hectares immediately outside Rome. On 17 February 1983, the Minister of the State Economy Gianni De Michelis blocked the operation. 

In occasion of the 26 January 1984, party-agreed designation to the IRI Presidency Committee, Prodi submitted to the usual praxis but denounced the PSI, and only the PSI, role to the Repubblica Director Scalfari who used the circumstance for anti-Craxi and anti-politics propaganda. On the other side, Prodi submitted to the usual party-sharing of the position. The 170 appointments to leading positions operated during the Prodi Presidency consisted in 93 (54.7%) Left-DC, 23 Socialists (13.5%) and 20 Laics (11.8%). Other 34 appointments (20%) were technicians generally of banks, where cooptation particular criteria were applied.   

In the 9 April 1984 meeting of IRI managers, Prodi announced his intentions of IRI reform, which de facto would have created the President dictatorship. 

On 29 April 1985, after secret and obscure bargaining, Prodi sold SME-SIDAL to Carlo De Benedetti at the worst conditions for State, even at less of the recent refinancing of the two companies, so in net lost. In practice, De Benedetti would have controlled the two companies well before paying something and with immediate disposability of cash there was in them. The Craxi government blocked the fraud. The SME companies were sold between 1993 and 1996 to 2,030 billion liras. In 1985 they would have been sold to 420 billion liras despite they were well profit-producing each year. Naturally who then contrasted the fraud was later prosecuted in the 1990s and 2000s from the Milan PO. Who tried the fraud was protected. 

In 1986, with the Craxi government obliged to knee under the overwhelming pressure of Fiat, Lefts and TUs, the Prodi IRI sold Alfa Romeo to Fiat, which destroyed it, instead of to Ford, what would have been better for creating competition on the vehicles market. As Marcello de Cecco noticed, for favouring Fiat one damaged the same Italian economy and workers. With Ford factories in Italy, competition would have been between vehicles produced in Italy. With Ford remained outside the Italian borders, competition was between  vehicles produced in Italy and vehicles produced abroad.
 

In November 1985, there was the fusion process between the IRI Italtel and the Fiat Telettra for creating Telit. Fiat wanted State paid and Fiat got the managerial control of the new company. Prodi was obliged from the PSI pressure to obstruct the Fiat pretences. In September 1987, the fusion operation failed since the irreconcilable positions. What in the project Prodi-Fiat-Mediobanca had been estimated 210 billion liras fruited 440 billion liras, two years later, in a joint venture with AT&T.  

Despite Prodi wanted to appear as a privatiser, he let that, in 1989, Credit launched in the attempt to acquire one of the few private banks, the Banca Nazionale dell’Agricoltura (BNA). The operation failed and Credit remained with a shares’ packet without dividends. Credit will sell it some years later to the Banco di Roma.  

Despite Prodi wanted to appear outside the party logics and outside the same DC, after the DC disappeared, he was well submitted to the laws of silence relatively to his DC clan. The IRI black funds were invented in 1964 from the managing director of the Autostrade company. Considerable funds were let to transit on specific accounts were they produced interests outside all official budgets. In 1974, the first law of the party financing came into force. In 1975, the flow of the railways investments was blocked since political decision. In the second half 1976, Orlandi delivered the black funds to the IRI top-levels. On 6 August 1976, he died. In the very early 1984, the Comit bearer saving bankbooks by the Mediobanca fiduciary contained 197 billion liras. In May 1976, a very detailed anonymous denunciation addressed to the Milan PO had revealed everything. The investigations had progressed slowly until 24 March 1982 when the dossier was sent to the Examining Magistrate Gherardo Colombo for the archiving. He had on the contrary ordered the continuation of the investigation to the Fiscal Police. In the meanwhile a BankItalia inspection to Comit had casually discovered the black funds. After that, at end 1982, Cuccia was interrogated by the Milan magistrates, the Mediobanca Central Director Fausto Calabria disposed that the funds went back into the official accounting of Italscai and Italstrade. When Prodi received the minutes of the Italstat Directors Board, his first reaction was to cut the matter off from the IRI Presidency Committee. Just he understood it was impossible, he suspended its meeting and went to the DC National Headquarters for seeking the advice of the DC Secretary De Mita. Back, Prodi told the Presidency Committee that the IRI legal would have managed the question collaborating with the Milan PO. De Mita had evidently decided to abandon Ettore Bernabei, the pro-Fanfani manager, than Italstat managing director. To the colleagues objections, with noticed the matter was competence of the Rome PO, on 12 November 1984 Prodi presented there a statement. After the arrest of Fausto Calabria and of the Italstrade President Sergio De Amicis, on 14 December 1984 the arrest of Bernabei was ordered from the Milan magistracy. On 28 January 1985, the Cassation Court recognised the Rome competence, since the most serious offence, the one of false budget, had verified in Rome. On 25 June 1985, Prodi named Bernabei (yet enquired) as Italstat President, were he remained until Mai 1991, at his 70th anniversary. About taking legal action against the managers responsible of the black founds creation, Prodi avoided to decide. Finally, the Nobili IRI will decide it 22 December 1990. 

Anyway all the Italian companies had black accountings and black funds. And all their budgets were false. 

In addition to the episode of the black funds, Italstat provoked other involuntarily troubles to IRI. It had credits in Iran for 1,200 billion liras (of works realised there) reduced to one-fourth as consequence of the Khomeinist revolution. So, Italstat concentrated on the Italian market where it collected contracts of building and management of public big works. It distributed 60% of them to its enterprises and 40% to private ones, Coops included. 

Prodi was particularly skilful in getting State funds at no interest and in presenting manipulated accounting results. Prodi got 17,500 of the 28,500 billion liras attributed from State as IRI endowment funds. The 981 billion liras of surplus of the 1989 Prodi end-Presidency were actually 2,416 billion liras deficit. 

All this was not without conflicts. Following to the 21 April 1988 request of the State Economy Ministry Fracanzani, the same Fracanzani and the Treasury Ministry Amato received request of 3,000 billion liras from ENI and 11,500 from IRI, of which 7,100 for the liquidation and restructuring of the iron and steel industry. From the 11,500 billion liras were nevertheless excluded the reindustrialisation of the ex iron and steel industry areas for 1,600 additional billion liras and the lost of the Bandar Abbas contract. From one side the Prodi IRI claimed a reclaimed management, from the other side it demanded enormous sums. On 10 May 1988, Minister Fracanzani sent a letter to Prodi where he asked to be preventively informed of all acquisition initiatives from their initial stages. Prodi replied claiming the managerial autonomy. On 2 June 1988, the Minister sent to Prodi a very hard note were he reaffirmed that the IRI sole political responsible and intermediary with institutions was the State Economy Minister. In April 1989, Minister Fracanzani named Professor Domenico Tosato, near him, President of the IRI Control Board.  

On 22 September 1988, government approved a bill for authorising IRI to contract loans for 8,450 billion liras, on which State would have paid 4% interests and would have reimbursed the same loans in semester instalments starting from 1992.

On 31 July 1989, the EEC Commission contested the 1985 and 1986 financing of Finmeccanica to Alfa Romeo as State aids incompatible with the EEC. Consequently, Finmeccanica should have given back them to IRI.  

In July 1990, the State Economy Ministry corrected the IRI budget: the 1987 lost passed from 88 to 2,328 billion liras, the 1988 profit of 952 billion liras became a lost of 1,403 billion liras. The IRI own means had passed from 4,000 to 1,000 billion liras. For the economic responsible of the PSI Cicchitto, the Prodi real successes derived from media instead of from industrial policy. 

Finished the Prodi era, the same press enthusiast with him, finalised to a further Prodi mandate, became suddenly prudent with Nobili. On 1 February 1990, the economic journalist Gianni Pasquarelli became RAI General Director with rigid directives on its management. When Nobili defined the 1989 budget of the group, whose constitutive elements had been defined under the Prodi management, the IRI debts resulted 47,500 billon liras, despite from 1982 IRI had realised participations for 11,550 billion liras and had collected State funds for 17,000 billion liras. Government showed now non-disposable to the gay finance, as it had done with the Prodi requests. It even disavowed engagements assumed when Prodi was IRI President, as the interest and reimbursement guarantees on IRI debts. State funds will arrive again to IRI after the judicial liquidation of Nobili by false accusations and the 1993 de facto judicial designation of Prodi as IRI President.       

On 8 March 1990, Nobili had received the Fiat top-level managers Romiti, Mattioli and Calleri for examining collaboration projects in the sectors of telecommunications, railways, gas turbines, robotics, aqueducts and great distribution. Andreotti, informed on the promising perspectives, had given his consent. Nevertheless, Fiat disappeared. 

In June 1990, IRI knew on negotiation between Fiat and a foreign enterprise for giving away Telettra, a company of IRI interest already in 1986/1987. IRI made an offer by STET in agreement with the US partner AT&T. On 30 October 1990, Romiti went to Cossiga and Andreotti for informing them of the already realised selling to the French GEC-Alcatel. Nobody informed IRI. Actually, it is abnormal a country where Statesmen are informed of such things. But if Statesmen are informed of such things, they should be informed before the conclusion of negotiations. 

On 21 March 1991, the EEC Court of Justice rejected the Prodi IRI appeal on the Alfa Romeo capital increasing. Now Nuova Finmeccanica needed to give back 700 billion liras to IRI. A legal and regular trick solved the problem.   

The Prodi unwise choices on the Alitalia management accentuated other financial problems. The total losses of the airlines IATA were two billion dollars. Alitalia were realising investment plans for 5,500 billion liras between 1991 and 1995 but in a context of financial weakness. And government was not any more disposable to give assistance. 

The only group did not created problems was SME, the one Prodi had tried to sell. From 1985, the business volume had increased of 70% and profits before taxation of 120%. On 5 April 1990, the SME managing director Delio Fabbri communicated to the shareholders that the average return of investments had been 37%. 

The IRI iron and steel industry had the handicap of the insufficient scale dimension and of the absence if financial strength. 

In the early 1991, the project of creation of the new company Iritecna was on the way of its realisation. Iritecna would have been the fusion of Italstat and Italimpianti. By 31 August 1991, Italstat had losses of 382 billion liras, after having set aside other 518 billion liras for future losses, and Italimpianti of 349 billion liras, after having set aside other 303 plus other 73 in participated companies for future losses. 

On 5 August 1991, IRI had signed High Speed Railway conventions for the lines Rome-Naples and Verona-Venice.  

At end 1991, Nobili offered Cementir, a cement company, on the market. The public auction was won from the Caltagirone group, which bought it for 480 billion liras, a gain of 193 billion liras for IRI.  

When in 1978, EMS was born, on Franco-German initiative, both the Berlinguer PCI and the Paolo Baffi BankItalia were against the lira exchange constraint. The PM Andreotti was on the contrary well decided to continue the Alcide De Gasperi European tradition, which contributed to produce the 25 March 1957 Rome Treaties. After the 31 January 1979 Chamber PM Andreotti speech on the EMS adhesion, PCI dissociated from the government before it supported. If ESM was a first step on a common currency, the 17 February 1986 Unique Act was the second and determinant step. It stated the principle of the total liberalisation of commodities, people, services and capital movements among the EEC States. The 27 April 1990 Foreign Trade Minister Renato Ruggiero decree, which formalised a short-term capitals liberalisation directive, permitted the Italian citizens free investments in bonds of other countries.   

If the EMS was the devolution of the power of fixing the exchange rate, the Unique Act was the devolution of the power fixing the internal interest rate. The 7 February 1992 Maastricht Treaty was the devolution of the control on internal currency and liquidity, and the reduction of the criterion of the social utility now largely let to market and concurrency. In 1985, at the Milan Europe Council, PM Craxi, with Andreotti as Foreign Affairs Minister, deadly disappointed the British PM Thatcher because he opened the process would have driven to Maastricht, for the first time by simple majority vote, giving up the unanimity rule. In 1992, the PM Andreotti and the Foreign Affairs Minister Gianni De Michelis introduced in the Maastricht Treaty the non-absolute rigidity of macro-parameters for the moment the admission of the various countries to Euro would have been decided.    

On 2 June 1992, the Elisabeth Queen yacht Britannia, rented from the British Invisibles, sheered off Civitavecchia (Rome). There were on it the ENI President Gabriele Cagliari, Raffaele Santoro of Agip, Pio Pigorini of Snam, the IRI deputy-President Riccardo Gallo, Giovanni Bazoli of Ambroveneto, Antonio Pedone of Crediop, the Comit managing director Mario Arcani, the IMI general director Rainer Masera, the INA President Lorenzo Pallesi, the Consob General Director Corrado Conti, the Antitrust General Secretary Alberto Pera, and others. The only politician there present was Beniamino Andreatta, marginalized from the Italian political life after his accusation act against IOR and Vatican as Treasury Minister of the Spadolini government. Andreatta would have become Budget Minister of the Amato government, Foreign Affairs Minister with Ciampi, Defence Minister with his pupil Prodi. The City merchant bankers were Warburg, Barclay de Zoote, Coopers Lybrand, Baring and McKenna, all very interested in the privatisation pie they valued 100,000 billion liras. The Treasury General Director Mario Draghi explained them that privatisations were an instrument for limiting political interference in the daily management of public enterprises. From 1993, privatisations realised with the massive presence of Anglo-Saxon merchant banks, which sometimes neither had any structure in Italy.       

Both Draghi and Confindustria presented privatisations as the way for realising a capitals’ true market. What is conceptually and practically a false. With the 28 June 1992 birth of the Giuliano Amato-1 government, the privatisation program of Andreotti, Carli and Cirino Pomicino was shelved. Disconnected and improvised privatisations started.   

In 1991, the IRI losses were 343 billion liras. The result would have been considerably worst without the selling of the Banco di Roma with the consequent earning of 1,104 billion liras. The 1991 budged was influenced from the 421 billion liras de-financing decided from the Andreotti government. At end 1991, the IRI debts were 61,000 billion liras plus 8,700 debts with capital reimbursement at State charge.  

From the institutional point of view, the whole privatisation and Italy destiny for more than a decade was decided inside the Amato government from the outcome of the clash between the perspective represented from the Industry and State Economy Minister professor Giuseppe Guarino and the one represented from the Treasury Minister professor Piero Barucci.  

Guarino, already of the PCI, had been professor of Cossiga in Sassari, and consultant of Mattei, Cefis, Petrilli and of the BankItalia Governor Carli. He knew well the mixed economic system and wished to restructure it without destroying its potentialities. Piero Barucci was a Florence professor, already protected from De Mita.

On 10 July 1992, Guarino exposed his project to Amato who adhered to it. On 11 July 1992, IRI, ENI, ENEL and INA were transformed in limited company. Two super-holding were created, one by the confluence of IRI after he had absorbed EFIM
, plus INA, IMI and BNL, the other one by the confluence of ENI and ENEL. These two great conglomerates would have avoided the financial crisis result of the transformation the different State companies in limited companies. In front of the impossibility of State financing, aggregation permitted restructuring and resources redistributions. Goal of Guarino was that the private companies created by the dismissal of the State ones were internationally competitive and strong. 

For Barucci, the 11 July 1992 Ministers’ Council was only very roughly informed. Interest of PM Amato seemed just a rapid decision for avoiding parties’ interferences. When Guarino informed Agnelli, De Benedetti, Romiti and Tronchetti Provera on the decisions, they seemed to have understood that he was advocate of the old State economy. Also the Ciampi BankItalia did not seem particularly enthusiast of the decided solution. The media controlled from the block Fiat, Carlo De Benedetti, Mediobanca and BankItalia, that is the large majority, bombarded the solution had seemed to prevail. 

On 18 July 1992, since strong pressures, Amato decided the immediate and hurried liquidation of EFIM. What revealed an awkward operation for State with financial crisis of IRI. Who had pressed for EFIM liquidation evidently wanted that.        

On 22 July 1992, 45 minutes after midnight, Amato called Guarino was communicating the necessity giving up the project of two super-holdings. They were erased from the bill and replaced by the delegation to the Treasury Minister Barucci to predispose, in three months, a plan of reorder of the State economy.  

On 30 July 1992, the Treasury Minister Barucci created a Consulting and Support Committee presided from Mario Draghi and formed from the bankers Natalino Irti and Gianmario Roveraro, the economists Luigi Spaventa and Mario Monti, Vincenzo Desario for BankItalia. The technical secretary of the Committee was attributed to Vincenzo Giavazzi. On 1 August 1992, IMI and Mediobanca were changed to elaborate the necessary reference data. 

At the eve of 6 August 1992, President Scalfaro, alarm from Amato and Barucci, imposed to political parties not to disavow the parts of the bill on directors boards of only three persons for the IRI and ENI, what de facto meant commissarial control from the Treasury Minister and from the Treasury General Director Draghi. In this way Presidents remained in office but without real powers
.

On 9 September 1992, the Amato government decided, outside all plan and all reference frame, to sell Credit and the Florence Nuovo Pignone. 

On 10 September 1992, Consob suspended the stock-exchange quotation of Credit and Nuovo Pignone.

After the lira devaluation of few days later (13 September 1992), the State industry was worth 30% less on international markets. In May 1993, Il Manifesto published parts of a reserved document circulated in State Economy milieus, in which it was evidenced that the most aggressive speculators against lira had been merchant banks as the US Goldman Sachs and the Londoner Warburg. It referred also to the personal position of Romano Prodi, Goldman Sachs personal advisor and propagandist, in occasion of the 30 September 1992 Assolombarda Convention in Milan, of the privatisation of the IRI three banks and of the San Paolo of Torino, Monte dei Paschi di Siena and INA. 

Guarino tried some resistance yet in October 1992, but all his projects were rejected. He even went to Gianni Agnelli offering “them” Comit and Credit in exchange of free hands for him on everything else. The financial establishment did not need negotiate: it was sure to win on the whole line. 

On 30 December 1992, government decided IRI sold Credit, Comit and SME, and ENI sold Nuovo Pignone.

At end 1992, IRI forecasted losses for 4,400 billion liras. The debts were 21,654 billion liras plus 55,236 billion liras of the controlled companies. Judicially liquidated Nobili on 12 May 1993 by false accusations (he formally resigned from IRI President on 14 May 1993), Romano Prodi was back as IRI President. Of the three economic Minister of the Ciampi government only Spaventa, linked with Scalfari and Se Benedetti, was in favour of Prodi. Ciampi confessed that overall he needed the Prodi face. On 15 May 1992, after three days of bicycle trips, Prodi accepted.   

On 21 February 1993, the Industry and State Economy Minister Guarino was also formally totally deprived of all authority on privatisations. A Ministry without budget for Privatisation was created, directed from Paolo Baratta, already Crediop President and good friend of Amato. The same day also a Minister Committee for Privatisations was created. It was composed from Amato, Barucci and Baratta. The Amato government had fully given up the possibility of a national industrial and financial restructuring. It was time just for profiteers.    

The PSI, after the 11 February 1993 Craxi resignation and his replacement from the UIL ex-Secretary Giorgio Benvenuto seemed to understand nothing, or perhaps it understood too much, on the real meaning of the industrial and financial policy government decisions. A PSI document approved the Barucci plan stating that it would have [magically?] produced 10/12 groups of international relevance and accepted banks were privatised for permitting IRI the adequate provision of liquidity. For (Pini 2000) the State banks privatisation was actually the way for permitting to the usual financial powers of having the funds for further operations of State companies purchases.    

Not casually, Amato and Barucci were applauded from the great press. While the Confindustria newspaper Il Sole 24 Ore arrived to the point to announce that it would have never named the abhorred Industry and State Economy Minister Guarino. 

On 21 February 1993, the Budget Minister was replaced judiciary way. Beniamino Andreatta substituted Franco Reviglio struck by a GW. 

The same Amato started to have doubts on the opportunity to sell too rapidly because in this way they would have only undersell and neither to internal interests. The entrepreneurs began to judge Amato as a non-adequate privatiser. On 29 March 1993, they opened fire against him from the Brescia Confindustria Conference. The Confindustria General Director Innocenzo Cipolletta denounced that privatisations were not made because political class and government did not want.  

Replaced from the Ciampi government, on 30 June 1993 Ciampi designed a new Consulting and Support Committee again presided from Mario Draghi and formed from Ariberto Mignoli, Pier Gaetano Marchetti, Lucio Rondelli and Ottavio Salamone. The directive was the immediate privatisation of ENEL, INA, IMI, STET, Agip, Comit and Credit by the creation of stable kernels and diffusing the remaining shares on market avoiding concentrations on single shareholders. In practice, the Italian savers ought to finance the power of the usual monopolists, which would have spent the lowest sums or even nothing by the financing mechanisms of the banking system. Some Ministers had already presented a Mediobanca project for making Mediobanca and IMI monopolists of the privatisations coordination: this project was rejected, since the bad relations of Ciampi with Mediobanca, international finance versus one of the national ones.     

In July 1993, the 2,000 billion liras of tax credit Nobili had uselessly demanded were granted to the Prodi IRI. In the 1994 financial law other 3,000 billion liras were granted. On 29 December 1993, a decree permitted IRI replaced debts with banks by Treasury special bonds until 10,000 billion liras. 

By the 24 September 1993 decree, but published on the 2 October 1993 Official Gazette, the Ciampi government made possible the evaluation of State goods and companies from private subjects.   

On 23 September 1993, IRI formalised the charge to the US merchant bank J. P. Morgan for the evaluation of Comit and Credit. The US bank Lehman Brothers received the charge of placing the Comit shares. For the Credit shares, the charge Nobili had given to Merrill Lynch was revoked for attributing it to Goldman Sachs of which Prodi had just been consultant. 

On the 7 October 1993 La Stampa, Giorgio La Malfa explained that the Prodi vision of the public companies would have been, in Italy, the perpetuation of the DC-left control on the formally privatised State economy. Giorgio La Malfa attacked Prodi as an IRI false reclaimer, and as always at service of the DC clientelism. 

On 10 October 1993, the Industry Minister Paolo Savona resigned since different opinions on the way of public enterprises selling. He was induced to withdraw his resignation.

In the second-half 1993, the ex-SME group, predisposed from Nobili for a competitive selling, was sold from Prodi to his friends’ friends by his usual obscure and irregular methods, and at prices inferior to the market ones. 

Between 6 and 10 December 1993, Credit was privatised for 2,700 billion liras of global evaluation of the bank, sum universally judged decidedly too low. Each shareholder could not buy more than 3% of the shares. Shares demand was six times supply. Credit immediately finished under the formal control of Mediobanca. IRI collected 1,829 billion liras, from the Credit privatisation.  

Comit was privatised in February 1994. Each shareholder could not buy more than 3% of the shares. Shares demand was ten times supply. Comit immediately finished under the formal control of Mediobanca. IRI collected 2,891 billion liras, 3,005 with the 1993 dividend, from the Comit privatisation. 

In 1993, IRI denounced losses for 9,600 billion liras over a business volume of 70,000 billion liras. On 31 December 1993, the mass of the IRI debts was 75,000 billion liras, while the net patrimony was 20,000 billion liras.  

On 27 July 1994, the Berlusconi-1 government chose Michele Tedeschi as IRI President. Tedeschi was on old IRI top-level manager, whose designation did not make happy Confindustria. He sold the iron and steel industry, finished the selling of Iritecna, and fired the DC-leftist Fabiano Fabiani the father-owner of Finmeccanica. Tedeschi intended to sell everything and at the best conditions although he was dependent from the political will of government and it Treasury Ministry.  

The Berlusconi government, after the perplexities derived from the Credit and Comit selling, on 31 May 1994 decreed the duty to inform Consob and press of the syndicate pacts, the limit of 5% to the ownership of public utilities companies and public banks, the list vote for tutoring minorities. The golden share was conserved. 

At end 1994, the IRI debt had decreased to 23,040 billion liras, 13,300 billion liras if one considers them at net of credits from State and some controlled companies. Despite the improved situation, the press offensive against IRI continue intense. Financial powers wanted the rapid liquidation of 100% State economy and at the cheapest prices for profiteers. For instance, in 1999 Telecom Italia was conquered from Roberto Colaninno and estimated from market 100,000 billion liras. In 1997, the Ciampi Treasury Ministry had sold it for 24,500 billion liras. 

In 1996, the IRI profits had been 193 billion liras. Its total debts were now a bit more 3,500 billion liras. 

In 1997, the IRI profits had been 5,174 billion liras, of which 2,700 passed to the Treasury Ministry.

In 1998, the IRI profits had been 3,158 billion liras, nearly totally withdrew from the Treasury Ministry.

In 1999, the IRI profits had been 7,226 billion liras, of which 5,865 passed to the Treasury Ministry. 

For Giuseppe Guarino, the patrimony of the State economy transformed in limited companies was about 100,000 billion liras. This was the official evaluation made from the profiteers men, when independent politicians and managers were judicially liquidated. Anyway, from 1992 to 1999, IRI companies selling permitted to collect 106,000 billion liras. What does not mean that the whole sum was cashed from State. The sum represented about 50% of the sold fraction privatisations. Another 50% came from the sold fraction of non-IRI companies, equally owned from the central State.  

For (Affinito 2000), from 1992 to 1998, privatisations had fruited about 140,000 billion lira. With Autostrade, sold in 1999, and ENEL they had fruited a bit less of 200,000.

For what concerned the market creation, it did not realise by privatisations. Monopolies remained monopolies even if formally privatised and consumers had no benefits. Tariff remained considerably higher than in other EU countries. 

Despite the considerable quantity of realised privatisations, the Treasury Ministry conserved the control of shares for a value of 400,000 billion liras, of the same order of the stock exchange capitalisation in Italy. . 

At end 1966, the privatisations’ intermediations had been 786 billion liras, of which one-third finished into the pockets foreign merchant banks as Goldman Sachs, Wasserstein Perrella, Schroders, Warburg, Rothschild, J. P. Morgan, Fox Pitt Kelton, Lehman Brothers, Kleinwort Benson, BZW and Morgan Stanley. Also IMI and Mediobanca had participated, the former as global coordinator of ENEL and STET the two most important companies to privatise.   

From 1992 to the end of the Prodi government in 1998, the entire management of the economic and financial affairs, and the restructuring connected with privatisation, had been controlled from a restricted group of State-uncontrolled technocrats and consultants. In eight years they have collected 350 billion liras of appointments.    

Manufacturing industry privatisations
 and the decaying of Italian entrepreneurship 

As the evaluation of the pre-war IRI and of the post-was ENI creation cannot hide the clientelist deterioration of the State industry verified at least from the 1960s
, even relevant frauds in the 1990s very partial privatisations wave cannot conceal what were both IRI and Italian family capitalism at end century. They were inefficient oligarchies, both at service of a closed system perpetuated with State and savers funds, and which, by privatisations, gained new rents and devices for its perpetuation.   

Many sources have cultivated the myth of privatisations as occasion. It is not clear, occasion of what. The same IRI as perpetual holding was expression of a State could nor control and drive economy, consequently followed the reassuring solution of owning what it was incapable to control. It was inevitable that ownership without attitude to control resolved in clientelism.      

For Giorgio Corradini, the Italian productive system was characterised by the low specialisation in high-tech sectors, its unbalancing towards small and very small enterprises, the scarce presence as systems’ producers in the most advanced sectors and the insufficiency of integrated enterprises could offer high quality output.
 It was not by privatisation that one could remedy to these aspects, and overall by privatisations made during a context of external pressure and internal destabilisation. On the other side, in normal times, in Italy nobody is capable doing anything. The same discourses on great plans should be revised considering this aspect. For remedying the inefficiency of the State economy, as of the Italian State apparatuses, great plans are not necessary. It would be sufficient to apply normal organisational and economic criteria. This would have created the pre-conditions for facing macro-transformations. It would have been even more important and more productive than the privatisation [high in words, low in realisations] fever.   

IRI was just an enormous holding of small and medium enterprises, each one reduced to clans’ and TU-political feuds, whose losses depended on the application of charity criteria instead of economic ones.  
All the discourses on public companies, great aggregations of the privatised enterprises, deindustrialisation, colonization from the outside,
 reflect just the usual technique of eluding question by deceiving claims. For public companies were not just the perpetuation of the left-DC IRI, an efficient stock exchange would have been necessary. Pension funds were never relay created in Italy, not even during the 1990s, and saver remained generally guaranteed from State. International competitiveness starts from research. Italy is one of the countries spends less in basic and applied research, and there is even the total absence of venture capital. It was not by financial engineering on the privatised enterprises that one could remedy to this aspect and magically create international corporations.   

Not less mystifications are all the claims on the utility of privatisations for the State budget and as a way for “reclaiming” it. It should be told that the State industry had become a weight because it was managed as a charity, instead of as enterprises. The correct discourse should be made, but nobody do it openly, is that in a country were everything became clientelism, the renunciation to a State industry was the only way for not mismanaging it, so it was a way for cutting a part, actually a very reduced part, of the clientelist mechanisms politics used. 

“Strategic” arguments were frequently raised. Nobody ever specified what should be strategic and why. But, overall, if knowledge and productions are judged strategic, so to be maintained on the State territory, that has no correlation with State ownership of these companies and skills. The most and really efficient techniques of economic orientation are different from the State ownership of companies and factories. Entrepreneurship and research were not evidently judges “strategic” in Italy, since the opposite direction followed from policies. Only uneconomical and clientelist companies, included the ones of the “private” para-State familiar capitalism, were judged “strategic”.  

What Marcello de Cecco calls the “lack of project capability” of the main Italian enterprises, and their non-contribution and non-promotion to plans of Country reorganisation was just consequence of what structurally was Italy.
 In the meanwhile, the less weak politics was judicially destroyed with international universal approval, for making clear in which direction wind blew. 

The monopolist system was preserved also in its macro-financial aspects. Just the European law imposed in Italy the universal bank already refused, in 1936 in Italy, banking sector privatisation operated for preserving public control on it. From the one side Mediobanca, from the other side the newborn foundations, operated in this directions. “Privatised” banks remained public. It was a solution radically different, for instance, from the German scheme, imitated also from Spain, where banks control industries.
 In Italy this had already produced financial bottlenecks in different moments of its economic history, although the model of the politically driven credit be not so different. 

The main industrial groups were controlled from few families, by minority fraction of shares and syndicate complex pacts. Medium-long term institutional investors, as investment funds and investment banks, were nearly absent.

What was unanimously called “credibility relatively to international financial markets” Italy would have operated for conquering
 was just a macabre exchange. The closed system was preserved but with the temporary rents derived from privatisations, benefits overall for internal monopolies and further Italian systemic weakening
 flattered “international markets”.

For instance, among the manufacturing enterprises, from the point of view of the enterprise best valorising the best privatization were realized when the buyers were foreign groups.
 In addition, foreign groups acquired companies for real interest, while Italian companies acted in certain cases only as temporary intermediaries to foreign acquisitions earning relevant rents from this function
. 

Before the 1975-1990 disaster, State steel had been positive symbol of entrepreneurship and success of Italian industry. When, in 1975, conditions changed dramatically, in Italy one continued to plan productive expansion of the iron and steel industry. The crisis evidenced errors, as the productive new centre of Gioia Tauro, the mismanagement of managers progressively more dependent from political parties, which considered the State industry and clientelist and electoral tool. At end 1987, Finsider lost yet 1,000 billion liras per year and it had 10,000 billion liras debts. For the green book on privatisations, prepared in 1992 from the Treasury Minister Piero Barucci, the steel State industry lost about 25,000 billion liras from 1975 to 1988.
 The losses of the State iron and steel industry had been more of 30,000 billion liras the two decades before privatisation. The entire State iron and steel industry was privatised between 1992 and 1996 with a benefit, for IRI, of 7,000 billion liras. The privatised most important companies were Ast, Dalmine and Ilva Laminati Piani.
 

The iron and steel companies

Ast
  

Ast was the prestigious heir of Saffat [Società degli Alti Forni, Fonderie ed Acciaierie di TERNI], an iron and steel company created on 10 March 1884 for war and strategic reasons, and so positioned in Central Italy very far from the land borders. In 1922, with the fusion with a local important electric energy producer it became Terni - Società per l’Industria e l’Elettricità. To the iron and steel and electric production, other activities added as electrochemical, ore cement and shipyards. Invested from the 1929 crisis, in 1933 it passed under the IRI financial control, and in 1937 under the control of Finsider. In 1962, electric energy production was nationalised. In 1964, its chemical sectors passed to ENI, and the cement one to Cementir. In 1987, Terni became Tas (Terni acciai speciali) limited company. On 31 December 1988, Tas is dissolved with other three State iron and steel companies, and they became a division of Ilva (which replaced Finsider). Terni represented the special plane rolling area with factories in Terni and Turin. In 1993, Ilva created Ilp [Ilva Laminati Piani] limited liability company and Ast [Acciai Speciali Terni] limited company.  

In 1994 Kai Italia was created, 50% owned by Fried Krupp A.G. and 50% from Far Acciai limited liability company (formed in 1994 from the Riva, 44%, Agarini, 44%, and Falck, 12%
, groups. In December 1994, it bought Ast, by private bargaining, for 600 billion liras. In December 1995, the Riva and Falck went out from Far Acciai, selling their shares to Krupp at prices considerably higher than those paid for buying them from State. Finally Krupp detained 75% shares and Agarini 25%. .  

The group Ast represented at end-1993/early-1994, a considerable patrimony of know-how, high-qualified personnel, efficient plants, high-tech products and wide distribution network.  

The Asr acquisition from Krupp was inside its horizontal expansion for increasing its part of world market and strengthening its competitive position in the business of special steels. Italy is also the European main consumer of unoxidizable steels after Germany. Ast fully integrated inside the Krupp group and it was well valorised from it. 

Ilva Laminati Piani

Ilva was the case of a great group of the iron and steel industry bought from a family group, and so driven inside family models of management. Ilva was oriented, even more than before, toward poor productions.
 

From its privatisation in 1995, Ilva limited company
, ex Ilva Laminati Piani, belonged to the Riva group. It was, at end century, the main Italian producer of steel and cast iron and one of the biggest in Europe. A holding of about 60 companies in Italy and abroad (France, UK, USA) when it was formed, Ilva knew various transformation. In April 1985, it was bought from Rilp of the Riva group and later incorporated. The paid price was 2,500 billion liras, which included the 1994 dividend. What meant a real price of 1,689 billion liras negotiate by private bargaining.       

The Riva group was created in the 1950s. From trade of iron metals, the Riva brothers expanded to the iron and steel productions. Their first factory dates 1957. Others added. Buying of Ilp and its controlled, the Riva group expanded dimensionally and as market shares, becoming the first Italian producer of raw steel and the seventh in the world. This industrial sector suffered strong concurrency from Southeast Asia. Anyway, the incorporation of Ilva in a private group meant decided reduction of its managerial and administrative structure. Even if not brilliant, its results improved with privatisation.

The Riva group remained decidedly inferior to its European competitors. Despite the higher work productivity of the Riva group, the other groups cover wider range of productions. For instance, Thyssen Krupp is leader of unoxidizable steels but also strongly diversified with activities in other sectors. While the Riva group remained strategically weak: reduced dimensions without relevant financial resources and support, and limited productive diversification. Surely, it is not necessarily fault of the Riva family, but simply the stage reached from a private group, in the specific Italian context and financial markets, after less than half-century of history.         

The Dalmine group

Founded in 1906 from the German group Mannesmann in Bergamo (Italy), Dalmine was Italian leader in continuous steel pipes, with 62% of the Italian market, 22.9% of the European one and 4.5% of the world one. At end 1995, it was in the fourth position in the world, with 770,000 tons’ pipes. In Europe, it was immediately after Mannesmann.     

The Dalmine group had a fractioned structure because its management judged it more manageable in this way than if it had been a unique structure. Its incorporation inside Techint (a family-managed group), one of the world leaders of the sector, valorised Dalmine relatively to many of its competitors. Also Damine valorised Techint permitting it to become the world first group in continuous pipes. 

Specifically, Dalmine was integrated and coordinated with Siderca and Tamsa. Despite the strong competition there is in the sector, Dalmine inserted in a very strong group, well positioned in international markets and pushing its companies towards success.     

Nuovo Pignone, Siv and Iritecna

Nuovo Pignone

Pignone was created as a cast iron foundry. In January 1954, it became ENI company as Enrico Mattei liberality since the Florence Mayor Giorgio La Pira insistences. 

On 15 October 1992, the deadline posed from government for presenting the projects for selling Credit (IRI) and Nuovo Pignone (ENI), ENI decided to put up for sale Nuovo Pignone by competitive selling. IMI, which was Nuovo Pignone shareholder, was charged to select the best offers from the point if view both of price and industrial plan. 

On 30 December 1992, the deadline for selling Nuovo Pignone was fixed to May 1993. 

On 9 March 1993, there was a typical judicialist strike. The Nuovo Pignone President Franco Ciatti was arrested. Regularly reported in the 1992 Nuovo Pignone budget there were 4 billion liras for political parties contributions. They were indispensable for improving the Nuovo Pignone conditions.     

On 17 July 1993, the ENI Assembly deliberate the procedure for selling the Nuovo Pignone shares. 

12 July 1993 was the deadline for the presenting the demands to ENI for participating to the Nuovo Pignone purchase. 

5 November 1993 was the deadline for the presentation of the obligatory offers for buying Nuovo Pignone. The offers were four: [1] the Franco-English Gec-Alshtom, [2] the Swedish rope Abb-Atlas Copco, [3] the US groups Dresser Industries and Ingersoll Rand, [4] General Electric [GE] together with a group of Italian banks.   

On 9 December 1993, the Nuovo Pignone statute was modified for assuring the ENI determinant representation inside the Directors Board also after the cession of the capital majority. 

On 23 December 1993, the agreement for the cession to GE and the approval of the quadrennial plan was announced. It was announce also the participation of a group of banks with 20% shares and of the US groups Dresser Industries and Ingersoll Rand with 12%. ENI kept 20.25% shares detained from Snam (11%) and Agip (9.25%). In practice, at this stage, GE became only the relative majority shareholder with 35.75% shares. 

On 6 May 1994, the European Commission authorised the Nuovo Pignone selling to GE but did not to the two other US groups. So, the operation now provided the GE at 79.75% shares and ENI at 20.25%. It was established GE could cede shares to banks and, only with authorisation of the EC, to US industrial groups.  

On 23 May 1994, ENI ceded 69.33% share to GE and 10,42 was destined to the stock exchange. So Nuovo Pignone became private. 

Between 5 July 1994 and 17 August 1994, GE launched the takeover on the Nuovo Pignone shares yet circulating. It reached the control of 78.34% Nuovo Pignone.  

On 20 September 1994, ENI received 120 billion liras from GE, as payment for shares, after that in July a relevant contract with the Russia Gazprom had been realised. In March 1992, an evaluation realised from the Swiss Bank had estimated 1,200 billion liras was the value of Nuovo Pignone. In the moment of the evaluation the market condition were judged batter. There is anyway a price’s considerable difference at ENI disadvantage. In addition, Nuovo Pignone could be better valorised if integrated with Ansaldo, and sold as a unique block.

On 18 October 1994, GE acquired from Snam 1.6% shares, indispensable for certain US fiscal advantages.  

Between 20 February 1995 and 10 March 1995, GE launched a residual takeover, so arriving to the control of 81.26% shares. 

On 21 April 1995, Dresser Industries and Ingersoll Rand communicated to have rescinded the convention with GE for participating to the Nuovo Pignone capital. 

On 2 May 1995, the Milan stock exchange quotation of the Nuovo Pignone shares was revoked. 

On 27 January 1998, GE exercised its option right, and Agip ceded its 9.25% Nuovo Pignone shares to GE. GE got now 90.7% shares and Snam 9.3%.  

GE contributed to preserve the Nuovo Pignone high technological standards and improved its profits and financial conditions. Nuovo Pignone conserved its tight industrial links with ENI. 

SIV

On 18 July 1992, EFIM, the third public group after IRI and ENI, was suppressed by government decree. The EFIM group was composed of 114 companies. In the moment of its suppression, it lost 37 liras each 100 of sales. Only 33 of its nearly 120 companies were profitable. The other ones had losses from many years. The EFIM central powers did not exist anymore. Each financial company were a feud where each one replied only to his/her political parties. In fact the EFIM suppression was not easy. The relative decree needed to be reiterated four time and finally approved on 17 February 1993. 

On 21 January 1993, the EFIM winding-up program was approved with final deadline on 21 January 1995. The EFIM companies were divided in four groups:  [1] defence and space with passage to IRI by Finmeccanica, [2] aluminium companies to keep as integrated group, [3] the healthier companies as SIV and Breda Ferroviaria to be sold, [4] plant engineering and civil companies to be industrially motivated before cession. 

The Società Italiana Vetri (Siv) passed under the total control of the English group Pilkington, the glass main world producer. 

On 19 July 1993, the preliminary contract for ceding Siv to Pilkington and Techint was signed, after competition among three different definite offers. EFIM cashed 210 billion liras from the 50%-50% selling to Pilkington and Techint, with a total benefit of 477 billion liras since the Techint debts. On 30 October 1994, Pilkington excised its option and bought the Techint share for 300 billion liras. It was considerably more of the 105 billion liras paid to EFIM for it. On the other side, the co-participation with Techint, already practical of the Italian reality was function of the 100% takeover. 

The Siv acquisition from Pilkington guaranteed a strong complementariness between the Siv specialisation, the car glasses with factories in South Europe, and the building industry glasses of Pilkington with factories localised in North Europe. Siv showed fully valorised from this privatisation and immediately profitable.  

Iritecna

Iritecna was a case of impossible fusion between two groups, which anyway should have induced to reflect why the fusion was impossible between two groups of State companies. Feuds, at State charge, revealed of impossible fusion. When privatised, it was a case of privatisation of many enterprises. 

In the spring 1990, the IRI top-levels had decided to integrate two groups, Italimpianti and Italstat, for creating Iritecna as unique group of industrial and civil plant engineering. Italimpianti, created in 1951, had operated until 1988 inside the Finsider group. It was consequently specialised in iron and steel industry plant engineering. Italstat, formed in 1956, was specialised in infrastructure, building industry and territorial engineering and works.

Not only the financial situation of the two groups revealed dramatic, but also real integration showed impossible. The integration would have produced a group with total debt of 7,600 billion liras and 3,600 billion liras patrimony. Even when Iritecna was formally operative, each society continued to depend from the respective original group. While building a corporate, as in the intention, a new holding was created. Evidently the top-level managers were not authorised, or revealed incapable, to break resistances and to operate the personnel and structures reductions and renewal generally indispensable for integrating structures. Managers were already in excess, as, more generally, personnel. Of the 19,600 dependents, 6,500 were in excess.  

To contribute negatively to the fusion there was also the judicially provoked 1992 crisis of the public work sector, decisive in the activity of the new-forming Iritecna group. At mid-1992, the new works for the group had suffered a 60% decrease. 

On 28 December 1993, IRI decided the Iritecna liquidation and the creation of Fintecna for grouping its strategic activities. On 28 February 1994, the voluntary liquidation of Iritecna was deliberated. It had closed the 1993 fiscal year with 10,800 billion liras financial debts, against 6,600 billion liras sales and a lost of 1,030 billion liras. 

Fintecna and Iritecna later privatised the public works companies, at reduced prices. Fintecna partially privatised Condotte d’Acqua and Italstrade had passed under its control in 1994. For both there were constraints hampered the full privatisation because inside the HSR projects. Anyway, the control from the buyers was assured. In May 1998, Iritecna privatised Garboli-Rep. Other companies of Iritecna, or coming from it, were privatised. Of relevant interest were Autostrade and Aeroporti di Roma. The Iritecna and ex-Iritecna group companies generally remained Italian.  

The Enimont affair for liquidating the CAF as ‘corrupted’
          

The Enimont true case according Cirino Pomicino
 

Cirino Pomicino was, for institutional positions, a very informed source about the events he reports. During the 9th Legislature (1983-1987) he was President of the Deputies’ Chamber Budget Commission. During the 10th Legislature (1987-1992) he was President of the Deputies’ Chamber Budget and Treasury Commission (4 August 1987 – 13 April 1988), Minister for Public Employment of the De Mita-1 government (13 April 1988 – 22 July 1989), Minister for Budget and Economic Programming of the Andreotti-6 (22 July 1989 – 12 April 1991) and Andreotti-7 (12 April 1991 – 24 April 1992) governments. He decidedly was a super-insider.  
His testimonies and their originality were indirectly validated from a well know Repubblica economic journalist, Giuseppe Turani. Cirino Pomicino recounts that Turani had insistently proposed him to write a book together. Knowing the media milieus, Cirino Pomicino was sceptical that Turani would have ever published anything he [Cirino Pomicino] could tell. Turani insisted and taped for three days what Cirino Pomicino told, naturally relatively to his political and Statesman experience. A week later, Turani called Cirino Pomicino. Turani declared to be suddenly too busy for writing the book. Cirino Pomicino understood that he ought to write that book, his (Geronimo 2000).
 According declarations of the Craxi daughter Stefania Craxi, well known economic-financial journalists, as Giuseppe Turani, posed their pen at the service of the Craxi and Centre defamation, on the Enimont case, in exchange of adequate rewarding from powerful economic interests.
  

In 1988, took over Montedison, Raul Gardini had the problem of dealing with his 14,000 billion liras debt. He projected to sell to ENI part of the Montedison chemical companies. The ENI President Franco Reviglio did not agree buying the less promising companies. The Enichem President Lorenzo Necci proposed a joint venture between Montedison and ENI chemical companies.

A working group with Necci, the ENI various directors and the omnipresent Franco Bernabé, with the financial aspects studied from Morgan Stanley and Goldman Sachs, defined a plan with ENI and Montedison with 40% of the capital each one, plus 20% to be sold on market. Neither ENI nor Montedison should buy this 20% for the next three years. And after these three years ENI and Montedison would have decided about the continuation or not of the collaboration and its terms. 

The very early 1989, the government De Mita discussed the project. The opposition of the Ministers Rino Formica, Carlo Donat Cattin, Lillo Mannino and Paolo Cirino Pomicino were overcome from the firm decision of the PM De Mita and his deputy-PM De Michelis.

For Cirino Pomicino the values of the companies of the joint ventures had been abruptly changed from the pen supposedly of Franco Bernabè. This permitted to devaluate the ENI companies and to revaluate the Montedison companies, what produced profits of various hundred billion liras for Gardini. Cirino Pomicino saw the document. Who showed the document told him that the corrections had been made from Bernabè. But the document never appeared in the Enimont case trial documents or Cirino Pomicino could not find it there. The supposedly Bernabè corrections determined what ENI paid to Montedison for buying its [Montedison’s] 40% quota when the joint venture was dissolved. That price was at the base all the trials on the Enimont case used for symbolically striking the political Centre. The De Mita government, contrarily to the Andreotti one when the joint venture was dissolved, did not make to verify the companies’ values to consultants independent from ENI.        

Despite the question on why and who wanted the values modification was the central question for analysing the case, nobody ever worried about this aspect. It is only known that Bernabè was happy when the case was transferred from the Rome to the Milan PO and here tool over. He disliked the supposed place where cases slept, Rome, while he was happy that the case was centralised from the centre of the judicialist offensive Milan. It was opposite to all logics and behaviours, except if one had had some kind of guarantee or had become totally crazy. 

To complicate the realisation of the joint venture between ENI and Montedison there were fiscal problems from the Montedison side. The evaluation of the Montedison companies would have contributed to the joint venture generated surplus obliged Montedison to pay 1,000 billion liras taxes. Gardini did not want absolutely to pay them. His lobbying activity was successful and the De Mita government approved the decree avoided the payment of the taxes. One month later the government was in crisis. Since the Parliament refused the decree conversion, it was necessary De Mita (who remained PM for the current affairs during the government crisis) reiterated the decree on 15 July 1989. On 24 July 1989, It was approved again from the new government, the Andreotti one. On 15 September 1989, government reiterated it. Parliament rejected it again. In the meanwhile, the selling of the 20% Enimont shares in the stock exchange had started. 

The pro-Gardini fiscal decree had got the substantial approval of the PCI: behind his formal opposition, it did nothing for obstructing it. But this attitude was evidently not sufficient. And the PCI, which clearly wanted to help Gardini, proposed technical solutions to Parliament for getting the result of the fiscal benefits for Gardini. During the Parliament discussion, the future (22 May 1996 – 25 April 2000) Treasury and Budget deputy-Secretary Giorgio Macciotta (then PCI MP), proposed a kind of rescuing law, proposed from government, since anyway Gardini had not paid the 1,000 billion liras taxes on the basis of the government decrees (provisional acts, without any validity, without Parliament approval in 60 days). It was what proposed also the PCI MPs Head in the Finance Commission Antonio Bellocchio to the Finance Commission. On 13 October 1989, the future Lefts Minister Vincenzo Visco, then Independent Left MP, published a long article in Il Sole-24 Ore. While criticising government he declared disposable to avoid Gardini paid the taxes on the surplus. Visco signed, with Bellocchio, an amendment for producing this result. The Finance Commission rejected both the government decree and this amendment. On 20 October 1989, the PCI proposed a bill for getting the same results, also in Gardini favour, of the government decree. 

In the Gardini agenda was in fact found a note with date 20 October 1989: “thank M.S.”. It was preferred to read “M.S.” as Massimo Serafini, obscure PCI MP of Ravenna, instead of Marcello Stefanini, the PCI/PDS Administrative Secretary.
 

A day between 20 and 25 October 1989, Gardini come into the PCI central headquarters with one billion liras and went out without it. The Milan PO, so prolific of “logic evidence” decided that the PCI case was particular: it was not known to whom precisely Gardini gave the billion liras. When Pino Berlini, the man of the Gardini parallel finance, was arrested, he declared that in the phase of the joint venture and of the pro-Gardini fiscal decree, 8 billion liras were paid. 1 of these 8 billion liras was surely given to the PCI between 20 and 25 October 1989. It is known that, of the other 7, no one results given to the central DC and to the central PSI, either to other government parties. It is only known that either investigations were not made from the Milan PO, or if they were made they are unknown. This means that very likely no Centre fraction was paid in relation to these 1,000 billion liras of fiscal saving for Gardini. Cirino Pomicino maliciously notices that the then PM De Mita, the Treasury Minister Amato, the deputy-Secretary Misasi, the Minister Fracanzani, never were inquired for having any news on these 7 billion liras given to someone and/or some fraction. Cirino Pomicino maliciously notices that, during the 1990s event, all these Statesmen aligned with the Leftist course.    

Contrarily to the agreements, Gardini had made to buy from his friends the majority of the 20% Enimont shares sold on the market. These friends were, for what reports Cirino Pomicino, Gianni Varasi, Jacques Vernes and overall Sergio Cragnotti. Necci, the Enimont President, had been informed of the Gardini violation and had informed the then Minister Cirino Pomicino. Necci had also formally informed the ENI President Gabriele Cagliari. The PM Andreotti had publicly denounced the clamorous Gardini violation. On 12 December 1989, Filippo Troìa, friend of Guido Bodrato
, organised a dinner for discussing of the Enimont destiny. The participants were Lorenzo Necci, Achille Occhetto (the PCI Secretary), Gianni Pellicani (one of the PCI responsible for economic policy) and the same Raul Gardini who arrived 40 minutes later. Gardini with the shares bought from his friends (10.2%) got the majority of the Enimont capital. He immediately wanted the majority of the managing directors board, so he proposed to augment of two members for getting the representation of that 20% sold on the market. The ENI President, under the strong pressure of the PSI leaders Claudio Martelli and Giuliano Amato, adhered to the request. So, Lorenzo Necci resigned from Enimont President. 

From the very early 1990, Gardini began lobbying parties and government because they let him taking over Enimont. Cirino Pomicino replied him that he could not simply violate the agreements signed some months before, even after having enjoyed of the fiscal benefits government had accorded him in addition to the under-valuation of the ENI companies joined Enimont. Sergio Cusani was silent witness of the conversation, with Gardini losing his temper since the Cirino Pomicino refusal to submit to the fraud against State interests he wanted to perpetrate. All the government parties and other Ministers; as Formica, assumed the same attitude relatively to the Gardini requests. 

In September 1990, it was clear that a solution should be found for dissolving consensually Enimont. On 25 September 1990, the CIPE approved the deliberation for beginning the dissolution procedure. Against a government fairer orientation, now the ENI President Cagliari, changed his previous point of view, wanted obliged Gardini to sell and at the worst conditions for him. On 26 October 1990, Cirino Pomicino received a Gardini letter contesting the ENI deliberation as different from the CIPE directives. Gardini was pointing now to buy the ENI shares. However Mediobanca did not support him from the financial point of view, and there were not other financial options, although Gardini did not absolutely want to accept to sell everything to ENI. After some legal quarrelling, Gardini was obliged to sell his 40% shares for 2805 billion liras. The estimation was later confirmed from experts of the Rome University and other, and from Goldman Sachs and Merrill Lynch.

The Milan PO later charged, for reason of political purge, Centre politicians and Statesmen for this estimation. But it did not inquired and charged the different experts and the ENI administrators had participated to and supported the estimation starting from Bernabè who played a key role in it. A letter signed from Bernabè and other ENI directors certified the congruity of the estimation and forecasted Enimont positive results during the following years. The opposite verified and Enimont lost hundreds billion liras. Nobody will ask any explanation to Bernabè, who, on the contrary, was promoted ENI managing director from his old friend Amato, when Amato became PM. Cirino Pomicino was inquired for the estimation he had no role in. 

In the spring 1991, Carlo Sama, of the Ferruzzi family, paid a visit to Cirino Pomicino. Sama told him the Ferruzzi family disagreements with Gardini and his imminent exoneration from all responsibilities in the Ferruzzi group. Since that period there was the possibility of anticipated general elections, Sama told that he and Arturo Ferruzzi wanted to contribute to financial needs of the Andreotti current. When Cirino Pomicino asked why, Sama replied that De Benedetti helped the PCI and the DC Left, Berlusconi was very near the PSI and Forlani. Fiat was near the PRI and some Socialists. So Sama and Arturo Ferruzzi wanted to finance the Andreotti current. He declared that although his family financed a lot of political parties and politicians they wanted to have a special relation with him, Cirino Pomicino. The funds sent from Sama and Arturo Ferruzzi to Cirino Pomicino were a bit more 5 billion liras and they were for the general elections. In fact, the general elections finally were in April 1992, but no other fund was sent. 

For Cirino Pomicino, later Prosecutors Francesco Greco and Antonio Di Pietro induced Sama to contradict his previous declarations and to refer that he gave other 500 millions in occasion of the 1992 general elections but that was false. That had evidently the goal to suggest that the 1991 financing had other reason than a banal electoral contribution. In fact, for Cirino Pomicino, if Gardini had corrupted politicians in occasion of the Enimont affair, he would have become owner of the Italian chemistry what did not verify. When Cirino Pomicino was tried, the trial was without contradictory because all the defendant-witnesses exercised their right not to reply. In the appeal process, Cirino Pomicino was not in health condition to be present to the trial, but the Cassation Court stated that he could be tried also if not in condition to be present.                     

The Ferruzzi family was never been really accepted from the financial establishment and specifically from the Agnelli family. ENI too disliked a private group capable to be world leader in certain chemical sectors as propylene. Gardini, extremely audacious but also openly arrogant was also more disliked. For Cirino Pomicino, it was the ENI party to push Judge Curtò to intervene against Gardini, blocking the Enimont shares, in November 1990, so obstructing the Gardini manoeuvres for conquering Enimont.    

Sold his Enimont share, Gardini had abandoned all operative charges of the Ferruzzi group. But he was working for conquering it again and under his exclusive control.  Arturo, Franco and overall Alessandra Ferruzzi opposed this plan and, in June 1991, removed Gardini from the Presidency of the Serafino Ferruzzi, the company permitted the control of the entire group. Mediobanca, the second shareholder of the Serafino Ferruzzi, was inevitably involved in the group reorganisation after the Gardini exclusion. 

In August 1991, Gardini was liquidated with 550 billion liras. He was optimist and well decided to reconquer the lost positions.

For Cirino Pomicino, Enrico Cuccia and Vincenzo Maranghi began to underline the Montedison difficulties with a suspect insistency. And when there were possibilities to reduce the group debts, Mediobanca obstructed that. When, in May 1993, Carlo Sama signed the agreement protocol with Shell for the cession of the chemical assets, Cuccia and Maranghi blocked it and made it to fail.  

On 2 June 1993, Banco di Roma, Credit, Comit and San Paolo cut all credits to the group. Other possibilities revealed impracticable since the Mediobanca insuperable opposition. On 4 June 1993, the Ferruzzi family was obliged to sign the irrevocable commission of the restructuring of the group to Mediobanca. Mediobanca sold to Shell the same assets obstructed in May 1993. But at that point, the Ferruzzi family had been already expropriated. Banks were transformed in Ferruzzi shareholders. They controlled 50% of it. For leading the Ferruzzi group, Fiat men were chosen. Its President became Guido Rossi, ex-Senator of the Independent Left, Consob ex-President and a man venerated from the Milan PO, starting from the leftist Prosecutors Francesco Greco.        

The then 30,000 billion liras debts of the Enimont group were nearly at the same level of the Fiat debts in June 1993.
 Carlo Sama, then at the Ferruzzi top levels, declared that in no one of the process in which he was defendant there were accounting surveys and testimonies. There were only defendants’ declarations, which in Italy are not real testimonies. In practice, there was no objective evaluation of the supposed realities. In fact, apart from in Milan, Sama for example was everywhere acquitted from the more than 100 charges against him. Even in Milan, only the GIP Ghitti had accepted, on 23 July 1993, the arrest of the Ferruzzi managers after that, on 10 July 1993, the GIP Pisapia had refused the Milan PO requests.
  

For Cirino Pomicino, June 1993, with the liquidation of the Ferruzzi group as an independent group and the suicide of Cagliari and Gardini (the only man had dared to defy the consolidated Italian economic establishment), was symbolic turning point. The destruction of Craxi was on the way. The usual groups conquered the State companies on the way to be privatised 

Anyway all Di Pietro and connected Prosecutors real investigations arrested in front of ENI. ENI had traditionally financed and eventually corrupted all the political system and corrupted State apparatuses, although for his power which was at Italy development benefit. 500 billion liras of black funds were suddenly discovered without the announced arrest of Bernabè verified. To have information on ENI always revealed impossible for the political system, although it was a State company. It was not easier for the Milan judicialist Prosecutors. ENI had financial enormous possibilities and it could manoeuvre intelligence and other apparatuses and services. It was not a great sacrifice for ENI to pay 10 billion liras to the professor Federico Stella, the Milan lawyer very near Di Pietro, it was known for which final destination: the Perugia Prosecutor Silvia Della Monica revealed that to Cirino Pomicino when she asked him whether he knew the real destination of the 10 billion liras. Cirino Pomicino maliciously remembers that when the Perugia Prosecutor asked his this information, there were the months of the clamorous tape of the banker Chicchi Pacini Battaglia while declaring that he had paid a lot of money referred to Di Pietro and the Di Pietro’s friend the barrister Lucibello: it may be Pacini Battaglia was joking, naturally. If he had declared that relatively a Centre politician, but he didn’t, the Centre politician would have been immediately charged and possibly arrested but the Ambrosian rite was an opportunistic, variable and ad personam law. In this case nobody would have supposed Pacini Battaglia might have ever been joking. The affair of the ENI black funds was already known. In 1995, the MP Publio Fiori had presented a parliamentary interrogation demanding how many offshore companies had been closed during the last 30 months and why, whether Bernabè and government were informed on the constitution of black funds by offshore companies and whether ENI or controlled companies had used or were using the layer Federico Stella services and what sums had been paid. On 11 April 1996, the Treasury Minister replied very vaguely admitting offshore companies but without real details. It did not report anything about the Snam Overseas, Dutch Antilles, the ENI real safe. It permitted the disposability of secret funds for the ENI President and its constitution was authorised from Bernabè, as fiscal police investigations defined (see the 24 November 1994 report of Colonel Vincenzo Suppa, who asked the Bernabè arrest, to the Milan PO). Since the embarrassed and confused government replies, Publio Fiori presented again the parliamentary interrogation, now more precise and rich of details. The then ex-Minister Giulio Tremonti called Fiori for communicating him that the layer Stella wanted to meet him. And Stella insisted with Publio Fiori because he retired his parliamentary interrogation. Cirino Pomicino refers the rumours of that time that the Stella office had received an enormous ENI sum. Anyway the layer Stella was, according Cirino Pomicino, abnormally agitated, at the point to menace to bring legal action against the Il Giornale journalist Gianluigi Nuzzi if he had only referred on the Publio Fiori parliamentary interrogation. Immediately after having menaced Nuzzi, Stella intervened on Il Giornale director Vittorio Feltri for trying blocking the article referred on the Publio Fiori parliamentary interrogation. The Stella office defended Milan PO defendants accused of having damaged ENI, tutored ENI interests, collaborated with the Milan PO for its “political solutions”, was charged to define what the ENI financial fluxes had been (and did it in collaboration with Pacini Battaglia accused to have damaged ENI), it defended Necci on the Enimont affair while it discussed with the Chief-Prosecutor Borrelli how to guarantee the Necci railways transparency, it defended Di Pietro, it defended defendants accused from Prosecutor Di Pietro. For Cirino Pomicino, the Stella office tutored too many conflicting interests: it was the office of the defendants as of their inquisitors. Perhaps they were only apparently conflicting and things were radically different from what was told citizens.                     

Cirino Pomicino noticed that ENI had asked to confiscate his only house and other seven houses he did not actually owned, and for responsibilities the Minister Cirino Pomicino had not in the Enimont events. But the same ENI never asked the confiscation of the foreign accounts, and other properties, of its unfaithful, or apparently unfaithful, managers. This protection of the ENI officially unfaithful managers saw the collaboration of the Milan PO interested only in striking the Centre politicians. The Milan PO avoided also to inquiry and charge Franco Bernabè who had primary responsibilities, if any crime there had been in the Enimont events. He cured the societies estimation, source of eventual fraud, if any fraud there was really. It was supposed there were for liquidating politicians. It was supposed there were not for saving ENI and its first line manager Bernabè and the other ones. On the contrary, for Cirino Pomicino, the man of Reviglio and Cagliari and of Fiat, Bernabè, got the safe-conduct from the Milan PO in exchange of the materials and only the materials for firing Craxi. It was the same game the Milan PO made with Amato and the De Mita DC Left: both got the same safe-conduct, for Cirino Pomicino. It was the game the ENI President Cagliari refused and so finished dead in prison. Only when the La Spezia PO arrested Pacini Battaglia in September 1996, Bernabè run worried to the Milan PO, which confiscated the ENI foreign accounts perhaps only because others did not confiscate them. They were three years late.       

In practice, for Cirino Pomicino, the Enimont affair was the great falsehood built from the Milan PO for theatrically liquidating the political Centre. It is difficult to erase the massive evidence on that and finding opposite evidence.  

The Milan PO invents its ‘State secret’ for saving its friends

In the very early 1995 the accounting reviser Giorgio Laganà, just charged from the Milan PO, to inquiry on the black funds of the ENI offshore companies was de facto obstructed from the same PO had charged him. Laganà, in his 3 March 1995 letter to the Prosecutors Francesco Greco, Gherardo Colombo and Chief-Prosecutor Francesco Borrelli, represented that SNAM, a ENI society, had refused to show certain his accountings because it claimed were covered from State secret, and relatively to other documents the SNAM opposed that thee were agreement between the SNAM and the Milan PO, intermediary the barrister Professor Stella
 for keeping them secret. More precisely, the secrecy agreements were exactly on the accountings on which Laganà had been charged to investigate. Nobody ever replied to the letter. Nobody ever denied the agreement. Nobody ever released the secrecy on the decisive evidence. In reality also this ‘State secret’ did not exists. No State organ can pose it, ever posed it. However the Milan PO never contest to SNAM to have invented a ‘State secret’. The obstruction of Justice had evidently fully verified with the Milan PO complicity. 

Despite that and intimidations Laganà suffered, he inquired for two years in the entire world with a team of 18 assistants an estimated that the black funds were 3/4,000 billion liras, and he documented that. However only 550 could be precisely proved. On the other ones there were the secrecy imposed from the same Milan PO. The trial was silently carrying on in the year 2000, Prosecutor Fabio De Pasquale, against Pacini Battaglia and some unknown other defendants, on small details on some intermediation percentages, while on the story of the ENI and ENIMONT funds, and on the deception judicially realised on them, decisive strikes against the entire Liberal Centre had been brought during the 1992/1993 pogrom, but also entrepreneurial and political references of the financial powers had been judicially protected and pushed in the key positions of the economic and political system.  

The illegal obstruction of justice and the illegal omission of investigation realised from the Milan PO permitted to avoid investigations on the most substantive businesses of the ENI group. What was a clear cover to the new ENI CEO designed from the PM Amato in autumn 1992, and Amato friend, Franco Bernabé. Since the very limited and selective investigations had just the function to strike the PSI Secretary Craxi, the DC Secretary Forlani and the entrepreneur Gardini, it was evident, also from who profited of the Gardini-Ferruzzi group destruction, which political-economic block was covered from the Milan PO: the family capitalism, and the Catholic and ex-PCI Lefts, and more generally the entire old nomenclature submitted to the new judicialist course and to the also international interest profited from it, and from the tightly connected privatisations fraud.      

For striking the CAF it was necessary to save who might have been really guilty  

There was even evidence that the Fiscal Police investigation were stopped from the Milan PO, also on the Enimont case. In March 1994, the Fiscal Police Sergeant Salvatore Scaletta, who worked for the Milan PO on these affairs, had confidentially revealed to a defendant, the ex-Minister Cirino Pomicino, that they had just discovered 500 billion liras of ENI black funds, that it was only the beginning, and that in some days the ENI CEO Bernabé would have been arrested. Nothing happened. Again nothing happened to Bernabè after the November 1994 report of the Fiscal Police Lieutenant Colonel Suppa, who asked, on the basis of the current rules apparently followed from the Milan PO political unit, the arrest also of the Socialist Bernabè.       

Secrecy on all these events and ‘crimes’ (crimes if necessary for the political purge, and non-crimes if necessary to save who/which ought to be saved) ought to be preserved. In fact the ENI barrister Stella was sent to press insistently on MPs had presented parliamentary questioning on these frauds (it was the case of the AN, and ex-DC, MP Publio Fiori) because they retired them, the coup d’État government avoided all reply to these questioning, and the Milan PO will remain in prudent silence when also these of its frauds were publicly unmasked.      

The protection to Bernabè, and perhaps also to Amato, was founded on an exchange relation between Bernabè and the Milan PO. Bernabè provided the evidence necessary for implicating the ENI President Gabriele Cagliari and other managers in the usual stories of illegal financing. This had the function to purge the Craxians and to collect some element for accusing, eventually by the usual abuse that he couldn’t not to know, Craxi and the other parties needing to be banned. In fact Cagliari and various managers were arrested in the spring 1993, but a Bernabè untouched, and treated with extraordinary delicacy from the Milan PO, despite there was evidence also against him. .    

Professor Bernabè was, as Professor Amato, Socialist in a Turin refused the integration inside its ruling classes of immigrates. Both were of proletarian origins. Amato was 13th child of a family of immigrates from Agrigento (Sicily). Bernabè was son of a Socialist railwayman of the province of Bolzano (Trentino-Alto Adige). Both were self-made-men. This, the common militancy inside the Turin PSI, the belonging to the same PSI intelligentsia finally joined Craxi, and other circumstances, created both a kind of iron alliance between them, and also, perhaps, some propensity to save them even at expenses of, or with indifference
 for, the people around them. It was a fact that both remained outside the Enimont affair. Bernabè was fully inside the Enimont stories. Amato, since his role of skilful intellectual acting as Craxi arm, was the classical person knowing everything Craxi couldn’t not to know.

Bernabè was who, in 1988, had decisive role in the evaluation of the capitals constituted the contribution of both ENI and Montedison to their joint venture Enimont, with overvaluation of the Montedison (Gardini) contribution. This fraud against the State budget and interests did not attract the formal attention of the Milan PO. When two years later Gardini and ENI arrived to the collision, it was Bernabè to evaluate 2,800 billion liras the 40% of Montedison share in Enimont and to convince Amato (and so Craxi), initially supportive of the Gardini attempted take over of Enimont, to participate to its political obstruction and consequently to the ENI acquisition of Enimont.    

Gardini was always supported from the Braggiotti Comit. The same Prodi was reputed to have been supporter, as IRI President, of the Paribas President Michel François-Poncet and of the Comit President Enrico Braggiotti (who had permitted the Paribas presence in the Comit capital), and of Raul Gardini. Braggiotti had helped, as Comit President, to collect the 10.3% shares necessary for controlling Enimont, together with the 40% of the Ferruzzi group. Between June 1989 and 15 March 1990, with Braggiotti yet Comit President, 50.2 million dollars were deposited in an account of the Banca della Svizzera Italiana in Geneva, from Gardini to Braggiotti. Giuseppe Berlini, the man of the Ferruzzi black finance, declared that it was doubtful that Braggiotti was the real final assigner of the sum. Cusani was of the same point of view. When, in 1990, Braggiotti left Comit, Gardini closed all relations with Comit, what was an advantage for Comit when the Ferruzzi Group was collapsed. On 14 February 1994, Di Pietro interrogated Braggiotti in the Participate of Monaco. The authorisation to the interrogatory excluded they could talk on the 50.2 million dollars. The banker could remain quietly in the Participate of Monaco, where he had the citizenship. In 1997, Braggiotti was reconfirmed President of the Compagnie Monégasque de Banque, among whose big shareholders there were Mediobanca and Comit.

The Milan and Turin POs direct intimidation of FIAT, saving the Agnellis
 

The arrests of Fiat group managers, or personages in connection with them, were numerous for finally arriving to the Fiat main levels, but carefully avoiding the Agnelli family, and focalising on the two Mediobanca top level managers inside Fiat, Romiti and Mattioli, and their tightest men. The pressure started intense from the Milan PO, but Romiti was finally slightly condemned in Turin, where Davigo has solid connection. Romiti was always perceived as possible strong alternative to Berlusconi as Centre leader, if the ban of Berlusconi had finally succeeded. Anyway the condemnation had the practical consequence to ban for him the way to an eventual, and not impossible, Mediobanca Presidency.    

On 6 May 1992, the Milan PO had arrested the Fiat group manager Enzo Papi. He was ex-administrator of the Cogefar
 Impresit
, a Fiat company engaged in the public works sector. Some hours before the arrest, just known it, Umberto Agnelli, Fiat group deputy-President, declared that Fiat had never paid illegal financing, bribes, and similar contributions, also because since its strength nobody and nothing could threaten and/or blackmail it. After proud denials, on 29 June 1992, Papi manifested his intention to collaborate relatively to usual stories of illegal financing to political parties, in exchange of being released from prison. On 30 June 1992, Papi was released from prison and his confessions started, although he claimed that the sums were paid since his personal initiative and since engagements assumed before Cogefar were bought from Fiat Impresit. 

On 6 June 1992, the Fiat CEO Cesare Romiti declared, at an industrialists’ convention, in Santa Margherita Ligure, that a system of politics illegal financing with industrialists participation did not exist. On 30 June 1992, Romiti again declared that the Fiat group had never paid illegal sums to politics or who/whichever else, denouncing as slander all different illation. What was in line with the Gianni Agnelli declarations, the same day, in front of the Fiat shareholders, on the Fiat immaculate nature relatively to such practices. On 29 September 1992, Romiti declared, at a convention in Milan, with the participation of Cardinal Martini, the Milan Archbishop, that in front of the high religious and moral charge Cardinal Martini was, and in front of society, he was deeply ashamed since all that ‘corruption’ magistracy was discovering. Romiti attacked politics because it had pretended ‘ransoms’ from the business world.  

On 22 February 1993, the Fiat Chief Financial Officer Francesco Paolo Mattioli was arrested by the Fiat Headquarters in Turin. Mattioli had been called in Fiat from Romiti. As Romiti, he was expression of the Mediobanca dictatorship on the family capitalism of which Fiat-Agnellis were the main component. Also Antonio Mosconi, deputy-President of Impresit-Girola-Lodigiani, deputy-President of Fiat Engineering, CEO of Fiat Impresit, deputy-President of Gogefar Impresit and CEO of Toro Assicurazioni, was arrested. Fiat emitted an immediate communiqué declaring the innocence of its managers. Confindustria and the TUs remained silent, with the exception of the CISL leader Pierre Carniti who declared not to be surprised from what was happening. The industrial historian, and Fiat student, Professor Valerio Castronovo declared his astonishment: he was too occupied on the Fiat and industry history for knowing the real and concrete practices of the Italian industry and capitalism. The Ambassador Sergio Romano was not astonished. He commented that politicians and entrepreneurs had preferred a market without concurrency: it was exactly what had happened since decades (and continued despite the smoke of the judicialist investigations), and everybody knew.       

On 22 March 1993, the Fiat barrister Vittorino Chiusano suggested that perhaps the Fiat managers had been victims of concussion, blackmailed. On 26 March 1993, Romiti insisted that no illegal relation with politics had ever verified.  

On 30 March 1993, Mattioli admitted (supposedly on Gianni Agnelli directive to all the Fiat inquired managers to admit the accusations but without providing material evidence) the illegal financing to politics and other payments. On 31 March 1993, the Fiat barrister Chiusano continued to declare publicly that there were no Fiat black funds and that all the arrested Fiat managers were innocent. On 13 April 1993, both Gianni Agnelli and Cesare Romiti, in a meeting with some tens of Fiat highest managers began to organise the Fiat-controlled collaboration with political magistracy by the first
 filter of the Fiat legal office.  

On 17 April 1993, at an industrialist convention, in Venice, while there were already rumours on a Romiti near arrest, Gianni Agnelli declared that also Fiat had been in some way involved in illegal financing. Agnelli added that it would have been wrong to imagine the political magistracy investigations as part of a plot or of obscure political manoeuvres. In fact, as to confirm the suspicious and odd Agnelli apparent optimism and trust on political magistracy, no Prosecutor interrogated the life-Senator Gianni Agnelli after this publicly revealed knowledge on Fiat group illegal financing.  

The same Saturday 17 April 1993, just Gianni Agnelli had concluded his speech in Venice, in Milan, at about 12:20 the Prosecutors Colombo and Davigo were seen to run out the office of their Chief Borrelli and to order, by their cellular phones, either “stop the arrest”, or “stop the arrests”. It was assumed as sure that the arrest they ordered not to execute was that of Romiti. In fact the two Prosecutors came out from a meeting with Borrelli, D’Ambrosio, Di Pietro, the same Colombo and Davigo from the one side, and the barristers Vittorino Chiusano, Cesare Pedrazzi and Giandomenico Pisapia from the other side. The meeting was part of the negotiation between the Milan PO and the Fiat group. 

The barrister Taormina, who defended the Rome financier Giuseppe Ciarrapico, then evidenced that his client was accused of the same crimes of Romiti. Ciarrapico was in prison. While Romiti was never charged, and there was even a negotiation for favouring him.
 

The day after, the partisan attitude of the Milan PO was again underlined. The barrister Carlo Taormina had remembered that there were suspects in prison, as his client Giuseppe Ciarrapico (an entrepreneur of Andreotti area), only because they refused to collaborate with the will of the militant prosecutors, while there were arrests it was possible to revoke (and even illegally because arrests were disposed from the GIP and a Prosecutor might not obstruct, officially, the law course) while they were on the point to be executed, and clearly since political reasons. On the other side it was not so odd, in a judicial operation was entirely political, that arrests and non-arrests were decided only according to political convenience. The same Sunday 18 April 1993, in the afternoon, a confused Borrelli replied that the case of Romiti (against whom there would have not been, for Borrelli, any element, not even for suspecting and inquiring him) was not comparable with the case of the prisoner Ciarrapico. An even more confused Borrelli declared that the Fiat barristers had expressed disposability to collaborate recognising that the Milan inquiry was neither a specific design nor a plot. They were practically the same Agnelli words of the day before. The Borrelli declaration was in practice the confirmation of illegal political agreements between the Milan PO and Fiat-Agnellis. In fact the collaboration is not function of the barristers, either informal debates between them and Prosecutors on an open case.  

On 19 April 1993, six Fiat managers (Enzo Papi, Ugo Montevecchi, Pietro Pomodoro, Paolo Chicco, Giuseppe Gatto and Fortunato Ferri), plus Romiti and the Chief of the Fiat Legal Office, the layer Ezio Gandini, met in Vaduz, Liechtenstein, by the layer Markus Wangen. In that occasion there was the agreement on which evidence of the Intreprises company (Lugano, Switzerland), 100% of the Fiat Impresit, let to the magistracy knowledge.

  On 21 April 1993, Romiti arrived to the Police Milan Headquarters where he met, for 3 hours, the Prosecutors Di Pietro, Colombo and Davigo. Romiti denounced the condition of moral degradation of the Country, and the terrible blackmails and ransoms he suffered from politics, starting from Bettino Craxi, Ciriaco De Mita and Giulio Andreotti. Neither De Mita, nor Andreotti, interested the 3 heroic Prosecutors, despite the Constitutional compulsiveness of the penal action. Romiti declared his agreement with the supposed moral anxiety of the dead Berlinguer, and remembered that on 15 September 1991 he had declared war to government and politics. In fact when he admitted to the three Prosecutors that he knew the Fiat illegal financing, he, illegally, was not charged. To a bit deluded Prosecutors, Romiti promised a new meeting 3 days later with provision of evidence.    

On 23 April 1993, it was official that the Turin PO was inquiring on the Fiat budgets. Officially the Turin PO started inquiring whether Fiat, a Turin company, had informed the shareholders on the sums paid as illegal financing. Following usual pattern, the Milan PO (specifically the pro-PCI/PDS D’Ambrosio) tried avoiding transferring the information the Turin PO had requested.     

On Saturday 24 April 1993, while the Corsera published his letter inviting to the collaboration with political magistrates, Romiti met again Di Pietro, Colombo and Davigo. This time there was also the GIP Ghitti, not at all happy of the appeasement realised at his back. Romiti gave to the magistrates a memory of 20 pages and three documents (six pages) as evidence. The memory insisted on the thesis of the poor and innocent industrialists blackmailed and ransomed from politics. In it, Romiti declared he was a candid naïve did not imagine the vastness of the phenomenon whose responsibility was anyway, for him, only of politics. This time, he declared his agreement with the supposed moral anxiety of Cardinal Martini and remembered his 29 September 1992 speech in a convention where they were both present. In his written memory, clearly and also acutely (since the personages Romiti was dealing with) lying (overall after the Vaduz meeting), Romiti wrote that he had finally realised there were black funds, but he preferred avoiding all initiative apart from what he was doing: signalling to the Milan political Prosecutors 5 Fiat group managers relatively to some specific circumstances. They were Enzo Papi (for referring on illegal financing asked to Impresit and Gogefar Impresit in the Cooperation and HSR sectors), the Gogefar Impresit General Director Vittorio Del Monte (for referring on illegal financing requested in occasion of contracts in the South), the Fiat Impresit CEO and Fiat Engineering ex-CEO Ugo Montevecchi (for referring on illegal financing connected to the building of hospitals for curing Aids, and on a building bought in Rome on peremptory request of a Roman politician), Ugo Montevecchi (for referring on a black account called Sacisa, and providing evidence), the ex-Administrator of Costruzioni Ferroviarie Lorenzo Basta, and the ex-Administrator of Telettra Raffaele Palieri. For Romiti, only on 3.4% of the Fiat group businesses were paid a few point percentages of illegal financing [and a good ½ of it remained in the pockets of evidently corrupted Fiat managers]. In practice the Fiat group would have paid to the political system not more than 1/1,000 of the whole of its businesses! The list provided from Romiti was in reality very insidious because, inquiring on the managers and businesses areas quoted, it was possible to provide wide evidence also, and in certain cases overall, on the business and political and bureaucratic fractions political magistracy had been called to protect. Romiti provided also some other irrelevant materials, included the communication of the Gianni Agnelli intention to pay judicialist, liberal, and para-Lefts personages for elaborating Fiat behavioural codes. 

On Monday 26 April 1993 the one of the wanted Fiat managers, Massimo Aimetti, will arrive from China. But contrarily to the Di Pietro attempt to release him immediately from prison, the GIP Ghitti let him in prison for a night. 

On the 28 April 1993, from the Ugo Montevecchi confessions there will emerge illegal financing of 1/1,000 on certain Fiat group businesses, and a Salvo Lima even refusing the funds offered to him. Really a great ‘corruption’!

On 29 April 1993 other two wanted Fiat managers, Paolo Torricelli and, later, Giorgio Garruzzo, presented in Milan and were arrested, but sent, the same day, to the home-arrests. The same day, Borrelli insisted denying the negotiations with Fiat but declaring his appreciation for the Fiat collaboration. In reality Garruzzo, guilty to have declared that the highest Fiat top levels promoted the illegal financing, was fired, on 13 December 1995, personally from Agnelli, without any motivation. The Galluzzo declarations were not isolated. And other top-level managers, as Mosconi, having refused to accept responsibilities were of the Fiat highest levels, were equally fired. Only who respected the Fiat law of silence, with only limited and driven admissions, was kept inside the Fiat great family.  

On 11 May 1993, the political world, saved and promoted included, began to rebel to the Romiti declarations that the Fiat group, with also owned media and journalists on its payroll, was a candid enterprise blackmailed and ransomed from politics..            

On 18 May 1993, Romiti was registered on the book of the inquired people, in Milan, for the usual stories of illegal financing and ‘corruption’. On 25 May 1993, Romiti was interrogated for the first time from the Turin Prosecutors as person informed on facts. The evidence emerged, from the investigations, on usual stories of illegal financing involved also the PCI/PDS. The Fiat attitude was the usual claims that it was candid and innocent victim of politics. On the contrary politicians described the Fiat permanent and insistent pressures for getting contracts, overall in the areas in which the Fiat companies were not competitive.    

The 19 May 1993 La Repubblica reported that Italo Ghitti, the Milan PO personal GIP, perhaps touched from the open abuse suffered around the arrest/non-arrest of Romiti, had declared that he would have been afraid from a “Judges government”
.  

On 26 May 1993, the CSM deputy-President Giovanni Galloni denounced that the Fiat ‘corruption’ had begun at mid-1960s when Fiat convinced Confindustria to finance party currents instead of parties. Galloni declared astonished and upset that people as Romiti presented themselves as victims. Galloni, previously leader of the DC-Left, evidently had enjoyed costless electoral campaigns and, as CSM deputy-President, he was closing his eyes on all illegalities of the political Prosecutors. But he felt the need to launch against one of the targets of that moment, the group of Fiat managers around Romiti. Also in those days the interrogatories of the defendants of the militant Prosecutors continued to be immediately transmitted and published from the judicialist gazettes and magazines, with Galloni indifferent to these crimes committed from the judicialist Prosecutors. The same 26 May 1993, Romiti publicly insisted that he knew nothing on illegal financing and was only a victim of the system of the ‘corrupted’ and abusive parties. 

On 7 July 1993, Romiti was interrogated again from the Turin Chief Prosecutor Francesco Scardulla and deputy-Chief Prosecutor Marcello Maddalena, but this time as defendant. On Sunday 19 December 1993, Romiti was interrogated again from the Turin PO. On 14 October 1993, Romiti and Mattioli were registered in the book of the inquired people of the Rome PO, but later acquitted. 

On 19 December 1993, interrogated at the Cusani trial in Milan, Craxi insisted that all the biggest groups financed all parties, and that they were too big and strong, and with control of media, for being victims. Craxi will reaffirm frequently his accusations to all the ‘innocents’ of the business and political world in the continuous flow of fax he’ll send from his Tunisian exile. Craxi simply reaffirmed the existence of a system without any real innocent, and any real guilty. What was correct since the massive people consent there was for the consociative party system, so since the people adhesion, by the same participation to the elections, to the monopolistic politico-economic system     

On 9 February 1994, Fiat provided evidence to the Milan Prosecutors, de facto against the D’Alema current of the PCI/PDS. On 11 February 1994, the Milan Prosecutors knew on the Vaduz meeting of the Fiat managers for destroying evidence.  

In 1994 started and grew a flow of anonymous letters with copies of reserved documents, coming directly from the Fiat headquarters and addressed to the Turin inquiring magistrates. It was supposed that this flow were inspired from Umberto Agnelli, but with also a pleased Gianni Agnelli. The formed had rivalry relatively both to the barrister Chiusano (near Gianni Agnelli) and the CEO Romiti. While the latter wanted equally to have Fiat free from a Romiti not any more necessary, and whose mandate expired at mid-1998. It was Agnellis interest to have a Romiti more than possible neutralised when he had left Fiat. Anyway when, in his 19 December 1993 interrogatory, Romiti had de facto accused Umberto Agnelli, relatively to an account used for operation of illegal financing and contribution, the ‘heroic’ Prosecutors illegally avoided, in front of a clear ‘crime news’, to charge Umberto Agnelli. And when, in 1994, emerged, in Turin, that black funds paid from Juventus for buying a player came from foreign accounts of Gianni Agnelli, he was not formally charged. The operation was formally correct for what concerned Agnelli, because he limited to move funds from his Swiss account to the account of a Swiss layer, but judicialist Prosecutors did not generally use such fair play relatively to common citizens. 

On 7 March 1995, on Turin PO order, 96 men of the Fiscal Police, led from a General and a Colonel, searched the Fiat headquarters and other places where there could have been accounting evidence. The consequence was further evidence on black funds against Romiti and Mattioli, and their fraction, while continuing avoiding any clash with the Agnelli family. On 13 March 1995, the Turin magistracy forcing and confiscation of the Fiat manager rewarding accounting system confirmed that the black funds were tightly centralised and under the control of the Fiat top levels. There were not only funds for political parties and bureaucracies. There were current black funds for bribing TUs functionaries and leaders, and journalists. Fiat managers were rewarded by appointments, which they went to receive in Switzerland from layers designed from Fiat. There were ‘discovered’ also other forms of possible frauds, from the already known one linked to the Libya leave of the Fiat capital (when the Agnelli bought the Libyan shares by shareholders money), to fiscal tricks surely not limited to Fiat, to frauds very likely common to the other firms, relative to techniques for defrauding State on foreign trade benefits and on research funds. There were no bureaucratic controls, so evidently the ‘discovered’ frauds were wanted at some levels, and they were realised also in other countries where there were similar legislations on these points. However, finally, the ‘heroic’ Prosecutors did not concentrate on these frauds, but, de facto, only on the totally secondary (in Italy) crime of false budget for Romiti and on the liquidation of the managers more linked to him.     

On 15 June 1995, Romiti, also after other evidence testimonies on his central role, as Fiat CEO, on the black funds management, was interrogated again from the Turin PO. Romiti represented the variety of the activities and needs, also in reserved funds, of the Fiat group and insisted insidiously on the eventual responsibilities, if there were responsibilities, of Umberto Agnelli, but also of Gianni Agnelli, relatively to the same charges formulated against him. The anti-Craxi and ant-Berlusconi principle, he couldn’t not to know, continued not to be used against the Agnellis, while it was softly used against Romiti. Target was clearly Romiti, even if very quietly, without the violence used against the Centre politics. In fact to attack Romiti too strongly would have excessively damaged the Agnellis, what nobody evidently wanted. ‘Law’ was not blind and objective as instrumentally claimed from judicialist Prosecutors.

On Friday 1 December 1995, in the mid-late afternoon, life-Senator Gianni Agnelli, with the Fiat lawyer Vittorino Chiusano, went to the Turin Justice Palace for speaking with the Turin General Prosecutor Silvio Pieri. During the meeting, Agnelli remembered when the same Pieri had called to him, in 1971, the case of the Fiat bribing of the Police Headquarters of Turin (for controlling and filing the Fiat workers). In that occasion, since the supposed legitimate suspect to deal fairly with the case in Turin, Pieri asked the CSC transferred it to different judiciary district. It was transferred to Naples. Again on 7 October 1989, Pieri had tried to obstruct another trial against Fiat (on questions of Fiat health service) asking the CSC that it were transferred to different judiciary district since law and order reasons, but the request was rejected. However this and other delays permitted the defendants enjoyed of a providential amnesty. Now Agnelli represented to Pieri the delicacy implicit in dealing with the businesses of a very great holding, as Fiat was, and asked the case were called by the General PO. The Pieri reply was that his career had been already penalised since his previous (1971) pro-Fiat calling. If he had again called by him an inquiry on Fiat, his careers would have been definitely compromised. So he declared his impossibility to do anything for helping Fiat. Actually Pieri had already discussed with Chiusano, what was now repeated to him from Agnelli. So the Pieri position was already known. Agnelli would have had different ways for influencing magistracy, starting from the Turin PO was apparently concerning him. Agnelli-Fiat meant and means Italy. Pieri was a simple local General Prosecutor. Fiat dominated Turin and its public relations structures could influence and bribe the most various milieus, in the subtlest of the ways. Fiat had also very good relations with the high levels of the TUs, and with the Lefts parties and currents. The Turin PO saw relevant presence of leftist clans, but perhaps also more of rightist clans, Davigo-style, and even of the same ANM currents of the same politically very active Davigo. 

The Gianni Agnelli visit to the Turin Justice Palace was really odd, if one assumes it had really the goal to defend the inquired managers. And Gianni Agnelli was a very subtle and astute personage. On 1 December 1995, PM and Justice Minister was Lamberto Dini, alias in practice Scalfaro, who was also CSM President and not certainly a Fiat-Agnelli enemy. The Agnelli family even participated to the Dini-Scalfaro government. Susanna Agnelli was Foreign Office Minister. The pro-Fiat Lefts participated to the majority supporting the Dini-Scalfaro government. The Fiat-Agnellis had supported the anti-Fininvest referendum, in the hope Fininvest were expropriated at Fiat, or also Fiat, benefit. And Fiat-Agnelli fully supported the President Scalfaro and the regime war against Berlusconi, whatever the outcome of the near elections. The political-institutional position of Fiat-Agnellis was very strong, not that of reducing to beg clemency from a local simple General Prosecutor. In reality when Gianni Agnelli had to discuss relevant questions even convoked Ministers in one of his private flats or villas, and if they were reluctant he launched his press and his journalists against them. 

What happened as consequence of the Friday 1 December 1995 Agnelli and Chiusano visit to Pieri is better than eventual conjectures. It is irrelevant whether the outcome was wanted or was casual. The Turin PO, inevitably immediately known the Agnelli and Chiusano visit to the Turin General Prosecutor. On 7 December 1995, the Turin PO formally deposited the request to try Cesare Romiti and Francesco Mattioli, the numbers two and three of Fiat, the Fiat main manager and main financial manager.      

On 28 October 1996, Romiti, Mattioli and others asked to be tried by the abridged rite. On 13 November 1996, Romiti was interrogated for the 5th and last time from the Turin inquirers, from the GIP this time. On 14 November 1996 it was the time of Mattioli. Romiti denied its real knowledge of the reserved funds. Mattioli relativised them in the variety and quantity of the Fiat businesses. On 28 November 1996, the Turin GIP sent to abridged judgement Romiti, Mattioli and others.  

No real investigation there was on the Agnelli family accounts and businesses, as there was no investigation on the TU functionaries and leaders and on the journalists bribed from Fiat. At least for fiscal violation, inquiries would have been possible (according to the Italian Constitution, they would have been compulsory) if the Turin PO had wanted (according to the Italian law it was compulsory, if it had respected its legal duties).   

Not only the Agnellis had interest to liquidate Romiti, and more generally the Fiat-Agnelli subordination to the Cuccia Mediobanca. Romiti was lived from the judicialist milieus as the possible substitute of Berlusconi, as leader of the Centre–Centre-Right, if the elimination or marginalizing of Berlusconi had succeeded. There was naturally also the judicialist interest to have the political-propaganda support of Fiat-Agnellis. 

The trial to Romiti and Mattioli concluded on 19 October 2000. The Cassation Court confirmed the Romiti condemnation to 1 year for false budget and false communications to the shareholders. In practice Romiti was condemned for a financing of 4 billion liras to the PSI supposedly paid in 1992. For Mattioli there was the making null of the condemnation sentence (to 1 month; Mattioli was already condemned to 1 year and 9 months in Milan) since reached prescription, so without a new trial. The outcome was clearly political. After a period of support to the PM D’Alema, Romiti aligned (and also with violent tunes, some week before the CSC sentence
) against the Centreleft. There was also, weeks before the Cassation Court sentence, the hypothesis of his appointment as Industry Minister in an eventual Berlusconi government. Differently it would have been possible to let the Cassation Court appeal to sleep yet a bit, and also the Romiti condemnation would have prescribed on 31 December 2000. Contrarily to the Romiti attitudes, the Agnelli media, and media power and influence, had continued to be decidedly from the side of the judicialist Lefts. 

The reasons why the Agnellis were never really investigated about Fiat crimes were really extra-legal reasons. The witty Cirino Pomicino was convoked from the Turin Prosecutors Gian Giacomo Sandrelli and Gian Carlo Avenati Bassi for being interrogated on the Turin PO accusation of false budget against Romiti. Not only Cirino Pomicino used his right not to reply. He accused the two Prosecutors of not having the courage to interrogate Gianni Agnelli on the Swiss Fiat account used for illegal financing and bureaucratic corruption. The two Prosecutors replied that if nobody replied when interrogated on Romiti, everybody fainted if interrogated on Gianni Agnelli
 It was not really a reply. Either Cirino Pomicino reported in imprecise way the Prosecutors reply or it might mean that they fainted to inquiry Gianni Agnelli, or simply that the goal of their investigation was predefined in different direction, what is anyway illegal in Italy.

On 4 December 2003, the condemnation against Romiti, despite it was definitive, was revoked from the Turin Appeal Court, since legal changes verified after it. 

Why Romano Prodi couldn’t not to be saved and promoted 

The man of the DC-Left, of IRI, of the family capitalism, of international finance  

The Milan PO, as all other militant magistracy, always claimed the Constitutional compulsory nature of the penal action. If not compulsory, very solid were the protections de facto it, as other militant magistracy, guaranteed. In fact Prosecutors always refused the State-government orientation of their investigations and the overcoming of the compulsory character of the penal action, preferring their, and their clans’, illegal discretionary choices. In the Prodi case there were solid reasons to tutor his absolute immunity also during the 1990s. Not only he was of the DC-Left of Andreatta. His relations with the main Italian entrepreneurial and/or financial groups, from the State industry, to Fiat-Agnelli and to De Benedetti, were very solid. He was one of the best personages to promote further, in a destabilisation without change. In addition bureaucracies, magistracy included, generally prefer to protect powerful and very rich interests, and their agents: it is always very convenient.  

From 1971, Prodi, doctor in Law by the Catholic University of Milan, and with postgraduate studies by the LSE, was Professor of Industrial Organisation and Policy by the Bologna University. After he was, for two months Industry Minister, in 1978/1979, in the 4th Andreotti government, the DC Secretary De Mita wanted him as IRI President in 1982. Prodi remained there until 1989.
 IRI was the post-WW2 Italy, overall since the Centre-Left of the 1960s, the unlimited source of illegal financing for the political parties, and of individual and mass clientelisms. IRI favoured government as opposition parties, and also private economic groups. Parliament financed the IRI’s losses, politics induced, and they regularly recreated. As Parliament pretended to drive politically the IRI (and also private) investments, against all possible economic criteria, with the result to finance factories and industries never worked, or worked just with losses. There are also levels of competence inside IRI but they mixed with the progressively extending parties-imposed mismanagement.

Prodi became Industry Minister in 1978 on indication of the DC-Left and of Fiat (fraction of Umberto Agnelli), in substitution of a resigned Minister of another faction of the DC-Left. He characterised immediately for another of the salvages of the Italian industrial system so common in the Italian history. The Prodi decree will cost, to the State, 1,800 billion liras of the epoch, equivalent to about 8,000 billion 1998-liras (about 4 billion Euros). It subtracted the firms with at least 300 employees from the ordinary failure procedures, the Treasury Ministry guaranteeing and paying for them.
 He remained Minister for less than four months. In fact on January 1979 one passed from the 4th Andreotti government to the 5th one. And Andreotti did not want him anymore as his Industry Minister because Prodi was capable, in a few months, to develop a network of important friendships and supports inside the industrial world
, alias to subordinate totally to the most important Italian economic and financial lobbies.   

The Prodi decree, the decree for industrial reclaiming, was a decree, later a law, useless and harmful, as the same Prodi admitted a day with Filippo Mancuso.
 It anyway distributed State funds for rewarding entrepreneurs of their failures.   

On 3 November 1982 Prodi was named IRI President since DC-Left concern and on DC-Left account. DC Secretary was De Mita, become DC Secretary also thanks the political climate created from political campaigns of Leftist magistrates (one of them was Gherardo Colombo) of the Milan PO. In three year Prodi brought the losses from 2,610-billion liras per year to 2,737 in 1984, and 980.2 in 1985. Prodi declared, relatively to 1985, a 12.4-billion lira profit. But the Accounting Court stated a loss of 980.2, and commented about the not easy interpretation of the IRI economic results on the basis of its accounting system. In fact its accounts followed procedures different from those stated from the Civil Code. The same Prodi, when the IRI Administrative Board discusses the hypothesis updating the IRI accounting system, was for avoiding any change. In fact a confused accounting system was easier to manipulate.
  

His pro-Fiat orientation, conjugated with his boasting attitudes, revealed immediately, also as IRI President. While he claimed, in May 1983, that, with the goal to reclaim financially and industrially a decaying and very costly [for State budget] IRI, he had followed a line of dismissal of all activities extraneous to the IRI ends, he bought bankruptcy enterprises from a Fiat group in difficulty, permitting it, already in 1983 to present active budgets.
 In a declaration to la Stampa, on 7 October 1993, Giorgio La Malfa, of the PRI, politically representative of Mediobanca and Fiat
, declared that contrary to the Economist, which presented Prodi as an specialist of redeeming, Prodi, as IRI President, got abundant funds from the State. In fact, from 1982 to 1988, he got funds and credits for 17,724 billion liras. In 1988 IRI budget showed a profit of 1,263 billion liras. But considering also the IRI iron and steel industry, the loss was 2,416 billion liras. La Malfa refused to recognise Prodi as a technician. The only merit he recognised him was of being a DC.
 As Mediobanca political representative, La Malfa was clearly strongly against a Prodi verbally (but always happily defeated) in favour of forms of popular capitalism. Also International centres had evidently interest, for some reason (he was the anti-entrepreneur, the anti-Berlusconi), to present Prodi in the positive way they presented him. Anyway La Malfa
 was supporter of the Lefts, and of the Lefts government, and even inside the same 4-small-parties block presented under the name For Prodi in occasion of the 1996 general elections.

The IRI President Prodi was very attentive also to the De Benedetti, the Swiss resident Jew financier, needs. De Benedetti was co-owner of the publishing group Repubblica-l’Espresso. The director of Repubblica Eugenio Scalfari had become, between 1983 and 1989, a De Mita supporter
. Following the principle of socialising losses and privatising profits, in 1985 Prodi tried to make gift to De Benedetti an enterprise, the SME, for just 497 milliard liras. The business did not admitted any concurrency. An entrepreneur, Fimiani, who had offered 620 billion liras (against the 497 of De Benedetti) was intimidated from the De Benedetti and Prodi side for inducing him to retire. He insisted. He suffered the immediate cut all credit from the banking system and his group Cofima (a business of 50 billion liras per year) was obliged to bankruptcy. The Prodi-De Benedetti attempted fraud vanished equally, since the State Industry Minister Darida and the PM Craxi opposition. Also Fininvest-Barilla-Ferreo-Conserve Italia with an offer of 600 billion liras, and the ‘red’ Coops (which nevertheless retired after the 15 June 1985 Darida intervention against Prodi-De Benedetti) with an offer equally of 600 billion liras, contemporaneously with the 620 billion liras Cofima offer, had showed how 497 billion liras, and at very particular conditions were a fraud.
 The SME was later sold for 2,447 milliard liras.
 The operation was well organised because Prodi, already very linked with De Benedetti and its anti-Craxi, and pro-DC-Left and pro-PCI, mass media, had actually already sold the SME to De Benedetti, and even following a procedure such that De Benedetti would have got the control of SME without paying initially anything. In fact the first instalment, equivalent to 13% of the SME shares, would have been anticipated from Mediobanca, at least formally IRI-controlled. Prodi, cunningly, organised everything in absolute secrecy about the real terms of the transaction. But, Craxi PM, the government refused the authorisation for the Prodi-De Benedetti fraud. The then Industry Minister Renato Altissimo confirmed as five weeks before attempting the fraud Prodi had assured him that he had no intention of selling SME, he had described a pearl worth at least between 1,300 and 1,500 billion liras.
 Even friends of De Benedetti inside government remained bewildered, in front of the evidence of the fraud. The State Participation Ministry Darida was obliged to emit, on 15 June 1985, a decree for blocking the Prodi-IRI initiative. De Benedetti contested it by the Administrative Tribunal (TAR) of Rome, by his 21 June 1985 appeal supported from the Prodi IRI. On 19 June 1985, equally with the Prodi IRI support, De Benedetti had already asked the confiscation of the SME shares. The judiciary offices rejected the De Benedetti’s appeal and request as absolutely unfounded. It was hampered that Prodi sold a profitable State enterprise at very reduced price and that De Benedetti realised, thanks to the DC-Lefts, a fraud against the Italian State.
 For this ‘crime’ of having hampered the Prodi-DC-Left-De Benedetti fraud, later, in the 1990s the judicialist-controlled Milan PO will accuse some Rome magistrates, one of the entrepreneurs, Berlusconi, and lawyers. Responsible of having in some way contributed to avoiding the fraud against State, they were accused of having being corrupted and corrupters. There was also the notorious Milan Prosecutor Gherardo Colombo among the protagonist in this further persecution, where those who wanted practically to steal the profitable SME (Prodi and De Benedetti) were ‘honest’, and those who obstructed the fraud were ‘corrupted’ and ‘corrupters’. The crime was to have hampered a relevant profit for De Benedetti, who always declared that the Rome magistrates were corrupted, when they had pronounced sentences not totally favourable to his speculations.
 

In addition to the future persecution of Berlusconi and of Rome magistrates, Michele Ferrero was immediately persecuted in relation to the SME affair. On Barilla initiative, Michele Ferrero and Silvio Berlusconi had presented with him a better offer to oppose to the De Benedetti one. Ferrero was immediately object of an authentic persecution from the Fiscal Police, based on allegations revealed totally unfounded. He was obliged to close his businesses in Italy and to transfer them abroad.
 
But Prodi remained also at Fiat service, for example for helping it to extend the Fiat oligopolistic control also of the Italy’s car sector in monopolistic one. It was Prodi to call, on 20 May 1986, the Fiat CEO Cesare Romiti, for informing him that Ford had declared its intentions and conditions for buying Alfa Romeo. This permitted Fiat, which refused to have competitors with factories on the Italian territory, to activate immediately for obstructing the Ford offer. Also the precise Ford offer was let to known to Fiat. Fiat formalised an apparently better offer on 1 November 1986 and in five days it got all IRI and Government adhesion.
 It was never precisely known how much State paid to Fiat for permitting Fiat ‘bought’ Alfa Romeo. The PM Craxi tried to resist to the Fiat offensive but he was obliged to submit, so the regime’s, TUs included, pressure was strong.   

If moralist and immoral ‘moralisers’ supported Prodi, Prodi was not certainly a moralist and/or a moraliser, as IRI President, either in different charge. His behavioural patterns were adaptive. For example, when, in December 1988, the General PO of the Accounting Court invited Prodi to act against the IRI managers had created black funds (and using this excuse they were prosecuted from some Leftist Milan magistrates – one of them was Gherardo Colombo), Prodi avoided all initiative. He had also let the main arrested responsible of them, Ettore Bernabei, Italstat CEO, at his place.
 He was a DC-Leftist who preferred not to create enemies on his right. 

Not less adaptive Prodi had been relatively to the Mediobanca privatisation. Officially strong opponent of Mediobanca, in 1995 Prodi declared in front of the Chamber Budget Commission that Mediobanca would have never been privatised because it was strategic for IRI. Two years later he will declare the opposite. And Mediobanca was privatised, actually dictatorially controlled from Enrico Cuccia as always. Simply, disappeared Ugo La Malfa, always in strong harmony with Cuccia so his political protector, Cuccia was looking for a solution could guarantee forever his dictatorship over Mediobanca Consequently, he promoted the Mediobanca privatisation by which he was formally controlled but actually absolute despot thanks to techniques of financial engineering in which he was insuperable, and also thanks to the kind of delegation for Italy Cuccia had always enjoyed from international finance. Mediobanca privatisation realised between the end 1984 and the early 1988. It was supported both from Craxi and De Mita, the two leaders in reciprocal antagonism between 1982 and 1989, to which Cuccia had subtracted all entrepreneurial reference. In fact, Cuccia had co-opted, from the De Mita side, Carlo De Benedetti and, from the PSI side, Salvatore Ligresti inside the Mediobanca area and interests, what was currently called the good lounge of the Italian capitalism. Cuccia used De Benedetti as bridge towards the PCI and reinforced its links from the PSI side, links already existing since the axis Romiti-De Michelis. Despite Mediobanca was privatised, it was allowed to remain in the capital of the three banks of national interest, which were formally controlled from IRI.
 

Last but not least, IRI function was the financing in first instance of the DC-Left currents had wanted Prodi as IRI President. Differently the Italian State would have chosen real managers for IRI and not a Prodi, and politically submitted ‘managers’ Prodi designed on government parties’ imposition. But the IRI businesses were function of the entire consociative system, since the very expensive charity-investments, function of the needs of particratic domination and of ‘private’ monopolies. A 17 July 1998 Parliamentary questioning of the MP Giovanardi, the Chamber President Violante declared inadmissible, remembered an episode of the second half of the 1980s. Giovanardi, then head of the DC group in the Council of the Region Emilia-Romagna, asked his party friend Prodi, the IRI President, why there was a delay in certain works in a piece of the motorway between Florence and Bologna. Prodi candidly replied that the Emilia-Romagna PCI President Lanfranco Turci had blocked all authorisations for the works because he pretended a previous negotiation for the definition of the percentage of works IRI ought to assign to the ‘red’ Coops. Naturally Prodi was well happy to conform to these praxes of particracy and consociativism.

Prodi ceased as IRI President in 1989. He went back to IRI on 15 May 1993, thanks to the Milan PO and Scalfaro promotion and protection, with the mission of privatisation.
 Already after the 18 April 1993 referendum, Scalfaro would have wanted Prodi as PM with Segni as deputy-PM and Minister for institutional reform, but the design did not realise.
 What was born was the Ciampi government. After having previously showed his stubborn action in favour of the Italian monopolies he was certainly the best personage for Italian-style privatisation of IRI in the ‘new Italy’ of the judicialist clans assaults and of Scalfaro. He left IRI in 1994, pompously declaring that his mission had successfully accomplished. But not only his ‘privatisation’ were realised suffering the offensive and the blackmail of Mediobanca. The Italian State had continued to privatise, frequently only formally, for the entire 1990s. Evidently his mission was far from being completed in 1994.        

The Prodi attitudes of happily serving the institutions, personages, private interests directly responsible of the Italy’s disaster, made consistent that the survived regime recognised him as its, and saved him. In the 26 November 1996 Corsera the interviewed Radical leader Marco Pannella declared:  

“«I say that if in Italy we will achieve a judicial truth with some decent relation with historical truth, my friend Francesco Cossiga
 should been able to rely certainly on my oranges ».

“In the meaning...

«Yes, while he is in prison. That according to what he did in the years of the national unity with the PCI, P-38
, P2
 and P-Scalfari
. He should be put in prison with all these ones. Anyway when he was President of the Republic, Cossiga, just in front of these my convictions, limited publicly to underline that that these my assertions were perfectly legitimate and it could also be, I quote him, "truthful". But, he added, that under condition that all the other ones I evoked were submitted to the same destiny.»”

(…)

“«(…) in Hammamet
 there are neither Gianni Agnelli, nor Cuccia
, nor Cofferati
, nor Borrelli».

“What is the meaning?

“«That in Hammamet there are not the authors of the Italian disaster».”

In fact, achievement of the 1992/1993 Great Purge was to save the core of the regime nomenclature, responsible of the previous decades of State devastation. Inside it, Prodi was successfully and rapidly climbing. 

For the ex-President Cossiga, privatisations were unique occasion of frauds.
 Prodi was in first line in the businesses connected to them, with personal interests, and continuous conflicts of interests, as remembered from Italian judiciary inquiries. Usual techniques for deceiving bribes, or simply generous gifts, were payments under the forms of consulting. In the Prodi cases they were relative to the some enterprises he would have privatised, and was privatising, according to the achievements of the Italian judiciaries enquiries reported from the British press.
 

Craxi, an insider of State questions, and person of proved intellectual honesty, remembered that Prodi was Soros’ consultant, and for some prodigy became PM inside a coup d’État process reflected the deep needs of an hungry finance did not tolerate the political mediation traditionally characterised continental Europe.
         

However the Soros connections did not seem sufficient to imagine him as puppet-master of the Italy’s and other countries problems and frauds. Soros opposed the EU, declared publicly that and acted consequently, specifically in occasion of the Italian lira and British pound collapses of September 1992. Speculations against, and in favour, of currencies are normal aspects of the financial markets. If he acted for acquiring privatised companies in Argentina, this depended from the fact that the Argentine State was selling them. The having reserved his attentions also to Peru, Brazil and Mexico was not so astonishing for an international businessman. His having opened a couple of tens of Foundation in Easter Europe was the perfectly legal evidence of an intense interest from an area full of opportunities. That a businessman be in open collaboration, on specific questions on which he has competence, with specific offices of the CIA may scandalise only continental European hypocritical. His having been in touch with Enrico Cuccia may testify only common, or convergent, attitudes and interests. His having being in touch, in the very early 1994, with a provincial PDS Secretary Occhetto excited from the judicial purge and sure to be its immediate profiteers, is only evidence of the relation between the two interests. It is not more useful the moralism on the fact that, later, the PDS leader Giorgio Napolitano met also Soros, during one of his journeys to the USA. Particracy had considerably more responsibility in the lira collapses than the occasional 1992 Soros adventure. The Napolitano party, the PCI/PDS was considerably more responsible than Soros, who might eventually have had the merit to have evidenced a systemic block. Crises and shocks are not necessarily catastrophic situations.
 It is normal, for a businessman, to do his businesses, to bribe who/which accepts to be bribed, to have connection with politicians and State apparatuses, to favour and to be favoured. Eventually, his being from the side of the international winning block explains why the Milan PO did not inquire him (or the US government if, as suggested from different sources, was behind or beside him) for his business in and on Italy. In judicial language, and according to the Italian law, even only (Andriola 1995) was a perfect collection of documented crimes’ news, and in Italy judicial prosecution was formally compulsory. Skilful businessmen control also, eventually indirectly, judiciary. 

The success of Prodi derived from his being the man of everybody, and from his attitude to let to be addressed towards the winning sides, more than from some eventual Soro’s and other one’s subsidy. His country parish priest, not without character below an ordinary people appearance certainly did not disfavour him. Andreatta pupil and DC-Left man, without even having the DC card, he was not really different from the DC and para-DC personnel took over State, leading its disaster, since the 1960s, when an already weak DC further abdicated from all leading role. State was reduced to parties’ prey, politics to rhetoric. 

1990s Prodi-style privatisation
 

Already at mid-1993, Il Sabato wrote that the US-British finance (frequently owner and always controller of ‘influent’ media) was preparing to tale over the Italy’s privatisation. Italy was a country at State capitalism, where economic penetration was very difficult for international finance. Mediobanca, by the intermediary of the French finance, had got the master of the Italy’s ‘private’ sector, which operated in conditions of sharing with the direct party-economy. The supposedly politically weak Italy offered a considerable structural and political resistance to foreign penetration in many key sectors. Also the 1992/1993 pogrom and further destabilisation were not a radical change. Even the 1993 passage of the graduated in German philology Ciampi from BankItalia to government had the other face: the designation of Fazio as new BankItalia Governor.  Fazio was a technician capable to offer a pragmatic resistance to the liquidation of the force positions of the Italian State and politics inside economy. 

The mid-1993 Il Sabato remembered that, on 2 June 1992, the Royal Yacht Britannia (owned from the British Crown, but then rented from a British merchant bank) landed to Italy its precious load. It was composed of London City finance and banking magnates. They met the Italy’s financial and entrepreneurial elite of ENI, AGIP, Crediop, Comit, Generali, Società Autostrade, IRI, the General Director of the Treasury Ministry Mario Draghi
, the Catholic banker and Ambroveneto President Giovanni Bazoli, the economist and Statesman of the DC-Left Beniamino Andreatta (the Prodi godfather) and his pupil Romano Prodi. They were precisely the main companies object also of foreign interest. Object of the meeting were the privatisations. For the Executive Intelligence Review of Wiesbaden, the US-British strategy behind Italy’s privatisation was the sack of the Italian economy. Even if, despite unfounded claiming, Italian lobbies and clans realised that, more than foreign ones. And the Italy’s particracy, included its fractions promoted from the purge, had not been and was not example of skilful management. The theories of diabolic and fully successful foreign plots were techniques for finding scapegoats.       

The 1980s Prodi-style direction of the State industries had been that of the ‘socialisation’ of losses, with considerable rewards for the holdings having provoked bankruptcy situations, and of the rapid dismissal of profitable enterprises at super-discounted price. Human behaviours are generally recursive. Inside a 1990s’ privatisation policy of false privatisation, of which anyway Prodi was relevant accomplice more than direct promoter, there were cases where his responsibility in damages to the States budget were more active and direct, and with Prodi’s private interest.     

On 7 January 1993, IRI, not yet again Presided from Prodi, decided to privatise the SME, an alimentary holding. It was the same SME had been object of the 1985 De Benedetti-Prodi attempted fraud, when its undervalued selling had been attempted. Also at that time there had been regime pressures on magistracy for suppressing the fraud prosecution. Now, in 1993, the SME split in three parts had been decided: Italgel, Ciro-Bertolli-De Rica (CBD), and Gs Autogril. The selling procedure was immediately set out for Italgel and CBD. In March 1993 Credit had estimated the Italgel and CBD value at about 1,350 billion liras, while they were finally sold for 747 billion liras. On 2 March 1993, the competition proclamation was published. The first deadline for the offers for the CBD was 29 March 1993. Eridania-Ferruzzi, Parmalat, Cragnotti, Granarolo, Unilever, etc participated to the competition. 

On 15 May 1993 Prodi became providentially again IRI President, and remained such, on second Scalfaro government (the Ciampi one) designation and Milan PO initiative. Consequently, on 20 May 1993, Prodi resigned from HSR Guarantor. On 22 July 1993, since Milan PO initiative against him, Gardini committed suicide, what perhaps had some influence on the Ferruzzi offer. On 29 July 1993, IRI accepted the Nestlé offer for Italgel, while declared unsatisfying the offers for the CBD, whose competition consequently ought to be called again. Those ‘unsatisfying’ (for the Prodi-IRI) offers were higher than the price finally realised. On 29 July 1993, the same Prodi as strongly promoted a modification of the IRI Statutes permitting to avoid the confirmation of the President decisions from the Directors Board. It was a technique for making easier the violation of laws and procedures, the realisation of strange transactions, payments’ dilation, and the tricking of competition rules.    

On 9 September 1993, Eridania-Ferruzzi renounced to the competition. Unilever, since its interest for the brand Bertolli tried alliances for acquiring it. A Southerner financial group linked to the Southerner old DC, Fisvi, with just 30 billions capital, posed its candidacy for the acquisition. On 7 October 1993, surprisingly IRI accepted the Fisvi offer. The price to be paid for the 62% CBD shares was 310 billion liras. The same Cragnotti & partners had initially offered 117 billion liras more. On 14 October 1993, IRI and Fisvi signed the agreement for the property passage. Actually Unilever, Fisvi, and IRI met before the formal agreement, what implies not only a cartel behaviour but also a fraud, accomplice the defrauded IRI. Goldman Sachs always showed perfectly informed from the inside on all negotiation, both when its client Unilever will be involved and when it was not directly present. 

On 5 November the Fisvi assembly increased its capital from 30 to 256 billion liras. At the same assembly, Carlo Saverio Lamiranda, who led Fisvi, announced that the olive oil sector (Bertolli) would have been sold to Unilever, and that the same Fisvi would have united with other partners. 

On 16 December 1993, Sergio Cragnotti, one of the initial competitors, bought 10% Fisvi, and announced his alliance with Lamiranda. In a kind of replay of the Prodi attempt to make gift of the SME to De Benedetti in 1985, IRI accorded a delay to Fisvi for the payment of the first instalment. 

On 20 January 1994, Sagrit, a mixed company Fisvi-Cragnotti, was created. On 1 March 1994, CBD passed officially to Fisvi, which passed it immediately to Sagrit. The whole price was of 310 billion liras. The Credit previous evaluation had been between 600 and 900 billion liras. The 155 billion liras of the first instalment were paid to IRI overall from Cragnotti. 22 March 1994, the CBD transferred Bertolli to Unilever. On 14 April 1994, Fisvi signed an agreement with Cragnotti for transferring to him its share of Sagrit with 81 billion liras repurchase clause by 3 May 1994. On 1 June 1994, Cirio passed entirely and definitely to Cragnotti. Sagrit had not exercise its repurchase clause of 51% Sagrit. Sagrit disappeared form the operation. It was the property third passage of Cirio of the operation. The same fact that CBD was sold 3 months after its selling from IRI, and before IRI had received any payment for it, had already different owners, and all that was the Prodi IRI complicity, was reputed as evidence of the fraud all the operation represented

On 24 February 1996, Prodi received a call warrant, from the Rome Prosecutor Giuseppa Geremia, as suspect of office abuse. On 25 November 1996, after a rapid but deep inquiry founded also on an accounting expertise, the Rome PO asked to send to court the IRI ex-President Romano Prodi, now become PM, and other 5 members of the IRI Directors’ Board. They were Mario Draghi, Paolo Ferro Luzzi, Giuseppe Glisenti, Antonio Patroni Griffi and Roberto Poli. The Rome PO asked that also the Fisvi legal representative Lamiranda was sent to trial. The accusations of Prosecutor Geremia were that the IRI, and specifically Prodi, had favoured the Fisvi. The group, which had led the negotiations by Fisvi, was the Unilever one. Prodi had been Unilever Nv (Rotterdam) and Unilever Pic (London) advisory director from 1990 to May 1993, when he was called again as IRI President. The same 25 November 1996 a storm fallen down onto the Rome judiciary offices, since Milan PO initiative, with arrest and charge of magistrates. With a curious assonance some Rome magistrates had been accused, with Berlusconi and people near Berlusconi, after months of heavy electronic surveillance and banking checking, of having been corrupted because a decade before they had obstructed the SME Prodi-De Benedetti fraud against IRI. Others, as Corio, were actually accused of nothing. But in the storm they ought to be in some way removed because they did not obstruct the investigations against the judicialist-leftist-monopolies regime illegal businesses, and resisted to the submission to the judicialist clan of Milan, where solid was the pro-Prodi, pro-lefts, pro-monopolies protection. 4 days after the Geremia request, President Scalfaro had ‘acquitted’ Prodi: Prodi ought not to be guilty.    

Prodi was accused of having permitted Fisvi acquired CBD without it had the means necessary for realising the operation. Fisvi acted as a kind of passage structure. The end of the Prodi favouring would have been to permit Unilever got Bertolli, the olive oil branch of CBD, for 253 billion liras. The use of Fisvi would have had two goals: to have Bertolli at a discounted price relatively to the direct purchase from IRI, and to hide the Prodi conflict of interest. By this procedure the Prodi IRI had violated the CIPE directive prescribing to get the best price. If from the one side the evaluation of the real financial possibilities of Fisvi had been avoided, from the other side IRI avoided also to examine the separate selling of the different CBD companies. Not only Fisvi had not indicated how it would have faced the payments, it even got a change of the initial conditions. It seemed really a replay of the 1985 pattern when, for favouring De Benedetti, the only concern had been the further favouring of the buyer. The CBD rapid dismembering demonstrated that the whole did not represented a synergy among the different units, and that each single enterprise of CBD might have been sold separately with earnings advantage for IRI.   

Prosecutor Geremia, intimidated neither from the storm against the Rome judiciary office, nor from the personal threats of which she had object, continued also the investigation on the HSR, with equally also Prodi inevitably in the sight. At this point it was regime need to eliminate Geremia. In the preliminary hearing of 15 January 1997, the GIP Eduardo Landi decided to decide nothing. He delayed calling another hearing for 28 February 1997. Then he stated that the 13,000 pages accounting expertise on the CBD affair was not sufficient. He, with unusual procedure,  practically changed the crime. Geremia had posed the question of the Fisvi advantage at IRI damage. He asked an expertise on the CBD price. A price depends on the selling conditions. A price of a whole may be fair, but it may not assure the optimisation of the earnings. Surely the whole IRI might have been sold at lowest price, differently from its gradual and fragmented selling. Anyway Credit had already evaluated CBD between 600 and 900 billions. Also some judiciary offices do not operate in perfect conditions just under intimidation because also in the past they had obstructed a Prodi fraud. The GIP Landi on 22 December 1997 refused to send the accused to trial since non-existence of the crime. What anyway did not mean that it did not exist when Geremia asked to send the suspect to trial. In fact law had been changed on 16 July 1997. A Scalfaro capable to obstruct modernisation, as to impose the rapid approval of laws for favouring regime clans and interests, had strongly engaged for the modification of the crime of office abuse. Scalfaro had, in his action, the strong support of the Prodi and private powers’ friend the Justice Minister Flick. Prodi was PM. The Lefts had the Parliament majority. D’Alema had been let free to play, for a while, to an impossible Constitutional reform. The crime of office abuse was transformed from act to intention. Actually if an act can be more easily and surely checked than the intention of the act, the ground of the intention created the legal possibility of the abusive use of the norm acquitting friends (because ‘without intention’) while eventually striking enemies (because ‘with intention’). It was as the regime confession that that Prodi and relative block power had produced material damage to the State interests but that there were superior reasons now one preferred to rely in the metaphysical discussion on what the real intention might have been. The legal variation had enjoyed the nearly unanimity with just some partial opposition of RC and LN. The opposition, differently from the 1994 opposition, did not pursue the judicial liquidation of government. Using the law now changed, kickback-city defendants had been heavily sanctioned, and for crimes less serious than those now attributed to Prodi. Arguing on this change, Landi use it for acquitting Prodi. However even with the changed law regime ought not to be very sure on the regularity of the acquittal. The acquittal came on 22 December 1997 and the sentence ought to be deposited by 23 January 1998. The procedure of liquidation of Geremia had already been begun. On 23 January she was yet in Rome. She was finally moved to the Cagliari PO, Sardinia, on 7 February 1998. Only on 9 February 1998 the Landi sentence was deposited such that she ought not to appeal it. In fact, Geremia exiled to Sardinia, nobody dared to appeal the Landi sentence. “"As the joint valuation has demonstrated", wrote judge Landi, "IRI did not incur any damage and Fisvi did not make any profit" as the price agreed upon was "more than adequate". "Had the single businesses of CBD (i.e. oil, milk, tomato) been sold separately on the basis of the offers IRI had received, IRI would have actually realised a worse economic performance." "IRI conducted the operation in full compliance of the ratio of the relevant rules and regulations".”
 

Prodi and wife had already received some billion liras from Unilever and Goldman Sachs, the Unilever assistant in the CBD-Fisvi operation, under form of consulting, from 1990 to 1995. It was the same behavioural pattern of the HSR case: Prodi took loads of money from the same companies with which he should have had relations of business and/or institutional opposition. And that verified inside a practice of very discounted selling prices practised from the Prodi-IRI. As Professor André-Paul Frognier underlined when he announced, as Prodi formal Academic Godfather, the Prodi acceptation as Doctor Honoris Causa by the UCL of LLN, Belgium, Prodi was always characterised by a real continuity between his ideas and his acts
. As DC Catho-‘communist’ disdaining profit he had no problem in favouring parasitic rent, for political-clan’s and social-block’s narrow interests and reasons. The Prodi behavioural patterns were equally tightly recursive, and so coherent, in relation to transparency. As when IRI President he worked for not transparent and arbitrary procedures, as way for favouring his reference clans, when EU Commission President he operated in the same direction. The Finnish Jacob Soederman, designed from the European Parliament as EU ombudsman, both under Santer and under Prodi, evidenced how transparency, relatively to citizens, on Communitarian procedures was superior under Santer. In fact, just arrived to Brussels, Prodi acted for making the situation more obscure, from this point of view.
            

The Salerno PO started similar inquiry since a local entrepreneur’s denunciation on the business CBD, Italgel, and GS-Autogrill. For instance, also in the GS-Autogrill case, Credit had formulated a valuation of 1,582 billion liras, while IRI had sold it for 653 billion in a private deal after breaking off the normal auction process. In this case the role of Prodi deployed certainly in the preparation phase of the deal. While when finally the sale was formalised, in October 1994, he had already left IRI from 5 months. Anyway the Salerno inquiry passed, since territorial competence, to the Perugia PO, more judicialist-controlled. What might mean that, eventually, PDS fractions might have used for threatening-blackmailing Prodi inside the manoeuvre of liquidation of Prodi from the place of PM and from the Italian politics realised in 1998/1999 from the D’Alema fraction.  

The Prodi defence on the supposed frauds on the 1990s privatisation, on this as on the HSR affair, was pure rhetoric. As reply to the Daily Telegraph attacks, the Prodi spokesman Ricardo Franco Levi declared on the 22 August 1999 Corsera that Prodi had been already well passed at X-rays when presented at general elections as Olive Tree leader and when designed PM. What, referred to the regime’s Italy’s press, and to President Scalfaro, was hilarious, in Italy. Both were the opposite than X-rays. The only X-rays were that Prodi was man of Carlo De Benedetti and Umberto Agnelli. 

When Romano Prodi tried, as 1993/1994 IRI President, to sell Comit and Credit to the Deutsche Bank, it refused. In fact there was the Cuccia veto to any direct negotiation between international banking and IRI.
 The further Prodi[-Andreatta] decision to sell everything on the market was easily defeated from Cuccia. The roof of 3% of shares to individual shareholder, combined with the prohibition of the possibility to create forms of shareholders associations, let without power the small shareholders facilitating secret cartels among other ones, the real controllers, Mediobanca-led, of the privatised enterprises. Barucci and Savona, inside the Ciampi government, imposed the Mediobanca will. The government accepted it. Prodi and the possibility to create public companies were defeated. Both banks passed under international control with Cuccia supervision, after than some hundred thousand Italian savers paid the share more than their future stock exchange price. Prodi declared pathetically that he was defeated on Comit and Credit, but that the really important privatisation was that of Sip (the telephone company). There he was absolutely sure to win. He let IRI after a couple of weeks from this declaration.
 

Sip, become Telecom, was later ‘privatised’ from the Prodi government, and Ciampi Treasury Minister, letting it, as a gift (actually a public fraud in exchange of the support the Agnellis media gave to Prodi) to the Agnellis, which de facto controlled it with less than 0.6% shares. Only the collapse of the Prodi government provoked also the collapse (with the TUs aligned on Agnellis support) of the 0.6%-shares-Agnellis dictatorship. The Telecom shares were sold for 24,000 billion liras. When, in 1999, the group led from the entrepreneur Colaninno moved to the Telecom conquest, it spent 100,000 billion liras.
    

Just Berlusconi had won the 27/28 March 1994 general elections, the Ciampi government, on 28 March 1994, with a sudden and unusual move, clearly favoured Carlo De Benedetti declaring him winner of the competition for the microphones’ second provider. Ciampi frequented lounges of the De Benedetti area. The defeated was his concurrent Fiat-Fininvest. Some weeks before, the Mail Service and Communication Minister Maurizio Pagani had denounced undue pressures form the PDS and TUs for favouring De Benedetti, usual Lefts’ puppet master. The documentation presented from the two competitors weighted 1,200 kilos. It was “examined” with extraordinary rapidity, considered the lazy Italian bureaucracy and the Ciampi temperament. And it was defined, just the Lefts were unexpectedly defeated, that the De Benedetti offer was better. In practice, in this way, the Ciampi government created the Olivetti-De Benedetti Omnitel. The results were only the De Benedetti speculations and the part of Italian telephony he controlled sold to German interests. If Bernabè failed in selling the other part of the Italian telephony, Telecom, to Deutsche Telekom was only because the D’Alema fraction of the Lefts supported the Colaninno conquest of Telecom.
 

In December 1993, the State Railways President Lorenzo Necci concluded agreement with Ernesto Pasquale, Stet managing director, for selling the telephone network of the State Railways. The agreed price was 1,100 billion liras. When Giuliano Amato was nominated Antitrust President (from the Berlusconi Government), just the agreement was submitted to him, he rejected it launching the odd slogan: “Better to the Engineer [De Benedetti] for zero liras than to Stet for 1,000 billion liras.” Actually the market creation in the communication sector was different problem than the simple control of the physical network. Anyway such was the Amato vision and evidently also the fidelity to the Lefts block, of which “the Engineer” was puppet master. In fact, on 7 April 1998
, fired Necci (autumn 1996) and all State Railways modernisation, the State Railways telephone network was given to Infostrada (De Benedetti Olivetti), so permitting its real take-off. The transaction was realised by a competition managed from Paribas and Lazard Frères. If Necci, in 1993/1994, would have sold the network for 1,100 billion liras, it was instead sold, in 1997, for 750 (350 less) and at further ignominious conditions. It was used, in practice, the classical “De Benedetti scheme”: payment in 14 years, at 76 billion liras per year. In practice the annual profits would have permitted to pay the detained capital.
 

Necci was judicially fired in autumn 1996. He declared to the 30 April 1998 Panorama that, in different occasions, the PDS Secretary D’Alema had asked him to give the State Railway telephonic and IT network to the Carlo De Benedetti group. What verified on 7 April 1998, for (Lehner 1998, p. 168), when the network, with all the numerous connected advantages, was attributed to Infostrada presided from Marco De Benedetti, the son of Carlo De Benedetti.
 

Since the 24 March 1999 government authorisation to sell the control share of Onmitel and the totality of Infostrada to Mannesmann, De Benedetti immediately cashed 14,000 billion liras (about 20 times more of what he had not yet paid). Later Mannesmann was conquered from the British Vodafone and Infostrada was sold, in the autumn 2000 to ENEL, the electric power monopoly falsely privatised and remained under control of the Treasury Ministry. So the Treasury Ministry had in practice paid at least 23,250 billion liras (the cost of the reacquisition of Infostrada was 24,000 billion liras) at De Benedetti and Vodafone profit, from finally acquiring a company already owned. For the economist and FI MP Antonio Marzano, the main Infostrada asset was the optic cable network of the State Rails, Infostrada had paid 660 billion liras, of which only 39 billion already paid to the State Rails. The fraud started with the Prodi government, developed with the D’Alema one, concluded with Amato, all with Lefts support. In Italy the electric power ‘privatisation’ had provoked no reduction of electric power prices (already the highest in Europe) for consumers. ENEL was the main State ‘private’ company around which the Lefts regime was perpetuating the State economy.
 

Privatisations were a reality with multiple faces, and obeyed to different logics. For Statist they were the weakening of State in front to private interests, while the efficiency of the State intervention tools has no connection with the formal ownership of enterprises. Liberals declared in their favour as symbol of overcoming of State dirigism, while liberal States are strongly dirigist without need of the State ownership of enterprises. Internal and foreign powers wanted them for taking-over profitable enterprises at low prices. One may imagine the private and political interest connected to the privatisation and false privatisation processes. For Cossiga, usually well informed, privatisations, starting from ENEL (taken-over from the PDS), were the techniques of illegal financing of the ex-‘Communist’ and Cathocommunist political classes, and also such of private enrichments
.    

The continuation of the Telecom story confirmed the existence of a fraudulent block   [@@@ @@@ @@@ @@@]

Berlusconi responsible also for the Ciampi-Prodi-Mediobanca-style privatisations? [@@@@@@@]

Prodi, the 1990s guarantor of the 140,000 billion HSR fraud

The HSR affair was a case of wastes and private interests relative to the High Speed Railway, well documented from the SDI Justice Responsible, the PDS ex-Senator Ferdinando Imposimato. Imposimato wrote his book, immediately largely reprised only from a very limited fraction of the Italian press, together with the barrister Giuseppe Pisauro (defender of many defendants of the 1990s’ inquiries) and with the TG5 journalist and chief-redactor Sandro Provvisionato. The book, which revealed nothing of really unknown, enjoyed the introduction of the DS liberal exponent Emanuele Macaluso. Protagonists of the book were Prodi and Di Pietro.

The roots of the HSR were in the 1988 project of European railway network approved from the EC Transport Ministries. From 1989 to 1992 Andreotti will be PM and Budget Minister Paolo Cirino Pomicino.  The project of Italian HSR will take off thanks to the latter in collaboration with Necci arrived, in the meanwhile, to the direction of the State Railways. On 23 January 1991 the State Railways and the Transport Ministry stipulated the program of HSR realisation, stating that 60% of investments would have been private and 40% from State. The TAV Inc was created on 19 July 1991. Among the TAV Inc shareholders there were the State Railways, Mediobanca, the banks Turin San Paolo, BNL, Credit, Banco di Napoli and a plurality of Italian and foreign financial institutes. So TAV Inc was formally with private majority. Actually less than 10% of its capital went from private banks. The State Railways controlled 50.5% of its capital, 45% directly and 5.5% by the Banca Nazionale delle Comunicazioni, controlled from the State Railways. The Interfersis TAV, controlled from the State Railways, had functions of supervision of the three general contractors FIAT, ENI, IRI. The general contractors and private negotiations were legitimated on a private majority of the capital was a false. Also the 60% of private financing was a false. Interests were paid from state and state and State Railways guaranteed the loans repayment. All the work was risk-free for privates. The Consorzio Saturno was responsible for the high technology. Each general contractor would have later generated its consortia for the executive phase. On 7 August 1991 the great public work of the further two decades was presented to media and to the country. The announced cost of the entire realisation was 20,080 billion liras. The elusion of European concurrency to add to the just realised cartel conditions on the Italian market was realised by the November 1990 of a law, what was severely condemned form the European Court. Later a EU satisfied by the Italian judicial ‘revolution’, and also more by the gifts of ‘privatises’ Italian companies will not show concern for the cartel conditions of the Italian market.     

The State financial guarantee on all detail of the work was essential because it was uneconomical. By 19 July 1991 consortia of the enterprises charge of the realisation of the works ought to be formed. The deadline was in same way respected from ENI. IRI arrived late on 6 August 1991, just the day before the formal presentation of the business. Fiat formed its consortium only on 29 October 1991, after having got sure guarantees from State and, on 15 September 1991, having got the further guarantee of a contract signed with the TAV Inc. Started immediately the mobilisation of the different interest for sucking the State funds, the first work-sites will open slowly, only after some years. 

The operational take off of the business crossed with the Milan investigation. Nevertheless Scalfaro, Violante, etc, etc, was in direct touch one with Borrelli, the other with Di Pietro, etc, etc. The first 1992 goals was to insert in the 1993 financial law of 9,000 billion liras, and the perfecting of contracts before the European deadline of 31 December 1992. After that date the EC norms on public contracts would have come into force. The last days of 1999 the HSR contracts had not yet been defined from government. On TUs, entrepreneurs, State Railways, TAV Inc, and politicians pressure the Treasury, Budget, and Transports Ministers, Barucci, Reviglio and Tesini, met on 29 December 1992 for deliberating on the matter.
 

In 1992 the State Railways Body was converted into State Railways Inc. The Italian State Railways had been transformed from structure under Transport Ministry responsibility, in autonomous enterprise. It remained owned from State, financially depended from State, overall since its enormous losses, with State choosing the top managers, but without the formal previous controls. It was not any more a State board company. But it was not private. It had gained the right to use and to waste State means in a freer way, without less TU veto power, without more capability to govern the transition of an enterprise in deep crisis. It was a third way solution (not private, not formally State) for perpetuating an aggravating the Italian Rail decreasing.      

From mid-1991, when the business started, and for the entire 1990s Prodi was directly involved, as High Velocity Guarantor, IRI President, PM and perhaps also as EU Commission President
, in a 140,000 billion liras affair. Prodi claimed he was just Guarantor for the environmental impact. He had not and did not show any competence in the matter. The HSR initially should cost 29,000 billion liras, but rapidly passed to 140,000 billion liras. Prodi was designed as HSR Guarantor in January 1992. Following a usual pattern, after three months Nomisma (a State and para-State fund-sucker created in 1981 and with Prodi as President until 1995) received a consulting-contract of some billion liras
 for evaluating the environmental impact of the work
. Prodi and his wife enjoyed also other money for consulting from various enterprises were interests in the HSR. Political parties would have enjoyed, directly, just a 3% on the HSR business. The main names involved in the affair were Romiti, Agnelli (the ex-politician and Stateswoman Susanna Agnelli was even President – an appointment of 400 million liras per year – in the Junctions’ Committee
 created in 1992 from the State Rail President Necci) and De Benedetti, the owners of the Corsera, Stampa and Repubblica. What explained the nearly total silence of these newspapers. Susanna Agnelli and Sergio Pininfarina (Turin cars’ entrepreneur) were, after Prodi, other two HSR guarantors. For the La Repubblica/l’Espresso journalist, commentator and also moralist (but not against his publisher and his publisher’s accomplices) Giorgio Bocca, it was wrong to expose the Prodi responsibilities in the HSR affair because as Italian President of the EU Commission and Lefts’ leader it would have been necessary to protect his reputation
. Actually the regime press and magistracy covered the Prodi responsibilities also when he was not a politicians and by the EU. For Bocca, in one of his usual sermons, it was inopportune to accuse Prodi of, as Bocca wrote, having stolen on the HSR and on the IRI businesses when Prodi was IRI President, because, for Bocca, the evil side was that of Andreotti and Craxi. Consequently it would have been immoral and anti-national, for Bocca, to pursue, and even simply to claim, the crimes of the evils’ enemies.
 

Imposimato, an ex-magistrate, was PCI/PDS MP in the 11th Legislature and Senator in the 12th one, but not any more in the 13th. In the 12th his interest on the HSR, and on the Prodi and PCI/PDS involvement started. His first interest manifested in November 1994 when following an article on the Naples newspaper Il Mattino, on the Naples side of the HSR, he presented a questioning to the Berlusconi government. Il Mattino referred on disappearing of billion liras and on the Camorra bombing campaign for submitting all independent firm. At that time for the HSR piece Naples-Rome about 5,500 billion liras had been invested. In his 8 November 1994 questioning to the Government and to its Interior, Defence, and Public Works Ministries, he referred to the possible penetration of the organised criminality in the HSR works to realise in Campania, Lazio, Tuscany. Having received no reply he posed again his questions on 16 December 1994, this time together with other 13 MPs of the PDS, LN and independent ones. The Berlusconi government was under judicial and political rapid liquidation, as the LN signatures with the PDS ones indicated. Imposimato received no reply. In 1993, Imposimato had already presented parliamentary questioning on the widening of the motorway Rome-Naples, where the same firms and Camorra interests were involved. They had taken-over nearly all the sub-contracts. The national enterprises were the official contractors with State. The Camorra-controlled local enterprises were the real makers of the works. The name of the ICLA had already emerged then. The parliamentary questioning had already remained without reply. Before Imposimato, the State Police head, the Berlusconi Environment Minister Altero Matteoli, the Naples GICO, had already denounced the Camorra infiltration into the HSR and the other public works of the Campania.    

Nevertheless thanks to the Parenti Anti-Mafia Commission, to which Imposimato participate, he could inquiry officially on what was verifying around the Southern side of the HSR. He solicited the Naples Chief Prosecutor Cordoba, who disposed the start of the investigations on the information Imposimato had. The mechanism had activated was the same than for the Rome-Naples motorway. The companies concessionaire of the contracts attributed them by private negotiation were without any productive structure. They passed the contracts to other firms to 10% less. But these latter paid them, in black, another 25%. It was a total of 35%, which went to political parties, bureaucrats, businessmen, intermediaries, etc. The other crucial moment was that of sub-contracts. They were attributed to Camorra enterprises, which passed sub-contracts to other enterprises, which realised the works at 10% of the original price. 90% remained to Camorra, bureaucrats, politics, etc. 10% was used for realising the works. Camorra and/or Mafia were guarantors of the security of the building sites, as of the different payments and of the attribution of the works to the different enterprises.   

In 1993 the PSDI (one of the parties eliminated as 'corrupted') leader Luigi Preti had denounced the illegalities already implicit in the constitution of the HSR Company, to the Rome PO. The Rome magistrate occupied of the denunciation. Prosecutor Di Pietro convinced him to let him the part relative to money and contracts and sub-contracts. Di Pietro, and also his colleagues (Di Pietro left the Milan PO in December 1994), did noting from the point of view of the investigation, after having centralised the most substantive part of them. Alias they acted for covering crimes. Castellucci, who occupied of the aspects relative to the constitution of the HSR Company (the TAV Inc of Incalza) proposed to archive the denunciation. Already for other inquiries, as that on the International Co-operation, Di Pietro had expropriated the Rome PO from his investigation on Pacini Battaglia and his Karfinco (later become Banque des Patrimoines Privés). It was just for using, when there were, elements for liquidating the CAF fraction and for covering evidence on the other fractions and interests. For instance, in the different occasions (during the Leftist and para-Leftist governments) – the last was in occasion of the launch of the Christmas-1999 D’Alema-Mastella government – MPs were bought offering hundreds million liras, funds ought to have come from somewhere. The buying of MPs was surely not the most expensive political business of the 1990s.  

Castellucci used, as Di Pietro did of his part of investigation (the one on bribes), the usual technique of opening an investigation without investigating. He opened a proceeding against unknown people. On 28 December 1993 he asked a prorogation of the inquiry. The GIP Augusta Iannini accorded it, one month later, but disposing that Castellucci registered in the book of inquired people the legal representatives of Italferr and TAV Inc, Incalza and Maraini. Castellucci continued to keep the proceeding as against unknown. On 8 July 1994, Castellucci asked the archiving of the Preti’s denunciation. The GIP Augusta Iannini will reject the request. On 5 May 1995, the GIP Carlo Sarzana replaced Iannini. On 23 December 1995, Sarzana disposed investigations. As consequence, in 1996 Incalza (TAV Inc) and Maraini (Italferr Sis Tav Inc) were registered in the book of inquired people. On 17 February 1996, Castellucci asked again the archiving. On 25 March 1996 the GIP Sarzana sent Incalza and Maraini to trial. In May 1996 Castellucci was suspended from function and salary from the CSM since a condemnation, two requests of sending to trial and inquiries against him. He was replaced from the Prosecutor Giuseppa Geremia. On 12 March 1996 the Chief of the Rome GIP Office Renato Squillante, a socialist guarantist had been arrested from a Milan PO wishful to totally submit the Rome judiciary offices, during the electoral campaign for the general elections would have produced Prodi as PM. The undesirable effect for a Milan PO tutoring Prodi was that Sarzana replaced Squillante. Neither Sarzana nor Geremia had any relevant past of ‘red’ gowns
 or other kind of judicialist, but corruption and Mafia protective, magistracy. Firstly, Geremia noticed that it was Di Pietro custom to appropriate of inquiries born in Rome, and that had verified also in this case. A clamorous expropriation was that on the International Co-operation, relatively to Pacini Battaglia. The Rome Prosecutor Vittorio Paraggio, with the Carabinieri Major Francesco D’Agostino, inquired on 50,000 billion liras, with supposed bribes/ransoms and/or illegal financing for some thousand billion liras, 34 different inquiry veins, 250 inquired people. On 11 June 1993 Di Pietro sent a fax to Paraggio asking the acts relative to Pacini Battaglia and stating that since he was collaborating in Milan its position would have been managed in Milan. There was no juridical reason for accepting the request. Nevertheless on 8 July 1993 Paraggio sent all the material relative to Pacini Battaglia. Paraggio sent the photocopies, keeping the originals, and conserved in the acts of the inquiry the receipt of the transmission of a fax to Di Pietro in which Paraggio informed Di Pietro the Pacini Battaglia dossier had been sent. Di Pietro denied, in a detailed letter to Borrelli, to have ever asked to centralise the position of Pacini Battaglia also relatively to International Co-operation, and to have ever received any material. But there was the Di Pietro request. The Milan PO, requested from the La Spezia PO, denied to have ever received this Pacini Battaglia dossier. It, sent to Di Pietro, had officially disappeared. With the result that nobody had inquired Pacini Battaglia. Anyway the Rome PO could prove its correctness. Di Pietro did not but he was untouchable, also after having left magistracy in December 1994. These acts were not the only ones disappeared. Also material confiscated in Paris to the Craxi-PSI financier Mach di Palmenstein and with references to Di Pietro, had disappeared from the Rome PO. The Carabinieri Major Francesco D’Agostino, Paraggio collaborator, was near Di Pietro and, for the GICO tapings and the Perugia PO, on the Pacini Battaglia payroll. The Perugia PO stated that the dossier was effectively sent to Milan, and on written and motivated Di Pietro request. Dulcis in fundo, it was the Di Pietro friend and Pacini Battaglia barrister Lucibello to have addressed the to Di Pietro formal request to centralise the Pacini Battaglia position on International Co-operation in Milan. Convoked on 7 April 1997 in Rome from the Prosecutor Geremia, for being interrogated on these episodes, Di Pietro did not present.

The HSR affairs started to emerge in 1993 but Di Pietro was very skilful in selecting what was necessary for the destabilisation, and what, as in this, case needed to be covered for his specular work of protection. In 1994 an Imposimato Parliamentary questioning posed the problem of the Camorra participation to the business, specifically where there were opened works: Campania, Lazio, Tuscany. Naples DIA investigations led to the arrests of bosses, politicians and managers of ‘red’ Coops. Key of the Camorra participation was the mechanism of the bureaucratically and politically driven assignation of contracts and sub-contracts. 

In 1995 Imposimato had assigned, from the Anti-Mafia President Parenti, the charge to write a relation on the organised criminality in Campania. Imposimato dealt also with the Camorra participation to the HSR business. On 27 July 1995, Imposimato started to illustrate his results to the Anti-Mafia Commission, and the relative proposal of relation, already deposited form knowledge of the Commission. Delayed the core of the deal to 1 August 1995, when Imposimato stated to refer his party comrades were absent. He exposed analytically his acquisition of information until then, and asked what had been the action of the HSR Guarantor named from the State Railway President Lorenzo Necci, Prodi, and of the Transport Ministry. Imposimato had also individuated two key enterprises of the business, ICLA and Condotte
, already know to the previous Anti-Mafia Commissions, and ICLA also the Scalfaro Commission
 on the November 1980 and February 1981 earthquakes in Basilicata and Irpinia. Imposimato denounced the organic agreement State-Camorra, in the HSR works. On 2 August his PDS comrades were present. Luciano Violante, an expert of inquisitorial techniques, immediately associated to the FI MP Vittorio Tarditi request of deeper investigating and collection of evidence, actually there already was. Violante, very skilful on building political trials on nothing, also using the Anti-Mafia Commission, had showed an unusual guarantism. Also the FI MP Michele Caccavale asked further hearings and collection of evidence there already was.   Imposimato after communicating that part of the evidence there already was, insisted that the public work sector was more lucrative, for organised criminality, than drug traffics. What in fact could explain the resistance Imposimato found in his party and political side but also in FI and AN. And he underlined again the astonishing fact that enterprises as ICLA already in bankruptcy, denounced in past Inquiry Commissions as centre of frauds and Mafias’ connections, notorious to investigative organs, continued to be present also in the HSR business. He also suggested that the Commission asked government to block funds and to revoke concessions, what was clearly a very delicate and serious suggestion, apart from that for Parenti was not competence of the Commission. The AN MP Michele Fiorino, intervening immediately after the Imposimato explanations. While accusing Imposimato of having omitted the implication in the business of the enterprises of the Coop League and of the CCC
 clashed frontally against him, asking he was removed as reporter on the subject. What the FI MP Parenti, Commission President, denied, while inviting Fiorino to prepare an integrative report, if he wanted. In reality also a HSR President, Salvatore Portaluri, on 21 August 1993 had asked Necci to revoke the concession contract with FIAT, ENI, and IRI for calling international offers. In fact the same concessionaires had decided the contracts amount. As consequence of his request Portaluri had been obliged to resign. In the meanwhile, despite the summer vacations, on 7 August 1995 Imposimato asked the SCO, headed from Rino Monaco and Alessandro Panza, and competent also in business investigations, to investigate the HSR business. The SCO, as the other specialised investigative special corps, will be object of partial-dissolution during the Prodi government, with confirmation from the D’Alema ones, for avoiding that heir action of Mafia contrast could continue. The first SCO Report arrived to Imposimato on 30 September 1995. The further SCO reports arrive to him on 17 and 25 October 1995. The SCO Investigations individuated the sharing mechanisms (60% to political parties and 40% to al the other intermediaries, Camorra included), the involvement of all political parties with the exclusion of RC and LN, the violation of the EU norms on competition and transparency, the Camorra connection of the ICLA Prodi had recommended and of the CCC, a ‘red’ Coop. It individuated more generally the Camorra, in connection with Sicilian Mafia, interest and participation to the business, and that different POs were investigating.    

The TAV Inc CEO Ercole Incalza, who already had sent a letter to the Commission on 1 August asking to be listened, replied to the Imposimato attacks on 14 September 1995, in front of the Anti-Mafia Commission. He explained how the business included three General Contractors IRI, ENI, and FIAT, to which added a fourth one composed from the Ligresti’s Grassetto and the Montedison-Ferruzzi. The HSR Company formed in July 1991 was 40% public and 60% private. On 7 August 1991 the HSR Company received the concession of planning, construction, economic exploitation of the HSR system. Incalza, replying to a precise Parenti question on a society in financial collapse and supposed Camorra connected, ICLA, told that it got contracts since the personal guaranty of the IRI President Professor Romano Prodi on the absolute reliability of that company. Also the 30 September 1995 Police-SCO wrote that IRI had wanted the ICLA (the SCO reputed Camorra-connected and considered owned from the DC ex-Minister Paolo Cirino Pomicino, while the ICLA denied all that
) participation to the business. In the Police-SCO dossier appeared also the Sicilian Mafia participation to the business, by its connections with the Calcestruzzi of Ferruzzi
, covered from the judicialist clans of the Palermo PO which acted against the Carabinieri-ROS Captain De Donno and his 1992 dossier on Mafia-entrepreneurs-politics-public works. ICLA had been already involved in the Irpinia reconstruction affair (an immense fraud against State budget), with relative bankruptcy and arrest of the owners. When Imposimato asked Incalza whether he knew that Camorra, by a bombing campaign, ‘removed’ all the enterprises outside the cartel IRI-FIAT-ENI, for attributing to Camorra enterprises all further sub-contract, Incalza correctly
 replied that all papers were in order. In May 2000, Senator Di Pietro intervened in favour of ICLA by a Parliamentary written questioning
.    

Papers were in fact in order. EU directives on contracts and subcontracts had been eluded by law. The required Anti-Mafia certificates (an original Italian invention) were released without further controls to figurehead of the Camorra enterprises. The different Commissions of the Public Works Ministry were co-operative with the business. IRI, FIAT, ENI were strong powers. Of IRI and ENI, the disliked managers (Nobili and Cagliari) had been removed from the Milan PO, while the liked ones (Prodi and Bernabè
) had been protected. The Amato antitrust did not pose any obstacle. The State Council, when on February 1991, the TAV CEO asked to accept the institution of the general contractors, gave its authorisation. As it legalised later the anomaly of the appearing of a fourth one, without a real holding, the Ligresti’s Grassetto and Montedison Ferruzzi. Not casually, the State Council President and Councillors had been relevantly paid from the same State Railways as tester. A judiciary inquiry will sentence that it was not a crime to be paid from the same one had to judge. In Italy the conflict of interest existed only when one had opposed the TV State monopoly. In relation to the HSR there was the right to bribe and to be bribed. Also the Accounting Court checked the business. Who was checking it, Natale Aricò, was hired from the State Railways, just when he was checking it, at the top levels of Metropolis, the State Rails’ Real Estate company.    

Italferr, an engineering company, was called to control the correctness of all the acts relative to the HSR. Its CEO became Maraini. Maraini, when in trial in Naples in February 1992 as Ansaldo (IRI company) ex-CEO, was let from Lorenzo Necci, the State Railway President, at the top levels of the System’s Technologies and Development of the State Rails. He remained in that position after that in May 1993 ha was arrested in Naples for aggravated corruption. Yet detained in Naples, he war arrested from the Milan magistracy for an illegal financing relatively to Intermetro, the Rome Tube. Sent to trial in Naples in October 1994 and in Milan in November 1995, he remained one of the tightest collaborators of Necci. Moved from Necci to Italferr, Maraini was arrested from the Perugia magistracy on 7 February 1998. The reason was his supposed corruptive attitude. In fact he would have participated to the corruption, under Pacini Battaglia financial management, of a Rome Prosecutor, Giorgio Castellucci, was inquiring on the HSR.
 Castellucci, who had been of the Rome’s Pool on Crimes against Public Administration, was prosecuted for this and for other episodes of corruption.

More precisely the Italferr activity deployed in two directions. From the one side it was in relation with the State Railways and cured HSR projecting work. From the other side it was charged to check and control the HSR. In this way it was controller and controlled at the same time. What was typical pattern of the entire HSR business: for example the Tuscany Region PDS/DS President Chiti was at the same time institutional provider of the HSR authorisation, for Tuscany, and checker of the effects of the works in the same region. The same duties attributed to the Italferr were from it attributed to the Tpl-Av, an engineering company of the State Railways President Necci, with duplication of functions and costs, apart from the omnipresence of Necci, what made also of him again controller and controlled. Italferr used also other companies as Ctip, Techint, Foster Wheeler. What was a good essay of the mixing of roles characterised the entire public work sector and more generally the Italian economy, and gives the dimension also of the inevitable frauds were generated from these mechanisms. In fact the consortia ought to be created from the HSR general contractors, were formed since initiative of State Railways’ and participated companies’ managers, ENI and Montedison, and FIAT, IRI ands Tpl. These consortia were five, which shared the HSR works. They were generally investigated in Milan for bribes/ransoms and illegal financing, also if the investigations on the HSR were there avoided. There was only a manager to say no to that situation: Salvatore Portaluri. He came from Agip from which he had been hired in 1960. In 1981 he became Agip CEO until 1991. In 1991 he was called to occupy of the TAV Inc was then being created. Preferred to go back to Agip after a firing letter to Necci on the situation of power struggle in the TAV Inc, he was named, on 1 October 1991, TAV Inc President. He resigned on 9 September 1994, on Necci request. Necci referred him to have been solicited to do that from leader banks (Mediobanca, IMI, Banca di Roma, and Crediop [later Turin’s San Paolo]) and government. In fact the banks had complained because they wanted to have more financial and other consulting. Specifically they wanted the consulting of the Credit Lyonnaise, Portaluri had just cancelled in advance. Alias, they wanted to participate to the great waste of State funds, by immediate gains. Particularli Mediobanca was opposed to him because it feared that he wanted to use, for three-fourth of the business the financial services of a European, an American and a Japanese Consortium. In addition Portaluri wanted the cancelling of the contracts with Italferr, and also the nullifying of the contracts with the general contractors, for calling international offers. In fact prices had been defined without any reliable cost account and negotiation.

The party (PDS) comrades of Imposimato inside the Commission, in first instance Luciano Violante, Raffaele Bertone, Giuseppe Ayala, led in this sector from Antonio Bargone (later deputy-Minister to Public Works in the Prodi and D’Alema governments), very near to Massimo D’Alema, showed total indifference towards what Imposimato was discovering and discovered. The great ‘anti-Mafia’ ‘experts’ of the Commission, Violante, Bargone, Ayala, were more occupied to develop a constant war against the Commission President Parenti, by systematic obstructionism (Parenti was without majority, after 1994, resigned the Berlusconi government) for avoiding its intervention on the crimes of militant Prosecutors, and their justice collaborators, not less that in the HSR affair. Ayala had declared on 17 June 1994 that Parenti had no competence on Mafia question, what, for him, would have been indispensable. Certainly Parenti did not know directly the crimes and the complicity realised from the ‘anti-Mafia’ block in the entire South. Anyway in the 13th Legislature the Lefts elected as Anti-Mafia Commission President a CGIL ex-leader, Socialist Del Turco, from the Central Italy, who did not show great skills in the field. In addition to the Lefts also AN participated to the rubber wall inside the Parenti Anti-Mafia Commission, against what Imposimato was discovering. The Commission never voted the Imposimato relation. And in the new legislature, when the Naples PO investigation confirmed it, the Ottaviano Del Turco Anti-Mafia Commission preferred to avoid the results of the Parenti Anti-Mafia Commission, and specifically of the Imposimato work. In September 1996, new Legislature and new Anti-Mafia Commission, in an interview, a re-elected Tiziana Parenti will remember the marginalisation on Imposimato and the silencing of his work since the action, in first instance of the PDS. When the Anti-Mafia wanted to decide to listen Prodi the PDS opposed a wall. At that time Lefts plus LN were government majority. And Prodi, for some unwritten law, ought be kept far for tribunals and testimonies. He was too fragile for that, and the PDS was one of the guarantors, from the judicial side, of the financial and economic interests-chosen Lefts leader. The offensive for sabotaging the Imposimato and Anti-Mafia action on the HSR affair was led, in the Anti-Mafia Commission, from Bargone who became Public Works deputy-Minister. Initially ‘his’ Minister was Di Pietro, other HSR-affair suppresser, when Prosecutor. Violante occupied, together with Repubblica and the big press, to intimidate the Naples Chief Prosecutor Cordova just, in 1995/1996 the Naples PO investigation on the HSR connections ‘red’ Coops-Camorra stated.     

Just Naples started with the first arrest of Camorra bosses in relation to the affair, Imposimato started to be threatened. Who was preoccupied of naturally Lorenzo Necci, the State Rails CEO, who asked various times to meet Imposimato. Necci was the only one finally arrested. Already inquired in Milan since the accusation of the entrepreneur Sergio Cragnotti, Necci had been saved, and the HSR covered, from the Milan PO. Also in Rome magistrates, paid from the interest block behind the HSR and other new regime affair (according to La Spezia and Perugia investigation), had saved Necci and the HSR. Necci finally won the Imposimato resistance and succeeded in meeting him. With the typical techniques used for bribing intellectuals, and buying them forever in very soft but decisive ways, Necci tried to bribe and buy Imposimato. Necci declared his agreement with the Imposimato concerns and did not asked him do adjust the results of its inquiry. He asked only to see him again. Necci was organising a high level Convention just for seducing and buying Imposimato. The conference was on the contribution of the HSR to the Southern development. Imposimato was called to be one of the main relaters of the Conference. What was proposed from Necci not only a Conference but a broader process with further operative steps. Necci announced that one hundred engineers were already operative for the projects of the works for the Southerner development. He proposed that Imposimato suggested some names of engineers to hire. It was the technique of the material compromising of the prey. Imposimato avoided the decisive trap but participated and related to the Conference. It was hold on 24 November 1995, in Pietrarsa, with the title Mezzogiorno of ordinary development. To grow with the South. From the PM to the national and Southerner politics and ruling class were present. Imposimato related on Legality culture and development culture. The conclusions of the Convention were from Necci and from the PM Dini. Necci told that the resources he would have wanted for the South ‘development’ were of the order of 300,000 billion liras. Dini prudently objected that the development projects might have been interesting but there were financial constraints Italy had to respect.      

On 18 January 1996 the Imposimato work was published in the Parliamentary Relation on the Criminality in Campania but the Legislature was practically finished. When on 23 January 1996 he illustrated his relation, the indifference was generalised. The Commission was informed, also in some hearings of entrepreneurs, that there had been revocations of contracts and sub-contracts since for Camorra connections, after the Imposimato denunciations, but at the same time there was the confirmation that the Camorra control of the territory was such that one could not work without the submission to the Camorra-economy. If one strikes certain clans, that is only temporary and eventually at the advantage of other ones. On 23 March 1996 the Parenti Anti-Mafia dissolved. The 21 April 1996 elections will produce the Prodi government. Imposimato was not elected again as MP, since, for him
, the Camorra obstruction in his constituency, the Caserta province. In real immediate danger of life he left (during the electoral campaign) his town Maddaloni and his province. Another Lefts Senator, Saverio Di Bella, of the same Anti-Mafia Commission, who had showed relevant interest in the organised criminality participation to the HSR business, was neither candidate in occasion of the 1996 general elections.   

All the HSR businesses violated the EU norms on international competition for public works. Contracts and sub-contracts were assigned by direct transaction. It was the way for practising prices multiple of the market prices. Prodi and the entire affair were protected and covered from magistracy, and from the Italian political parties and monopolies, and their media. Also the Naples and Campania Camorra was directly interested in the HSR and in the protection of Prodi, by intimidation for obliging independent enterprises to retire and subtraction of evidence when magistracy intervened. For Imposimato the sharing of the 140,000 billion liras business would have been 60% to political parties, and 40% to Mafias and businessmen. Camorra participated also to the acquisition of land from peasants and to the creation of illegal extractive activities for the needs of row and other materials for the HSR works. Camorra cured also the financial rescue of companies reduced in bankruptcy, acquiring in this way the cover it needed.

Later in 1996, the affair was again proposed from the GICO tapings on Pacini Battaglia and Di Pietro. At that time the La Spezia PO inquired. The inquiry since the involvement of Rome’s magistrates was rapidly passed to Perugia, one of the strongholds of the PDS judicialist clans. On 13 September 1996, the La Spezia GIP authorised the arrest of Pacini Battaglia, Necci and other two persons. Yet in 1992 the Florence GICO had individuated evidence on what it defined as a criminal association on the Italian territory and abroad for managing in an occult way the HSR business. The affair would have enjoyed the cover of some Rome magistrates: Giorgio Castellucci, Orazio Savia, Roberto Napolitano and others. The link between them and Pacini Battaglia would have been a lawyer, Marcello Petrelli. The La Spezia PO was inquiring of what (a supposed colossal fraud to the State budget) had already passed under the nose of the Milan PO and of the Rome POs in 1992/1993, and the Milan and the Rome POs had protected. Before the inquiry was passed to Perugia the La Spezia PO discovered the role of the Di Pietro-protected Pacini Battaglia and his Geneva bank Karfico, and of the Pacini Battaglia lawyer and Di Pietro friend Peppino Lucibello. The arrest of some minor personage and the Di Pietro acquittal in Brescia, in relation to his businesses with Pacini Battaglia and Lucibello, were further aspects of the regime cover to the affair, according to the Imposimato and other authors presentation of evidence. For them there was also the not only ethical problem of the threat of arrest of Di Pietro against Prodi, transformed later in the Di Pietro appointment as Minister, and even of the Public Works, in the Prodi government.     

Despite Imposimato was not any more an MP, he identified with the Left and thought that the Olive Tree, the new Parliament majority (with RC), and Prodi were clean, contrarily to what had already emerged and verified in the Parenti Anti-Mafia. He ignored Prodi was inquired, and with founded evidence, magistrates had accepted, from Milan to Rome, to be bought and in various way accomplices, and that evidence on the HSR affair there was abundant since 1992. Pasquale La Cerra was a Social-Christian MP, elected in the Caserta province in the PDS lists, equally convinced of the Prodi honesty despite his IRI past, and equally fearful of an possibly approaching devastating scandal. He induced Imposimato to meet the now PM Prodi for exposing him the results of the Anti-Mafia Commission on the HSR. 

In the very early May 1996 Senator Imposimato met Prodi, in Rome, in the Prodi’s private office. A Prodi in very good shape welcome with great courtesy him, the MP La Cerra and the Caserta Olive Tree co-ordinator Ciontoli. The Prodi attitude changed just Imposimato began to speak on the HSR. Prodi remained for the entire half an hour of his exposition with a suddenly horrible air, sunk into an armchair, silent, with his face totally red. At the same time his expression was very concerned. Only the Prodi advisor Arturo Parisi (later I Democratici leader and, at end 1999, also MP) showed interest and participation. Prodi profited of an interruption from Andreatta, who knocked to the room, for clinging to him and breaking and terminating the meeting. Hurriedly he dismissed his guests. Who perplex looked each one at the other ones. Also Andreatta, his Defence Minister, remained perplex. Left the meeting Imposimato, with 6 May 1996 letter, sent his January 1996 relation on the affair to Prodi. Anyway, following his usual style, the PM Prodi did not assume (and he would have not be allowed to assume from his social and interest base) any initiative for facing what Imposimato had denounced him. There was a polemic rapidly related on the press (Corsera and Giornale) in the very early October 1996, with Imposimato, supported from Parenti, accusing Violante, Bargone and Prodi on the cover to the HSR affair, and with the accused denying. But also the social block supported Prodi had no interest to build a media case. Prodi was the ephemeral saver from Berlusconi and a modernising perspective. The regime had nobody better than one of those were currently defined, from the same Left, as the corrupted and bosses
 of the State industry. Eventually some occasional relating of such news from his supporting press as the Corsera was function of remembering he was blackmailable and as pressure from some contingent favour from his government to the interests the media represented.  

On 4 And 5 December 1996 the Rome Prosecutor Geremia disposed about 40 searches in 5 Italian cities, for the HSR. She was already inquiring on other Prodi supposed crimes, on his usual custom to privatise at favour prices, instead of to market ones, without following transparent procedures, and with his connected private interests under form of consulting with the interests he favoured. Geremia was heavily and very professionally
 threatened, and the Rome judicial offices, and also his direct head, object of judicialist strike from the Milan PO and relative police and Intelligence corps, the Justice Ministry Flick
, and the CSM. The Geremia enquiries were nullified and she was transferred to Cagliari, Sardinia. The Geremia head, the Rome Chief Prosecutor Michele Coiro
, guilty not to have obstructed Geremia, was obliged to let the PO.

Summarising, the HSR affair was in some way investigated, but without the usual clamour and initiatives of the judicialist campaigns, from the Rome, Milan, Naples, and Perugia POs. The HRS business resulted to have been of great utility and profit, for the entire 1990s, for all the parties involved in that business. That despite the work was uneconomical. It will be not at all repaid from the provided services. If privates had financed the work for the claimed 60% they would have recovered their investments, in the best of the hypotheses, in 350 years. For instance, in France the HSR of the 1980s and early 1990s had been realised by self-financed investments. And the HSR sector was the only one, inside the French State railway system, to be profitable, in the early 1990s
. Not casually, in Italy, the previously claimed private investments there were not. And it was actually financed, contrarily to what previously claimed, by the State budget. The mystification of the private investments was easy. It was presented as a private work with minority’s State participation. Actually private (with State minority participation and guarantee against all possible lost) was the mechanism for assuring profits: the building societies network. But is worked as State Rails
 contractors. The same real utility for the rail and transport system was contested. From the one side a lot of local lines, which might have improved by reduced investments, were dismissed or let in condition of starvation. More generally the entire rail system was in conditions of starvation from the point of view of the provided services and of excess of costs. The HSR limited to superpose to an inefficient and unreliable existent service. HSR neither pointed to the improvement of the global service, nor it was autonomous source of qualitatively different service and autonomous profits. Even the real targeted future client of the HSR was not clearly individuated. From the one side there was the cover of the sounding slogan of the HSR and of a total deception on the real costs and on the economical or uneconomical followed criteria. Nevertheless the leading criteria of the entire HSR business seemed to have essentially been the expenditure of gigantic funds for assuring the financing of the survived regime economic-political block. What the PDS had well clear. When the State Railways President Necci asked to be listened from the Senate Transport Commission for referring about the HSR, the DS fiercely opposed and hampered the rearing. Necci was later arrested. His trials blocked, for the entire 1990s, since regime intervention. In the early May 2000, in correspondence with Industry Ministry Bersani bill for declaring null all the contracts between State Railways and General Contractors, Necci asked again to be listened from Parliament. He appeared the only high-level scapegoat, for permitting the HSR great fraud continued for the entire 1990s.
 

On 4 December 1999, the EMP Pannella requested the Prodi resignation from his charge of EU Commission President, since the HSR affair. Also AN asked he resigned. On 6 December 1999, Prodi rejected all accusations, claiming his function was just technical and he refused to resign. Pannella noticed how the innocence presumption ought to submit in this case to the evidence of the regime wide protection Prodi had also in that occasion enjoyed. Naturally Di Pietro defended immediately his party comrade and protected (also in relation to this affair) Prodi. For Di Pietro the accusations against Prodi were just nonsense and slanders of people did their duty. Nobody doubts that Di Pietro obeyed to some duty when, in 1992-1994, protected, as Milan Prosecutor Prodi.  Also Prodi did his duty in front of the very powerful lobbies he was always connected with and subordinated to. On 9 December 1999, the LN Senator Peruzzotti asked that Prodi were called to depose in front of the Anti-Mafia Commission, about the Prodi personal responsibility in the connection of the IRI and HSR businesses with Camorra, already known but object of years of cover-up. Contrarily to the Italy’s custom to denounce immediately who even only was supposed to have slightly offended, in this case no news of legal action against the ‘slanderers’ of a very wide plurality of regime actors was announced from anybody, until 13 December 1999, generically, from an upset Prodi
.  

At mid-1999, The British The Telegraph, deluded from the insufficient subordination of the UK-promoted Prodi to the EU Commission Presidency, had already started a campaign exploiting the suddenly and opportunistically discovered Prodi ‘corruption’. On 20 November 1999
, it registered even before
 than the Italian press the publication of the Imposimato book and it preceded the Italian new waves of accusations against Prodi. Nevertheless after that solitary article it preferred to evidence the Prodi involvement in other affairs
. The British press morality and information anxiety was tightly subordinated to the needs to press on Prodi without alienating him relatively to the different questions object of arguing between the UK and other EU countries. To insist on the HSR affair would have the best way for obliging Prodi to resign from his EU position. Nevertheless, since the deep involvement of the entire survived old regime and their militant Prosecutors, it would have showed the morality and government skills of the heroic Italy’s eliminators of the CAF and savers from the devil Berlusconi, and led to their further crisis. What neither the British Right of The Telegraph could permit.   

The behaviour, in this affair, of the Italy’s Statesmen and institutions was exemplary of the 1990s judicialist order. When Senator Ferdinando Imposimato presented Parliamentary questionings and asked other explications to government, he remained without any reply. If the Parenti Anti-Mafia Commission let the inquiry on the affair to develop freely. The media self-censorship on the affair and on the Parenti Commission work on it was practised. Information was not given. No media developed independent inquiry of the affair. No media cared of developing inquiry on the future of the Italian Rail. Magistracy, starting from Di Pietro and the Milan PO clan, operated for the suppression of the affair.

When, at end 1998, a European competition was called for a minor work of the Bologna junction, the results were apparently astonishing. Italferr using the price parameters currently used for the works define a starting price for the competition of 499 billion liras. A Spanish company won the contract offering 47% less. Italferr checked carefully the offer for trying to demonstrate it was too low, but it was unsuccessful. While the gallery piece was built at 38 billion liras per kilometre thanks to the European competition, the privately assigned works of the same piece Bologna-Florence were paid 82 billion liras per kilometre. At the light of that, the D’Alema-2 and Amato-2 Transport Minister Bersani proposed to declare null all the private negotiation contracts, among the protests of the Association Great Builders of Confindustria.
 For Bersani, the problem of the considerably higher costs than market one had combined with the long building times caused also from constant quarrelling between HSR and general contractors.
   

Radically different was Cirino Pomicino point of view, at least on the Imposimato person and role. For Cirino Pomicino, Imposimato had invested in a cooperative society, the Consorzio Costruzioni of Bologna, and had used his position inside the Campania PCI for doing his businesses. For Cirino Pomicino, the connections between Imposimato and Camorra were recounted from Domenico Goglia, a kind of PCI/PDS Public Works Minister, to the CC ROS Captain Giuseppe Di Donno. Cirino Pomicino received anonymously the CC ROS report. For Cirino Pomicino, it was written in the ROS report that Doglia had been informed, in 1993, that Imposimato was negotiating on the distribution of sub-contracts for the HSR Naples-Rome to the enterprises of the organised criminality, and that he had realised an agreement with them. On the other side, Cirino Pomocino had had a direct experience, in 1989, on the Imposimato businesses. Ha already knew Imposimato, and Imposimato asked him an intervention on his friends of the Icla for attributing sub-contracts to a certain number of small enterprises. The list he presented to Cirino Pomicino was relative to enterprises of areas under the tight control of Camorra. Consequently Cirino Pomicino replied negatively to the request, as he did some time later when Imposimato insisted again. Cirino Pomicino remembers that in January 1990, Imposimato organised with the MP Andrea Geremicca and with the Regional Secretary of the PCI a press conference for denouncing that the earthquake had been a big business for Camorra. In relation to the 1995 Imposimato denunciation, in his relation to the Antimafia Commission, of Icla as a Camorra company owned de facto from Cirino Pomicino as “demonstrated”, for Imposimato, from the acronym built on the Cirino Pomicino daughters, Cirino Pomicino underlines that Icla was created in 1942, when he was 3 years old.

How Prodi was selected, in 1995, from real powers as anti-Berlusconi leader and PM   

On 25 January and 1 February 1995, the Dini government received the confidence vote of both Chambers
. It should be a truce government for rapid general elections (in Italy usually called during the spring), from the point of view of Berlusconi. It should be the government permitting the liquidation of Berlusconi, or, at least, the electoral affirmation of the adversaries, for Scalfaro and the participants to the manoeuvre for liquidating Berlusconi as PM. In fact Berlusconi continued to call general elections, and the regime block to refuse them. Again on 24 February 1995, for example Berlusconi denied any real legitimacy of a government that was not a product of the voter sentiment expressed in the 1994 elections. Consequently only electors could have decided, for him, who should be the new PM
. At that time electors voted, de facto, Berlusconi as PM, not Dini, in spite that formally Italy continued to be a parliamentary Republic. Berlusconi, an American style liberal, according to the instrumentally claimed from everybody Anglo-Saxon liberalism and bipolarism demanded new elections, also if it may be legitimately supposed that he knew that internal and international powers never had been permitted him again in office. 

Already just Berlusconi resigned, Scalfaro tried to suggest the name of Prodi as new PM
. Just Parliament voted the Dini government, the same evening of 1 February 1995, by the private house of the lawyer Vittorio Ripa di Meana, in Rome, during a “meeting of friends”, Prodi was designed as leader of the anti-Berlusconi coalition. Ripa di Meana had defended De Benedetti in the Iri-Sme
-affair and was a lawyer of L’Espresso group, equally of De Benedetti. Promoters of the meeting were Giuliano Amato recently become Antitrust President and in touch with the PDS, and the PPI MPs’ head Beniamino Andreatta. The other ‘friends’ were the Catholic industrialist Giancarlo Lombardi Confindustria ex-leader become Minister of the Dini government and PPI economic affairs attaché, the CISL general secretary Sergio D'Antoni, with his deputy-secretary Morese, the PPI Senators’ head Nicola Mancino, Luigi Covatta, Tonino Maccanico
 and Romano Prodi. The candidacy of D'Antoni was evaluated but he was too much characterised as Trade Union leader. Giuliano Amato objected about himself that he had been too much and too recently involved in the Craxi PSI. So Prodi was chosen.
 Nobody denied this reconstruction made public only after the end of the Prodi government. 

Prodi, before, had never provoked excessive enthusiasms in the PDS. When in April 1993 there was a Prodi hypothesis for the succession to Amato, the PDS, the new Italian power in spite of his 16% votes, gave negative reply.
 Already on 17 February 1993, casually or not, the PDS MP Ferdinando Imposimato, by Parliamentary questioning 4/10974, posed a long list of questions about the IRI President Prodi usual passivity in front of known and denounced affairs and corruption.
 The PDS was discretely inside the Mediobanca area, while Prodi was inside different interest networks. The De Benedetti common patronage was not sufficient to define an adequately strong feeling between Prodi and the PDS. On the contrary Scalfaro, as declared the PPI President Giovanni Bianchi, expressed his agreement with the Prodi leadership of the Lefts.
  
The day after, on 2 February 1995, the Bologna University economist and two-times IRI President (1982-1989 and 1993/1994) Romano Prodi declared his candidacy as a leader of Centre-Left.
 He started to behave as the new leader. But, the PDS informed, the De Benedetti group, Confindustria milieus, PPI, CISL, etc. had chosen the new leader and in part imposed it to the PDS, who remained the main but subordinate party of the story. Only the PPI leader Rocco Buttiglione
, with exactly half of the National Council of the PPI, dissociated, de facto, from the choice, on 12 March 1995, splitting the party and joining, until 1998, the Freedoms’ Pole.
 Buttiglione had participated to the manoeuvre for collapsing the Berlusconi government but because he wanted to be the head of a new Centre area. When he tried to break the Prodi leadership, D’Alema offered to Buttiglione to be leader but only if he had agreed with the political projects, alias the political subordination to the PDS. When Buttiglione expressed his intention to dissociate the PPI from the decision, D’Alema told him it was useless because half of the party was already controlled from the Left, what will reveal true and Buttiglione will be defeated even if for some contested votes.
 What will demonstrates as the essential political passages were carefully driven also outside the formal leaders (as Buttiglione was of the PPI) when they disagreed with it.    

Nevertheless, summarised from the Greens leader Carlo Ripa di Meana, who defined Prodi as the baloney with human face, the diffused Lefts concern was, just after his designation, on his absence of skills to be a real leader
. But a non-leader was exactly what an affair-committee wanted. The leader there was already and he was Berlusconi, and for this feared. Programmatic difference between both actually there was not. The radical difference was exactly in the skills, in the determination to act for one’s program and in the concrete social bases.

Prodi was chosen because known as conditionable, without any specific program proposed and accepted in the moment of his designation. And immediately the business caucus chosen him promoted wide media propaganda in his favour.
 Prodi, as usual, considered to have been chosen since his supposed virtues. Forgetting that he was chosen in first instance for replacing Berlusconi whatever the price, he started to swear that no programmatic and electoral agreement would have been possible with RC. Prodi declared it also to the 13 December 1995 Repubblica
. It was also the Di Pietro point of view. But without the electoral agreement with RC the Olive Tree plus PC would have lost about 100 MPs, remaining without majority, what the PDS had clearer than Prodi it should not absolutely verify.
 

 The representation from the Anglophone academic propaganda was opposite. An idyllic political vision flattering the people naiveté was suggested: “In the 1996 election, furthermore, the PDS made the politically astute decision to concede the leadership of its Olive Tree alliance to Romano Prodi, rather than Massimo D’Alema, its own general secretary.”
 It may not be told, to people obliged to believe in the tales about democracy, how powers select their political agents. Also if there was nothing of really astonishing in the way Prodi was imposed. Also in the liberal tradition small caucuses of relevant interests have always designed MPs and rulers
. And it could not be differently. 

Berlusconi was clearly wrong, and he was such also if it was eventually only political propaganda, when he refused to recognise Prodi as Olive Tree leader
 claiming that he was only the puppet behind which there was D’Alema. In fact Berlusconi even avoided all public debate with Prodi, also during the 1996 electoral campaign. Both Prodi and D’Alema were puppets (since their personal and objective positions) of stronger powers. They were just expression of a powers-business-social block, without any real program for the country, and whose only cement was: differently-Berlusconi-wins. They built and realised no other program in the five years they were fully in central office
. That despite their radical difference: if D’Alema represented a very refined and astute attempt of politics reprisal, Prodi was just the unpolitical good pupil of real powers.  

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
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