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6. The substitute-Prosecutor Di Pietro: banality of crime
  

A business- and profit-oriented man and a corrupted and subversive magistrate  

Di Pietro was an extraordinary and successful personage decisively profit- and power-oriented. 

Di Pietro was outside all magistracy networks. He was neither ANM member. His militant magistrates colleagues considered him, before his 1992-1994 sanctification, a drifter, a ‘fascist’, and, even, worse, a pro-Cossiga, since its scab behaviour when the category nearly unanimously abstained from work against the President of the Republic, at the end of 1991. On Tuesday 3 December 1991 there was the work-abstention of the Italian magistrates against Cossiga. Also Borrelli had publicly announced his adhesion to the protest, but equally working since his institutional duties. Only Di Pietro had not participated to the action, declaring extraneous to the quarrelling between President and magistrates. In fact the Presidency of the Republic asked the RAI to interview also him, on 3 December 1981, not only the two leaders of the ANM. And Cossiga had denounced on TV the magistrates’ subversion. On Saturday 7 December 1991, President Cossiga met secretly Borrelli in Milan, by the Prefect Palace at 7:30 a.m.
. If the end 1991 connection between Cossiga and Borrelli does not see to have been fruitful, it was such (from the point of view of the information from Di Pietro to Cossiga) the connection created between Cossiga and Di Pietro. On 28 March 1992 Cossiga, in Milan for a ceremony, showed, since the Borrelli testimony, perfectly informed on the Milan investigations against the PSI. Nevertheless Borrelli had never informed him. Cossiga regularly called and met Di Pietro.
 At that time, Craxi was firmly convinced he would have become PM.
 Nevertheless the being in touch with Cossiga was not certainly a good reference for Di Pietro. Cossiga was against judicialism and he seems to have had no role in the total liquidation of the Centre of the political system that on the contrary he had tried to avoid, although his role in the start of the strikes to the Milan PSI and politics was evident (likely connected with the games for the designation of the new President and of the new government): he daily called Di Pietro for ‘keeping informed’ on the events developments, what was a direct encouragement since the President role of CSM President. It is not known which information on Di Pietro, Cossiga got from the Interior and the Defence Ministries, both led from him in his past institutional career. Something of politically-institutionally scabrous very likely there was in the relation Cossiga-Di Pietro. It was sufficient that, in September 1998, Borrelli let to diffuse to the press some anticipation, specifically on this 1992 link, that suddenly Cossiga and his political movement, the UDR, passed from a position of support to the request of Parliament Commission on illegal financing (and also on the Prosecutors’ relative action), to a position of opposition. From the one side, Cossiga and his political friends insisted on Craxi back free in Italy and on a generalised amnesty about what happened around political illegal financing and political corruption. But, from the other side, they opposed, using the request of amnesty (not popular among the purged politicians), a Parliament’s investigation on what really happened.
 Borrelli had made a public threaten, and tactically won in a moment political magistracy was terrorised from the possibility of Parliamentary Commission, about some key aspect of the 1992/1993 events.

If before February 1992 the Milan PO obstructed Di Pietro (he had started to investigate against the PSI in September 1991
), during 1992-1994 it was obliged to suffer him, while canalising and containing his initiatives. He became a symbol without having previously being inside militant magistracy, actually interest clans variously driven. The 1992-1994 realised convergence let always an underground tension with its colleges, as it emerges also from different behaviours and also from their books
. And this strange personage always extraneous to the world of the political-party-magistrates apparently became the 1992-1994 leader and reference point of the judges’ party. Nevertheless he remained outside the culture of the judicialist currents. His ‘culture’ was only that of an action man, without any confidence with juridico-political and juridico-philosophical elaboration, and without any real confidence with culture at all. His extraneously and opposition to 1968-leftist sub-cultures and stereotypes, typical on the contrary of his judicialist colleagues, was total.     

Di Pietro was born in 1950 in province of Campobasso, Central Italy. He finished the electronics high school in 1968. From 1973 to 1977 he worked for the Direction Air Force Constructions of the Defence Ministry with function of control of military weapons. He worked by the ASTER of Borlassino, producing defence systems. It was never clear whether the Di Pietro role was administrative, technical or concerned the security, which was Sismi competence. 

In 1978 he got the degree (doctor in Italy) cum laude by the Law Faculty of the Milan University.  The university student career of Di Pietro was apparently very brilliant. He got the degree in law, about two dozens of not easy exams plus the final thesis, in less than the regular four year, while working for the Defence Ministry in a very delicate sector. His degree was even cum laude. In only one exam session he resulted to have passed eleven exams, nearly one half of those of the entire 4-years-degree-course. They were times when exam sessions were frequent, even monthly. Eleven exams, overall in a law department, but also in an easier one, were nearly impossible in Italy; although they could have been passed in three or four months and formally registered at a conventional date, what would have equally been an extraordinary achievement. But evidently Di Pietro was the exception, in spite of the presence of real evidence he was really so extraordinary. Already the Justice Minister Filippo Mancuso, a rigidly guarantists ex-magistrate never accusing without founded evidence, referred to Di Pietro as a false-doctor
.  In fact everything was explored on the education of Di Pietro until the high school, but suddenly his university studies were covered from darkness. Strangely the documentation about Di Pietro, by the Milan State University, was unusually inaccessible. Surely he got the degree but how was never really known and the same Di Pietro was strangely reticent, apart from his explosions of rage claiming that everything had been regular. The juridical culture Di Pietro should have absorbed during his law studies was never shown from him. As there was never any evidence that after to rapid University studies he had studied quieter and deeper than he did when University student. Anyway he got, in 1995, a degree honoris causa from a Greek University. 

In 1978/1979 Di Pietro specialised in administrative law by the Pavia University, and immediately he became Communal Secretary in province of Como, a border area. In 1980 he became Police functionary. Initially he was by the Police Superior School, later in Milan as Commissar of the 4th District Judiciary Police. In 1980 he passed also the exams for solicitor, becoming formally such. As Police Commissar he was an assault one. 

In November 1981 he became magistrate. There is no evidence that he showed any juridical adequate preparation in occasion of his Magistracy selection, which was essentially on law. It is only known that he remained totally silent when questioned on criminal law. Either he was very lucky or he was already selected for magistracy in some other way. There was no news about his written essays but they are not really evaluated in Italy for absolute absence of time from the selecting commissions.
 In spite of the formally objective selection founded on the exams’ results, the Italian magistrates’ selection actually verified in other ways in the Republican Italy. Fundamentally it followed political-clans’ and familial connections. For the access to magistracy, considering that the main selection was a written examination, which was actually checked in impossible times, alias not really checked, a good recommendation was better than everything.
 Nevertheless Di Pietro did not enjoyed any political and magistracy clans connections, as any personal or familial connection with milieus of the ruling class could recommend him in magistracy. Evidently either Di Pietro was casually positively selected or he enjoyed different patronage. 

His trial period in magistracy, when an Italian magistrate in called auditor, was by the CSM in Rome and later by the Milan Appeal Court and in Bergamo. Finished it, the Brescia Judiciary Council had to express its formal evaluation. Totally unusual in Italy, the 8 October 1984 judgement of the Judiciary Council of the Brescia Appeal Court was strongly negative. The negative evaluation was both on his juridical preparation and on the general skills he had showed as magistrate. The judiciary council wrote that from the acts’ assessment it “deduced founded doubts on the equilibrium, diligence, reservedness, precision in the deployment of his duties and the adequate professional preparation” of Di Pietro
. The Judiciary Council evaluation was not constraining for the CSM, which, it is not known according to which pressures or evaluations, equally named Di Pietro magistrate. He was such by the Bergamo PO. While Prosecutor in Bergamo we find, in 1984, Di Pietro Intelligence Services informer and/or agent and in covert operation to the Seychelles, then ruled by a nationalist government; he will send his men, in 1994, to subtract the material relative to the Seychelles operation, detained from a SISMI top level ex-consultant
. In Bergamo, Di Pietro frequented DC politicians and participated to the electoral committee of the DC local politician Antonio Pezzini, when he candidate as MP. When from Bergamo he arrived to Milan, in 1985, the Bergamo evaluation accompanying him was equally not positive. In Milan he continued to work by the PO, with specialisation initially in organised criminality, and later in crimes against the Public Administration and IT crimes. He contributed to the realisation of the general project of computerisation of the Penal System and integration among Public Administration data-bases, which got the approval of the Justice and Public Function Ministries and of the Presidency of the Ministers Council. In 1989 he became Consultant of the Justice Ministry and member of some Ministerial Commissions for the computerisation of certain services of the Public Administration. He also wrote on these subjects. 

The negative evaluations on Di Pietro have not necessarily a negative meaning in a bureaucratised State as Italy is. An analytic evaluation of a State functionary may not be founded on what bureaucratic apparatuses wrote about him/her. Nevertheless the non-good reputation he had as magistrate, it may be even only since his extraneously to the ANM and its networks, does not explain his move to the Milan PO, that he had attributed delicate investigations and the role he assumed in the computerisation of the Milan judiciary offices. Magistracy is, as all other bureaucracy, a structure with all its offices and members tightly jealous of their prerogatives and powers. And Di Pietro was isolated, outside the ANM networks made of associations’ and currents’ conventions, journals, papers. 

Nevertheless Di Pietro, one of the last Milan substitute-Prosecutors, was, in 1989 presented to Filippo Verde, the Cabinet-Head of the Justice Minister Vassalli. He recommended him two his collaborators, two ex-Carabinieri, IT experts. These two Carabinieri had formed a firm, ISI, with a third associate, the lawyer Lucibello, a Di Pietro key business partner also in the years of the 1992/1993 pogrom. The Di Pietro recommendation of the ISI was relative to a programme ISI wanted to sell to the Justice Ministry for 10 billion liras. Vassalli was of the PSI. It is not known whether Di Pietro declared to have been sent from Pillitteri. Nevertheless when the Craxi brother-in-law and PSI MP Professor Pillitteri was powerful politician and Milan Mayor, Di Pietro frequented his court. For example Pillitteri had operated for permitting Di Pietro got a flat in Milan from the Lombard bank Cariplo at very favourable conditions
. The Justice Ministry rejected the Di Pietro offer and it acquired similar program one year later without any cost. 

One year later the attempt with the Justice Ministry, Di Pietro made similar offer of IT collaboration to the DC Gaspari. Gaspari, who was under investigated in an inquiry saw also the Di Pietro as inquirer, accepted the Di Pietro offer. Gaspari had been Minister for the Civil Defence from 28 July 1987 to 13 April 1988. Since this function Gaspari was inquired in relation to certain public works for reclaiming a hydro-geological ruin in the area of Pavia. Gaspari was, at that time, Minister for the Public Function
. As reference Di Pietro told Gaspari that he was sent from Pillitteri. In this way Di Pietro was charged of the computerisation of the Milan judiciary offices, bypassing his judiciary heads and exploiting one of his defendants, with praxis will become usual for him. Di Pietro will claim later his great competence in the IT field but actually his charge was administrative, not technical. His skills had been eventually managerial ones. He had a firm in which he was non-formally co-interested. He promoted it. He used a political recommendation for acceding the Minister. And he supposedly used his role as one, a secondary one actually, of the same Minister inquirers, for getting the double favour of an administrative position for himself connected with a firm he had interest in. All enjoyed his personal cover, because Di Pietro was substitute-Prosecutors in the sector of the Public Administration and IT crimes. 

The fact that Di Pietro was one of last Prosecutors of the Milan PO does not means he was without connections. As also exposed in the Roberto inquiry on Di Pietro, in the 17 July 1993 Il Sabato, Di Pietro was well connected with the 1980s Milan (and also Bergamo) power. What in Milan meant DC and pro-Craxi milieus. From one of the club of his money-providers, Gorrini, Di Pietro will get a temporary job for his son Cristiano. In Bergamo the Di Pietro family will be connected with the layer Giuseppe Pezzotta, son of the Bergamo Mayor. In Milan, Di Pietro will frequent Claudio Dini, the Milan Tube President, the ATM President Maurizio Prada (the core of the Milan DC illegal financing), the ENI ex-councillor Valerio Bitetto. On the magazine of the Count Carlo Radice Fossati, Gran Milan, Di Pietro will sign articles on lifestyle and justice. By Radice Fossati, Di Pietro was organically put inside a business block of the real estate sector. Di Pietro was, with Radice Fossati, member of the Executive Board of the study group on the Relations between Politics and Magistracy of the study centre Proposta Nuova. Other members were Giovanni Testori, Paolo Rodolfi and Ombretta Fumagalli. With Rea (functionary of the Digos, the political police, and later, from 1989/1990, Milan Communal Police Head, also since Di Pietro intervention) Di Pietro frequented the hippodrome. And together they frequented for example the Milan Chief Constable Achille Serra. And overall Di Pietro frequented Lucibello who came from the Cilento (Campania), which he had been obliged to leave since Camorra threats. There, magistrates, friends of Lucibello, were involved in stories of corruption. When during 1992/1993, Radice Fossati was prosecuted for secondary episodes, he will be defended from the Di Pietro tight friend Lucibello. Professor Ombretta Fumagalli, a DC MP, CSM ex-member, will become, during the 1992/1993 pogrom and later, enthusiast partisan of the Milan political Pool,
 which will avoid her, who, consequently, remained a politician and Stateswoman. She belonged to the MPs had costless electoral campaigns and political activity, while only the evils, on the contrary, practised illegal financing.     

Not casually when exploded the case of the so-called ‘golden prisons’, before the 1992/1993 pogrom, Di Pietro protected his friends, and their political area. The entrepreneur of the sector of high security prisons Bruno De Mico (the same will offer, in July 1992, the US Intelligence collaboration to the Milan PO) won all the contracts of the sector in exchange of payments of bribes/ransoms and parties illegal financing. Very precise, he registered everything. The code he used was absolutely elementary, and immediately understandable. The last 2 letters were the start of the world. The last 2 letters were the end. In the middle there were a number indicating the suppressed letters, and a space when this number was 1. Sometimes the codes were also easier. But for the genial Di Pietro and his IT specialists it was too difficult to understand that he had under his eyes the top of the Milan politics, alias his friends. So Di Pietro read, ‘DA PR’, ‘SA2CH’, ‘NA15Dc’, ‘MI Psi SEGR’, ‘UNITA’. And he did not hypothesise that the meanings were Prada, Chiesa (either Mario Chiesa or the Catholic Church), Democrazia Cristiana, DC Milanese, Secretary of the Milan PSI, l’Unità (the PCI newspaper). Also later, before the 1992/1993 pogrom, when disagreeing discoveries would have risked to involve himself and his friends, Di Pietro arrested in front of what was evident. When a mechanism of bribes/ ransoms, parties illegal financing was discovered by the ATM, the Local Transports, again a list of names was found. There were ‘Eleut’, ‘Riv’, ‘Rad.li’, alias Eleuterio (the Di Pietro friend Eleuterio Rea), Riva (the DC responsible of the illegal financing from ATM), Radaelli (the PSI responsible of the illegal financing from ATM). Di Pietro arrested for some hours Riva and Radaelli, but he asked later to archive their positions. The order to liquidate the PSI, the Liberal-fraction of the DC, the reformist fraction of the Milan PCI/PDS had not yet arrived. Following recurrent pattern Radaelli, passed to the Cariplo Directors Board, will collaborate to give to Di Pietro a Cariplo flat (in Via Andegari, in a splendid palace
 the centre of Milan near La Scala theatre) at very favourable rent.
 The magistrate accepted the archiving of the ATM inquiry with confused motivation, Gemma Gualdi, will be later rewarded by the co-optation in the political Pool, during the 1992/1993 pogrom. 

When Rea was on the point to be move to the other end of the Italian peninsula, to Lamezia, in Calabria, there was the opportunity he became Commander of the Milan Local Police. Rea became Commander of the Milan Urban Police for party-political designation. The PSI, and specifically the Milan Mayor Pillitteri, wanted him. The public selection was consequently tricked, as usual in Italy. Rea was already chosen. Di Pietro asked, in that occasion, the authorisation to his Chief Borrelli, for participating to the Commission charged to define the profile of the future Local Police Head. At the eve of the selection one noticed that a magistrate would have not been allowed to participate to the Commission. Di Pietro was dismissed, but at that point the profile of the charge had already been defined. Rea revealed, also when Urban Police Commander, as an incurable gambler who lost relevant sums. Di Pietro, strong of his position as Prosecutor, helped him asking money for him to Gorrini and D’Adamo (of PSI area, and fully inside the DC-PSI regime in Milan). D’Adamo was a Fininvest ex-functionary who had conquered the top levels of the real estate market. He was, as inevitable in such cases, in privileged relations with public boards. After having already been obliged to provide to the Rea needs for some ten million liras, in 1990 Di Pietro convoked both. The conclusion was that Gorrini and D’Adamo paid out 300 million liras each for the Rea gambling losses. Accroding the Brescia magistracy the success of this Di Pietro operation was feasted by a dinner with the participation of D’Adamo, Rea, Rocca, Di Pietro, Pillitteri, Prada and Radaelli. The personal driver of D’Adamo, Angelo Bonizzoni, confirmed the Di Pietro trafficking for helping his friend Rea with Gorrini and D’Adamo funds
. Actually Di Pietro asked money also for himself. Di Pietro asked Gorrini money for his direct needs and under the form of work for his wife, lawyer in Bergamo, and also for another of his friends, the barrister Lucibello, already met in the previous story of the IT firm. What specifically the Di Pietro wife, Susanna Mazzoleni, and Lucibello got, was the mandate for dealing with the legal quarrelling of an insurance company, the MAA. Actually the MAA did not want her, sonce the insatisfaction for the quality of her work. It was Gorrini to press. Later Gorrini will finish bankruptcy. Gorrini will present a dossier to the Brescia PO, in November 1994, on these strange businesses with the Di Pietro family and clan. The Brescia GIP will decide that it was normal that the Prosecutor Di Pietro and his relatives and friends pretended money and favours from Gorrini. 

The collaboration Di Pietro-Lucibello was broader than a simple IT firm co-interest and the sharing of profitable favours. Lucibello was useful barrister for defendants wanted a privileged consideration from Di Pietro, if this does not contrasted with the needs of the political purge. Lucibello was barrister of different personages Di Pietro had known in the Pillitteri entourage: Prada, Radaelli, Radice-Fossati, Pacini Battaglia. Pacini Battaglia was one of the key businessmen for the illegal financing of the Italian political parties, not only actually, evidently, of political parties since his relations with the Milan PO will emerge when inquired from it. Radaelli, Cariplo President, had provided to Di Pietro, in 1991, since the Milan Mayor Pillitteri (the Craxi brother in law) interest in the matter a flat in the most expensive historical centre of Milan (Via Andegari 18) at particularly low rent (between 1990 and 1993 Di Pietro, who lived in Curno, Bergamo, [in a house bought also with D’Adamo money] had also another flat in the Milan centre [Via Agnello 5] at D’Adamo full charge; in Via Andegari, officially found from the Tribunal for the magistrate Di Pietro family, his son lived, although Di Pietro seemed to have or to have had at least a small office
 there). The restructuring costs were paid from the bank and the furniture from D’Adamo.
 The Lucibello clients enjoyed special consideration. They were preventively detained in the Carabinieri barracks with immediate interrogatory from Di Pietro with relative immediate disposability of the GIP (generally Ghitti) who, on Di Pietro request, transformed immediately the detention in home-detention. That permitted the direct transit from the Carabinieri cells to their homes avoiding the prison cells. It is not known whether the Lucibello clients paid an overcharge for the special treatment, and whether there were funds passage from Lucibello to Di Pietro. Nevertheless both were in reciprocal long-lasting business friendship. For (Imposimato 1999, p. 132) the only real professional ‘reputation’ of Lucibello was of being Di Pietro very near friend. When, on 6 May 1992, Prada and Radaelli (the illegal financing collectors in Milan for DC and PSI) were charged and arrested, and naturally immediately assisted from Lucibello, Radaelli had already manifested the day before his intention to collaborate. The GIP Ghitti providentially present, Radaelli went immediately to home-arrests despite his confession was very slow and delayed, not full and immediate. Prada went to home-detention after one-day prison. 

Also in other cases, it was sufficient prisoners of the 1992/1993 pogrom did not succeed to be freed changed barrister choosing Lucibello or eventual other agreed from the political cell of the PO, because they were freed in a few days. This was denounced both to Borrelli and to the CSM. Both assumed the line of the most absolute defence of that judicial-mafia and of that practice had created in the judiciary offices during the 1992/1993 pogrom. The CSM continued to protect, until the end of the decade, the 1992/1993 violations of the defence rights, abuses and favouritism relatively to that triangle among the untouchable Prosecutors, the GIP Ghitti and the barristers their friends.
  

Who became a special judicial case, among the assisted from the barrister Lucibello and favoured from Di Pietro was the Italo-Swiss banker Pacini Battaglia, the owner of the bank Karfinco. Slightly touched from the Di Pietro judicial initiative, actually, in practice, Di Pietro omitted systematically to investigate on him
. Di Pietro got from him a personal ‘donation’, later claimed as a without interests loan, of 100/120 million liras. For D’Adamo the 100/120 million liras to Di Pietro was a bribe not a loan.
 Di Pietro received a Mercedes as gift from Gorrini and permanently ‘borrowed’ a Lancia Dedra with radiotelephone from D’Adamo. He enjoyed the permanent use of a cellular phone Pacini Battaglia. He enjoyed a flat in the centre of Milan, in one of the most expensive places, where it was custom Di Pietro found money in some precisely defined points. The D’Adamo collaborator, the ex-policeman Guido De Girolamo, confirmed that he was charged to let the envelopes full of banknotes for Di Pietro, under the dish over the fridge of the flat whose use had been gifted to Di Pietro in the centre of Milan
. The investigation never specified whether the feminine presence in the flat, this was its destination, derived from the direct Di Pietro and his role fascination, or whether they were, at least in part, provided on professional basis from the Di Pietro benefactor. Pacini Battaglia declared to a Mexican interview, in Italy referred only from Il Giornale, directed from Vittorio Feltri, to have paid five billion liras directly to Di Pietro for being saved. The interview was denied but the evidence of the passage of money and services remained, also if not for the sum of five billion liras. Di Pietro ‘confessed’ his crimes of loans, the different sums received from the one or the other personage and partially given back just they were known, using funds providentially arrived to him, under the forms of anticipated copyrights. They were for one book on the Italian Constitution (published in September 1994) and another one autobiographic and on his enterprises as Italian executioner and moraliser, just he left magistracy. In Italy editorial groups are not independent from industrial and financial businesses but rigidly subordinated to them. In spite that his book on Italian Constitution was badly written, it was immediate adopted also in schools. It was a way for increasing selling and so copyrights. A collaborator of Davigo, Giorgio Laganà, who was investigating autonomously from Di Pietro, on Pacini Battaglia, the Di Pietro protected, and who was also discovering connected illegal businesses of IRI enterprises, also relative to supposedly illegal arm traffic, was expulsed from Switzerland using a trick
. 

Stories of not reimbursed loans to friends seem a recurrence of the Di Pietro life. In 1998 he financed, in part, his electoral campaign for becoming senator by more than 200 million liras, he forgot to give back, loaned from a private association, the Values’ Centre, which had as statutory goals the defence of the Right State, the respect of legality and of the political transparency. They were not electoral contributions. In fact Di Pietro did not denounce them in his electoral budget. They were private loans for paying different costs and goods however necessary for his election. In the late 2000, the Di Pietro ex-friend Roberto Arnoldi (ex-DC Mayor of Curno, where Di Pietro resided, ex-collaborator of Di Pietro when he was Public Work Minister, and Treasurer of the Values’ Centre had accorded the loans) denounced Di Pietro to the local tribunal since his non-reimbursement of the more than 200 million liras. In November Di Pietro had resigned from the Centre and invited the treasurer to dissolve the Centre. Di Pietro never contributed to the Centre. Used it only for financing himself. Ordered its liquidation just it was not any more necessary as source of funds. He however clashed against a treasurer who, for some reason, was not disposed to be his accomplice in the illegal starling of funds.
   

The favouritisms exercised from Di Pietro were wider than the simple Pacini Battaglia case. The Fiat group’s bribes and the relative black funds were objects of slight interest, from him. People a defendant, Montevecchi, had named in relation to them, were not object of any relevant investigation. Among them there was the lawyer Filippo Dinacci, who had been intermediary for letting Di Pietro the utilisation of the flat of Viale Parioli 109, bought by the Panama company Rayton International (a company cover of Fiat Impresit) at the cost of two million dollars paid to Sbardella.    

Nevertheless the Di Pietro and Swiss protection of Pacini Battaglia, and also of Fiat, were inside a Di Pietro and Milan PO wider criminal design. It was indispensable for saving Prodi and FIAT. Prodi before re-becoming IRI President on 15 May 1993, had been High Velocity Railway Guarantor. Prodi was guarantor of the waste of State funds for 140,000 billion liras (from initial 26,000 billions). High velocity meant also FIAT Group, to which Prodi was always very near, as it meant Pacini Battaglia, since his presence inside the business. Prodi representatives claimed that the Prodi role inside the High Velocity business was technical and not operational. Nevertheless the direct testimony of a Lefts exponent, the SDI Senator Ferdinando Imposimato, proved that Prodi knew everything on the waste and private appropriation of State funds. If Prodi was just Guarantor, he passed from Guarantor to IRI President, thanks to the judicial liquidation of the President Nobili. And ceased as IRI at mid-1994 he became PM in 1996. His role in the cover of the High Velocity affair grew progressively. Naturally he was in very good company, from the president of the republic who blocked the La Spezia PO investigations to the entire regime press and politics.
 

The information on the Di Pietro connections and private businesses was inevitably known to his Chiefs and colleagues, as inside judicialist and power networks, and functional to the developing political operation. It was also publicly diffused since the half 1993. Il Sabato reported the first relevant information on the Di Pietro corruption in its Roberto Chiodi’s 17 July 1993 first inquiry on him. At that time Il Sabato had just passed, from the Andreotti-Sbardella ‘protection’
, under financing from the entrepreneur Marchini, a Rome’s ‘red’ builder, a D’Alema friend (in fact, in October 2000, Di Pietro will accuse D’Alema of having been an enemy of the Milan political Prosecutors, and a plotter against them: D’Alema would have feared Di Pietro wanted unmask the illegal financing of the big industrialists, starting from Raul Gardini, to its PCI/PDS fraction). The magazine also denounced the systematic asymmetry of the judicialist operation. Il Sabato was extremely known and it was neither object of any judicial action for slander. Il Sabato had been created, with PSI participation, from the integralist-Catholic group CL. Since his financing to the magazine, Sbardella received a GW. The consequent financial crises later pushed the magazine toward the Roman financier Marchini, near the D’Alema fraction of the PCI/PDS. Il Sabato was under this kind of financial conditioning when, in the summer 1995, it revealed the solid friendship Di Pietro enjoyed in certain business milieu. The same milieus had been substantially saved from his investigations. In the moment the summer 1995 dossier against Di Pietro appeared there were some sign of emergence inside the PDS of forms of limited guarantism. PDS currents had fear of continuing to be under judicial blackmail. But there was also the contingent PDS fear to have Di Pietro aligned in some way with fractions of the Centre-Right, or protagonist of some autonomous political initiative autonomous from the Centre-Left. Di Pietro was very sensible to the news about his business relations when magistrate. Just Il Sabato published an article on the contract between D’Adamo and Mazzoleni (the Di Pietro wife), the relative contract was hurriedly and badly falsified. The interests of the Di Pietro family with D’Adamo implied payments in black, alias with fiscal evasion
, from D’Adamo to the Di Pietro wife, but also formal relations.
 Anyway D’Adamo paid, in addition to the Di Pietro needs and purchases (clothes, flights, furniture and hotels included), invoices, to Mrs Mazzoleni, considerable superior to what stated from the consulting contracts
. Not casually, the annual fiscal denunciation of the Di Pietro family was seriously irregular, such to provoke the Di Pietro concern just his judicial problems started to come out, but he was never investigated for this
. D’Adamo paid also the cellular phone, and the flat loan with relative gas and electricity costs, of the Di Pietro driver Rocco Stragapede
. For the 1999 Milan Prosecutor Greco, who was near Di Pietro when he read the 1994 mutiny communiqué, also he had subscribed, against the Berlusconi government, all passage of money between a private and a State functionary is always corruption
, apart from when Di Pietro, and more generally militant Prosecutors, were protagonists of such practices, naturally.  

The 4 September 1997 Panorama reports a more alive account on the Di Pietro methods, according to Rea. Rea introduced D’Adamo and Di Pietro, in 1987. After some months, Di Pietro presented by D’Adamo and asked him 100 million liras. Later, known that Rea had asked money to D’Adamo for his gambling losses, Di Pietro insulted Rea, pretended to be his intermediary for his gambling losses and asked Gorrini 100 million liras for Rea. But Di Pietro put these 100 million liras in his own pockets. All these according to what Rea told.
     

The journalist Biagi, one of the Di Pietro admirer and who had described Di Pietro as a Javert, a law cold executor,
 justified the Di Pietro possible corruption, the 17 July 1993 Il Sabato (in the Dossier on Di Pietro of Roberto Chiodi) had denounced. Not only Di Pietro was untouchable since his mission of CAF eliminator, and relative protections he enjoyed, but his image had been very well built and preserved, if even supposedly well informed journalist were psychologically submitted to it. Biagi, on the 25 July 1993 Panorama
, remembered that Borrelli immediately reacted to the Il Sabato inquiry strongly denouncing it as slander or gossips. Which was not a reply to what Il Sabato denounced, but a lie. 

The 13 July 1993 Borrelli procedure, just the news agencies diffused the first information on the Il Sabato inquiry, was original and symptomatic. Instead of opening an immediate inquiry on Di Pietro, he called Di Pietro asking whether the Il Sabato accusations against him had any foundation. Di Pietro replied, by the same D’Adamo cellular phone, that they didn’t. Borrelli immediately released a declarations accusing, but not legally denouncing and prosecuting, Il Sabato dossier as a collection of slanders.
 The Borrelli procedure was illegal: in front of crime news he, and/or the other Prosecutors, should have immediately prosecuted Di Pietro. It was more useful a blackmailed [even only from his same colleagues] Di Pietro, in the case he intended really to inquiry the PCI/PDS and other interests ought to be protected and saved. For instance, an Andreotti under strike had interest to strike the PDS and Scalfaro, while clearly the PDS and Scalfaro had interest not to be stricken     

The 24 July 1993
 Il Sabato insisted listing again precise facts (the Di Pietro wife who worked for that D’Adamo Di Pietro had favoured, a cellular phone
 Di Pietro freely used for 1 year and half, the Andegari Street flat fraud)
. Di Pietro admitted that he used a mobile phone of a private company. He later told it was for avoiding interception, but in that occasion he justified the mobile phone as of his wife, for him employed of that society. Considering that the Di Pietro wife, a lawyer, was always connected with the societies and the personages Di Pietro investigated, and benefited from them, the mobile call was clearly a bribe. If a company gives a mobile call to an ‘employee’, it is unlikely he/she is allowed not to use it, but to ‘borrow’ it permanently to other person. Anyway there was the juridical problem of Di Pietro personal interest, with his wife in business relations with the business world Di Pietro was apparently
 investigating. Nevertheless the Di Pietro colleagues and Chiefs did not see, and journalists of the main press cannot not to justify Di Pietro. Also a house in Milan (while he lived in Bergamo) at privileged rent, got without having the titles for getting it, equally denounced from the Il Sabato inquiry, became object of the Biagi’s justification. That without he, as other journalists of the main press, even dared to deep the elements proposed from Il Sabato. Di Pietro ought to remain the prodigy come from the South and that had passed public selections. Also the problems there had been in his access to magistracy were object of a strange acritical acceptation. Di Pietro had always enjoyed some protection inside the CSM, against different evaluation there were on him where he worked. The former was assumed as the truth, while the later as the non-understanding of the genius. Actually, as also Biagi reported, Di Pietro, while in Bergamo, was criticised for excessively inquisitorial methods and protagonism. But by the CSM it was concluded that they were not so inquisitorial, and that the fact that his inquiries created sometimes panic in the business probably was only a collateral effect. What again, with the Di Pietro wife layer in the Bergamo business world and the Di Pietro skills in businesses, would have made more valuable some media inquiry on the Bergamo period of Di Pietro than pure discursive justifications again the Il Sabato ‘gossips’. There was actually a technical problem, to which evidently media submitted. If a journalist and a newspaper or magazine would have produced real inquiries on something disliked to the Milan political Prosecutors he/she/it would have been cut out from the flows of reserved information illegally passed from the Milan PO to the press. So the main press could only publish, evidently passed from the same Di Pietro, that in spite of the negative evaluations of the Di Pietro desire to be a magistrate, the CSM concluded that he had on the contrary showed extraordinary qualities. What automatically, without any logical consistence, would have showed that the 1993 Il Sabato referring on the Di Pietro possible corruption ought to be pure fantasies neither deserving to mobilise, eventually, any Bergamo and Milan journalist, in addition to those waiting the secret photocopies of interrogatories, and the defamation (when there was nothing better) built from the some Milan political Prosecutor. All the Il Sabato ‘accusations’ will reveal true but at that time it was necessary to show, and it was done, the Il Sabato was just a way for slandering the heroic Prosecutors. And this was the unanimous reaction of media, regime intellectuals, institutions.

In 1993, when the first waves of the coup were running and the CAF liquidated, it was publicly known that criminality/Clans investigations touching Di Pietro were obstructed. When, on 17 October 1992, a Clans central in Via Salamone, Milan, (the so-called car-parking affair) was discovered
, but from the Florence GICO and magistracy, it was discovered the possible cover the Clans centre enjoyed, for years and years, from Milan Police and magistracy
. The Clans car-parking in Milan of Salamone Street represented a kind of servicing centre headed from the Clans families of the Cursoti, Madonia, and Corleonesi (Riina and Provenzano).
 The Milan Police Headquarters were traditionally judged as extremely corrupted
. The fact that Di Pietro depended from an extremely corrupted Police Headquarters does not authorise any mechanical transposition to him of that bad reputation. Nevertheless also the name of Di Pietro, as possible protector of that Clans centre, when police commissar, started to circulate. In fact he was the police functionary responsible of the investigative sector and of the territory where the Clans centre was situated. He might have given, or induced to give, protection to that logistically important Clans centre. The same fact that his name was made from justice collaborators, and that consequently magistrates were looking for confirmations or denials, was even denounced as a destabilising and delegitimising manoeuvre against the Milan PO. It was the usual language of the clan of the political magistrates when their corporation was in danger. A justice collaborator usually judged credible became suddenly non-credible, neither, for Milan for developing investigations, when spoke of the responsibility of Di Pietro in the protection to that criminality.
 That Clans centre had connections with the Far-Right and arm illegal traffic, a kind of milieus and businesses inevitably connected with State apparatuses. The Far-Right connection was with the network involved in the Falcone bomb-blast, in Sicily, which had determined relevant institutional choices in 1992. Cattafi, inside the Milan car parking investigation and arms traffic, came from the Far-Right movement Ordine Nuovo, as Rampulla the artificer of the bomb blast against Falcone.
 The Florence investigations ought to be blocked. A Justice Minister inspection (in other occasions judged as an attempt to democracy and militant magistracy, and object of immediate strike) was than immediately pretended. The Minister Conso immediately sent it to Florence. The Florence PO, headed from Piero Luigi Vigna
, was obliged to stop the investigations, which passed to Milan
, where the PO in which Di Pietro was the anti-CAF hero certainly did not investigate on him. The Milan police to which he had belonged and the same magistracy were equally never investigated, for the possible cover given to the Clans centre. Actually the judged extremely corrupted Milan police was not touched from the Milan purge. Either it was immaculate, or Di Pietro was not such, or both were such, or both were not such. Anyway it was better, for ‘democracy’, alias the CAF liquidation, not to touch possibly corrupted police apparatuses could have involved the same Di Pietro and eventually also other magistrates and apparatuses. Di Pietro was certainly preoccupied, probably also very much, for the car-parking affair, as he was such for the La Spezia investigation on Pacini Battaglia. In fact ex-magistrate, without any title for having yet-secret judicial material, he got in one of his houses, dossiers of various persons and episodes. They were found in searches. Specifically he had dossier with reserved documents relative to inquiries on financiers, industrialists, and barristers, his friends and ex-friends, and about the Florence inquiry on the Clans car-parking in Milan. The dossiers sequestered in his house, from the Brescia PO, were a total of 28 packs, and some materials were secret materials of POs of other cities.
 Specifically he had materials of the PO of La Spezia, which at a certain point, when was reaching milieus of the government Prodi, it may be the same Prodi, was blocked by a strange meeting called, in Rome, the President of the Republic Scalfaro. Nobody apparently worried to investigate which Intelligence Services and/or magistrates had passed Di Pietro the dossiers. Also about all this, which is not necessarily guiltiness of anybody but normal indispensable information about the possible normal connections of a normal police functionary, later political Prosecutor, the cover-up, outside Italy was total. As there was the cover-up that Di Pietro were always in the right place in the right moment and that no investigation on the casualness, or non, of this detail was tolerated before he had finished the dirty work of 1992-1994. But the fortune of Di Pietro during the 1992/1993 pogrom and its 1994 continuation had been carefully protected also from his colleagues and superiors, and from who/which needed exactly him in that place and role. Di Pietro operated in a milieu were relevant police and Intelligence services investigated, and also inevitably referred gossips, on everybody, and in first instance to the Di Pietro Chiefs. Also media were carefully controlled from the Milan PO. Some media, since the half of 1993, signalled that Di Pietro was materially seriously corrupted, but the news were silenced. It was not anyway necessarily the worst side of the Di Pietro story. 

There was even an investigation, finished with generalised acquittal, in Brescia against Berlusconi and collaborators for verifying whether there had been a Berlusconi conspiracy for blackmailing Di Pietro, obliging him to his end-1994 resign, using against him such a pristine past. At that time the ex-magistrate Di Pietro was just trying his last and most arduous operation, the flattering of Berlusconi for infiltrating inside the Centre-Right and replacing from its inside the same Berlusconi. Di Pietro and Berlusconi met on 18 February 1995. Di Pietro told Berlusconi that he was abroad when the 22 November 1994 GW against Berlusconi was decided, and that he disagreed. But Berlusconi tested publicly the Di Pietro assertion that he was actually the Centre-Right supporter inside the Milan judicialist cell. A public exchange of blackmails, with a forced final prevailing of the common complicity, between him and his Milan ex-colleagues developed by media. Nevertheless Di Pietro was unmasked as a liar thanks to his same ex-colleagues and obliged to the retreat. It had been actually Di Pietro and Davigo to press for the GW to Berlusconi during the 1994 UN Conference in Naples
, a GW founded on nothing. What evidenced further the specificity, and also the strategic extraneousness, of Di Pietro in relation to his colleagues, in spite of the kind of criminal solidarity had created between them from 1992 to 1994. According to the Brescia PO, D’Ambrosio and Greco were more prudent and would have preferred to wait. An excited Di Pietro reassured his Chiefs D’Ambrosio and Borrelli that he would have destroyed Berlusconi during the trial. Rapidly, supplementary evidence had arrived to unmask the 1994 role of a Di Pietro aspiring, or sent, in the early 1995 to infiltrate the Berlusconi entourage. In the April 1995, the defendant General Cerciello revealed in court, in Brescia, that he knew from Marshall Francesco Nanocchio, that Di Pietro promised to be generous with him if he had accused Silvio Berlusconi. On 18 April 1995, the defendant policemen Domenico Cristiano and the Carabiniere Giovanni Giliberto declared in court that a shouting and threatening Di Pietro pretended absolutely confessions against Silvio Berlusconi. The barrister Taormina, defender of Cerciello, profited of the tribune for asking that Di Pietro was called to testify on a long list of episodes of his supposed corruption. The tribunal refused to convoke Di Pietro but this permitted to make further publicly known, in spite of the usual press censorship, which kind of personage had been used, and had been accepted as an accomplice from the judicialist clans, for the 1992-1994 political purge. Di Pietro, went back, from a conferences-journey in Argentina, gave his version of the event without he could deny that money, goods and favour had passed from his defendants to him. Confessing to have broken with his friend Rea because he had continue to gamble, Di Pietro admitted his intervention for permitting him, thanks to the Di Pietro-solicited entrepreneurs Giancarlo Gorrini and Antonio D’Adamo, to pay gambling debts for more than one billion liras. Both Gorrini and D’Adamo had been, after the help to Rea and to Di Pietro, Di Pietro defendants. In Brescia, the Prosecutor Salamone, who had started to investigate on the supposed Berlusconi conspiracy against Di Pietro interrogated the different persons involved in the supposed anti-Di Pietro conspiracy. Gorrini who already in 1994 had replied on Di Pietro to the Biondi inspectors to Milan, confirmed in Brescia all the money and the help he had provided to the Di Pietro friend and also to the Di Pietro family. Previti emerged as have been doubtful about the 1994 Gorrini initiative of referring on the Di Pietro businesses, not certainly as an anti-Di Pietro deposition-maker. Di Pietro was so capable to act that even after the public strikes against Constitutional organs, Berlusconi government included, he was not perceived as an irreducible enemy from the Berlusconi entourage. Or the Berlusconi entourage was so skilful that it hid its feelings. Anyway Paolo Berlusconi revealed the February 1995 pact between Di Pietro and his brother Silvio Berlusconi, loyal but not naïve person, convinced from Di Pietro that he was his friend and also faithful that the Scalfaro words about near elections had some validity. Di Pietro had guaranteed Berlusconi that he would have launched an appeal for the vote to FI, in exchange from being named head of the Secret Services from a victorious Silvio Berlusconi. Silvio Berlusconi denied the circumstance. But this does not change that during an official meeting, on 30 March 1994, a Ministry had been offered to Di Pietro.
 Di Pietro would have wanted that place because from that place, as emerged at end 1995-early 1996, he would have counted to destroy better Fininvest and Berlusconi and to impose a new ruling class, alias himself and his connected businesses clans. As consequence of what emerged in Brescia, not only the Di Pietro attempt to destroy the liberal Centre from the inside, eventually with some solid support he had in AN, rapidly failed. Also the manoeuvre of accusing Berlusconi and his entourage of having induced Di Pietro to resign from magistracy (which anyway only in Italy and only for Berlusconi and friends might have been a crime) let Berlusconi stronger, not weaker. 

For the Brescia Prosecutor Fabio Salamone, it was not very happy for him to have inquired on Di Pietro. The same Salamone noticed
 that since he had started unintentionally inquiring on Di Pietro, he found under a series of penal proceedings. They were proceedings for totally different things, connected instead with judicial problems of his brother, a Sicilian entrepreneur. Salamone judged himself a persecuted. His career was blocked. He was finally accused of Sicilian Clans connections, accusation he judged infamous and for presenting him as morally infamous.

Fabio Salamone was an independent magistrate. He had left Agrigento for remaining far from a Sicilian inquiry on questions of illegal financing saw implicated his brother Filippo, an entrepreneur.

Finally, on 30 September 2000, Di Pietro revealed that the personal aggression obliged him to leave magistracy would have had a totally different origin. He would have been blocked and obliged to defend himself, instead of continuing his campaigns, when the same interests he was in reality tutoring did not appreciate that he was rediscovering the direct and strategic connections between Palermo Clans and Milan business world milieus
. 

Just left magistracy, Di Pietro continued to apply his skills of getting money from everybody, overall from the milieus with which he had defined connections with since his activity as magistrate. After having slightly inquired, and substantially saved the Fiat group, Di Pietro, just outside magistracy, became, for a period, La Stampa (the Agnellis-Fiat newspaper) regular columnist, in spite of the Di Pietro lack of literary and intellectual skills. In this case he was directly paid from whom/which he had substantially saved. It was not his only journalist collaboration. He became columnist of the weekly Oggi, spreading banal point of view and advice on current events of life. He was also paid sponsor and fixed collaborator of an unfortunate new newspaper, Telegiornale
. The public relation officers and officials of the Italian and foreign enterprises do not act as rude Yankees just on the way of building their wealth. If an Italian self-made-man may eventually have let gold-watch under the dish of invited foreign journalists, big and experienced companies and organisations gave them, and also more, as literary prizes, conventions, media and cultural collaborations. His well-paid conferences abroad were a further technique for getting money from different interests, and also a possible cover, as already during his 1992-1994 action, for contacts and/or other interests also abroad. He offered himself also as paid-sponsor for the building of a private hospital in Ancona, but becoming known the particulars on his previous corruption, the possibility expired. He continued to participate regularly, as when already magistrate, to the Northern industrialists conventions of Cernobbio where he continued to oppose the other people political solutions and to push his own one, generally including amnesty for crimes useful for his personal position. He was always, as the judges’ party for the suppression of the crime of concussion. Practically this would have meant than entrepreneurs had been blackmailed from State functionaries, magistrate included, and had paid ransom would have become automatically responsible of the crime of corruption. With the techniques of the indiscriminate preventive detention and of the logical evidence, as Milan PO practices, it was always easy for militant Prosecutors to build the ‘evidence’ they needed. But this meant also that citizens object of concussion had no interest to denounce of having been blackmailed and paid. It would have been useful when corrupted State functionary, magistrates included, had been well protected from the militant magistracy networks. It would have been an innovation very useful for Di Pietro, considering his judicial problems by the Brescia PO. 

Equally just left magistracy Di Pietro became Professor by the Libero Istituto Universitario
 Carlo Cattaneo, in Castellanza, Varese. He became Professor of Economy’s Criminal Law in 1995/1996, after that in 1994/1995 he had already given a set of lectures on Enterprise and Institutions inside the course of Economy of the Institutions. By the same University he resulted continuing to be President of the Centre for Research and Formation for Law Operators. To his lesson assisted, before the Di Pietro past bad companies were public, also Borrelli and others of the Pool. The University was very private, linked with industrialists’ milieus. Also in this case he was paid from who/which he had substantially saved, the main industrial and financial interests, from his investigations.  

Di Pietro, as politician, was inflexible fighter against the political parties State financing. He always declared he would have never taken a lira of State funds. Actually he founded, in autumn 1997, the 45 political party or group of the Italian Parliament, only a virtual party, Ulivo Alleanza di Governo, [Olive Tree Government Alliance], with the PDS/DS Senator Demetrio Volcic, for getting 233 million liras of parties State financing. In fact on 3 October 1997 he signed the request for State funds. Just unmasked Di Pietro threatened legal actions and pretended denies, as his usual custom, claiming to refuse and to have always refused, State funds. Diffused reaction was the hilarity, since the liar Di Pietro has showed to have been. His formal movement Italia dei Valori
, [Moral Values Italy], actually founded later, on 21 March 1998, did not enjoyed State funds, but Di Pietro deceived also it, having asked funds inevitably under different name but hoping to preserve the secrecy on the matter to his movement a bit later created.
 Anyway his followers were sufficiently faithful or interested to remain resilient to such small tricks would have had nothing of astonishing if the Di Pietro movement had not asked consensuses more on ethical anxieties, or supposed such, than on political programs.        

It seems clear that Di Pietro was not a citizen submitted to the ordinary law. This was not astonishing. In no country law is equal for everybody. Although he got legal privileges even a militant magistrate had not in Italy. In addition his nonchalance, as magistrate, with relevant sums of money and with goods was incomparable. His Milan colleagues, outside the webs of the political purges and militant magistracy, who were bribed from economic interests, were arrested and offered at the media crucifixion, in spite of less relevant sums they had accepted. Probably the ethical difference was that Di Pietro pretended, as who had the authority for pretending. The Di Pietro position as a judicial-innocent corrupted was absolutely original. Since these circumstances, and it may be also other unexpressed ones, for the July 1998 Craxi, the Di Pietro career was clearly, for everybody not naïve, typical of a men of the forth row of the secret services, probably military ones, trained in the USA
 for a coup d’état, which later tried to liquidate also Berlusconi. Craxi apparently found his evaluation on the facts that Di Pietro worked as consultant of a weapon firm, that from communal secretary he became police commissar, that he got a 4-year degree in law in 3 years and 8 months, that he became a magistrate without either learning to speak an acceptable Italian. In addition the coup was too much a surgical operation, without real errors of targeted politicians.
 The Craxi evaluation was not particularly original. Also an insider of the Milan PO and Pool, the ex-Prosecutor Tiziana Parenti, later MP of FI, later independent MP before joining the socialists of the Lefts governments, had declared that the Di Pietro and Milan PO political action was wanted from the CIA. For Tiziana Parenti the CIA wanted to liquidate PSI and DC because judged as unreliable, and it used for the job a Di Pietro already near Intelligence Services
. Naturally Borrelli denied
. Bossi and the LN newspaper had hypothesised that Di Pietro belonged to Intelligence Services. Di Pietro reacted bringing and action against Bossi, getting a sentence of 90 million liras as damages
. Later, in the early 1999, Bossi defined Di Pietro was a pro-NATO with connection in Paris
, apparently without any further legal consequence. Anyway still in spring 1998, Senator Di Pietro, in electoral campaign tour was using a car of the Police with relative driver, without anybody could explain accorded from who/which
. 

On 23 September 1999, just the first abstracts on Di Pietro of the Pazienza (Santovito and Calvi ex-consultant) book
 began to appear, the prisoner
 Pazienza was immediately submitted to further different forms of judicial persecutions. Emblematically, the Rome PO motivated the unusual (for non-Clans-bosses) request of hard prison for Pazienza declaring that he was continuing to blackmail. The retaliation against Pazienza, from Rome Prosecutors connected to a DS fraction-
, came just the Pazienza apparently aseptic revelation on Di Pietro (which simply revealed a further Di Pietro lie on the reasons why he left magistracy, and episodes relative to old Intelligence Services connection of Di Pietro) were published.
 Senator Di Pietro remained strangely silent, while the Rome PO retaliation on the Pazienza account was very noisy
. Also other judiciary offices were evidently interested in the revenge (his memory book was against a large judicialist front had consolidated already during the 1980s) because Pazienza saw denied, in the same days, normal legal benefits accorded to prisoners serving a sentence
. From the Pazienza account, which was silenced, after initial echoing, but never denied from anybody, different unknown details emerged also on Di Pietro. Di Pietro, who had met Pazienza, the second time, on 19 July 1994, had asked his help just he would have left magistracy in the following autumn, what contrasted with all the theories on the supposed plots against Di Pietro as main sources of his resignation from magistracy. It was a decision already assumed, Di Pietro eventually preferred to dramatise when 5 month later, on 6 December 1994 announced his resignation from magistracy. Pazienza remembered, with details, in his book, whose abstracts were published from the daily press, the 1984 operation the magistrate Di Pietro realised acting de facto as SISMI/para-SISMI covert agent for trying to arrest Pazienza. In 1984 Pazienza was in the Seychelles where he was apparently helping the nationalist President Renè against the USA. The then Bergamo Prosecutor Di Pietro was repeatedly noticed while hidden he was taking photos. In addition he passed his days questioning people on Pazienza and all evening he called Italy. Di Pietro was identified as a spy (precisely as a ‘CIA agent’, despite he was Italian) from the local authorities. He had arrived just an Italian Police unit had left the place after having unsuccessfully tried to identify and arrest Pazienza. The then SISMI Director late confirmed that the Seychelles operation, despite the utilisation of policemen, had been a SISMI operation
. It had been pressed from the Rome Prosecutor Sica who wanted absolutely the Pazienza arrest. Pazienza firstly convinced his Seychelles friends not to kill Di Pietro (such was the intention of the Seychelles authorities), and later prepared a trap for him. Pazienza gave him false information and communicated him that he, Pazienza, would have been in Lugano on 13 December 1984. Not exactly in a magistracy operation there were, to wait Pazienza, two SISMI agents, who were arrested from the Swiss police (informed from the Seychelles authorities, passing through Russian services, on Pazienza indication) as suspect drug traffickers. What was evidence that the Prosecutor Di Pietro was in Sica
-SISMI covert mission. Clearly the two SISMI agents were operating illegally in Switzerland, not in a normal police and magistracy operation. Di Pietro had acted not exactly as a magistrate, but as an Intelligence Services informer and/or agent. When Di Pietro and Pazienza met, on 9 January 1993, in Milan, Pazienza told Di Pietro the details of the trick of 9 years before. Di Pietro justified telling that it was his ‘duty’ to do what he did at the Seychelles. Di Pietro did not clarified ‘duty’ relatively to who/which: he was, apparently, only a Bergamo Prosecutor. It may be it was, from the Di Pietro side, only a way for getting a paid vacation and making it more thrilling. However there was also the side of the State apparatuses used in Intelligence action who apparently was only a magistrate. Di Pietro and Pazienza met again on 19 July 1994 when Di Pietro confessed his intention to leave magistracy. They met again the morning of 14 October 1994, in Milan, for an appointment fixed a certain time before. Just Pazienza was in Milan with Di Pietro, the Di Pietro police apparatuses were legally searching the Pazienza office of La Spezia. Officially they were looking for documents on the relationship between Pazienza and the Countess Augusta. Actually Pazienza discovered that only one dossier had been subtracted from his office. It was that relative to the Seychelles.
 Pazienza had received from a Craxi emissary, in March 1993, the report Di Pietro had made, back from Seychelles, for Sica.
 

According to a book of Marina Ripa di Meana, Giuliano Amato had privately declared in August 1992 that Di Pietro was inside a project for overcoming the present order. Particularly the Police Head Parisi would have been of the opinion that it was necessary to stop Di Pietro. Amato naturally denied. Carlo Ripa di Meana, then defector from the pro-Craxi politicians, confirmed what reported from his wife. Parisi was removed in 1994 from Maroni
 as Police head and died on 30 December 1994.
 The 1999 Andreotti, the personage never was certainly either a words-waster or an imprudent, suggested that the torpedo factory worked very well, although the operator remained hidden.
 Hidden does not mean unknown. In fact the 23 August 1999 Andreotti remembered not only that the USA had been always suspicious in relation to the DC. He underlined as the US Intelligence services had always had a relevant presence in some moments of the Italian history, and, for him, also more than it would have been opportune
. The CSM deputy-President Galloni was informed that, in 1992 Di Pietro was tailed, tapped, bugged, from intelligence structures disposing of very sophisticated tools and that the situation had become very heavy, requiring wide use of means for protecting him.
 Evidently who/which controlled Di Pietro was also untouchable because Prosecutors and Police could not arrest them. They were not pro-CAF apparatuses. It was not necessarily a single entity to have controlled Di Pietro. If, for example, the GICO inquired on Di Pietro possible crime, Di Pietro never had any even slight damage, for what it is known, from the NATO countries’ side. Notoriously the US NSA, with the other US Intelligence apparatuses, was a typical structure, which habitually controlled from the communications of entire continents to the Statesmen, included to top ones, of allied countries
. It was a structure certainly not contrastable overall in a limited sovereignty NATO country, as Italy was. And it was not a structure asking permissions, what may have induced Italian apparatuses to perceive a possible danger while it was only controlling. In fact Di Pietro, in spite of the Italian authorities concern, refused for example to transfer his family home to Milan, as wished from the Italian police
. Even the German Prosecutor Reinhard Nemetz, the one of the 1999 ‘CDU’ investigations, interviewed about the differences between him and Di Pietro declared that Di Pietro decided everything by himself, and at the same time denied all Di Pietro autonomy declaring that Di Pietro was submitted to political pressures. And he added that he, Nemetz, had arrived casually at his task.
   

On 20 December 1996, not a justice collaborator, but a witness, Terenzio Damonte, born in 1938, who worked in the financial sector, affirmed in front of the Rome GICO, in Genoa, what he declared to have known from an Italian with supposed CIA badge with name Jordan. The testimony was collected from a Captain and a Marshall of the Fiscal Police
. That supposed Jordan would have revealed to Damonte, in 1993, that Di Pietro was paid for doing what he did and that he Jordan, in 1993, had brought personally funds to Di Pietro in Milan, and that he would have brought other ones to Austrian accounts, in Innsbruck, of the Di Pietro wife. Damonte declared to have met again Jordan in September/October 1996 in Montecarlo. In that occasion Jordan would have told that in the moment Di Pietro had not been protected any more from the USA and Sisde, he would have been arrested. The Brescia Prosecutors avoided this ground, formally judging a slander the Damonte depositions and charged him with this crime, but there was no news on an eventual trial. When a couple of years later Damonte was contacted from the press he even denied to have signed any deposition, but it was in the Brescia PO Di Pietro dossier with classification numbers 0393 and 0394.
 Anyway before this deposition, at end 1995/very early 1996 the Florence GICO had taped Pacini Battaglia private conversations. In his home conversation with the layer Petrelli, Pacini Battaglia, who resulted to have provided of relevant funds and goods Di Pietro and Di Pietro friends, told that both Di Pietro and the Di Pietro near friend Lucibello had illegal funds in Austria.
 There was no new on investigations for discovering them. 

There is information on supposed funds received from Lucibello for Pietro, and supposedly deposited in Austria, and more generally on funds supposedly paid to Di Pietro, also from other sources
. 

For what concerned the Milan inquiries, the same Di Pietro confessed that the 17 February 1992 Mario Chiesa arrest was not a casual operation. Di Pietro revealed to have started to work on the subject 7 years before, from 16 December 1985. It was just a couple of months after the clash of Craxi and Andreotti against the US government and militarism in the humiliation they imposed to an arrogant US power in Sigonella, on 10 October 1985. Di Pietro affirmed that before arriving to the first arrest he studied for 7 years the relations among politics, bureaucracies and business world.
 It was the confession that all the entrepreneurial, bureaucratic, and political sectors he saved were from him saved consciously not since inexperience. If he had studied more than 6 years… 

Anyway it was not hidden or doubtful information the copious one the main powers (USA/UK, Germany, France) media, and academic clans, who had already realised the massive cover-up about the characters of the Italian 1989-Rumanian-style, or Gattopardo-style, ‘revolution’, censored about the Di Pietro amazing corruptive episodes. The previously imposed Di Pietro and other subversive magistracy images as heroes should be protected, while liberal politicians had been defamed even against all even judicialist ‘evidence’. Excited foreign academicians defined Di Pietro as “the national hero”
. Examining the entire 1990s, he was really such abroad. Whatever the real connections and protection of Di Pietro, who, as other magistrates of the Milan Pool, had the time, even during the most intensive moment of the 1992/1993 pogrom and of the 1994 actions to deliver lectures and speeches abroad, the international media and academic cover-up, also his personal corruption enjoyed, were simply extraordinary. Similar cover-up was enjoyed from evidence on the Clans connections of the Palermo PO. The allegations against this last were actually supported by well more substantive, and from more independent source, evidence than that built from the same Palermo PO, and its accused with the Clans excuse, against his preys. 

Nevertheless, without imagining great conspiracies, which there are never as real result, Craxi had already denounced, during the year 1992, that Di Pietro and the couple of Prosecutors directly collaborating with him were linked to the Milan judicialist Circle of Società Civile (the one of Dalla Chiesa and Colombo, connected with La Rete of Leoluca Orlando Cascio from Palermo) and with the lobby of Repubblica-Eugenio Scalfari (alias Carlo De Benedetti).
 In 1991, Andreotti had obliged Berlusconi to give back Repubblica-L’Espresso to Carlo De Benedetti, who, until Andreotti was in office and in power, was certainly grateful to his then godfather. Later, as skilful profiteer, Carlo De Benedetti was certainly grateful to who later was in office and in power, President Scalfaro. A call to some selected journalists, or an indication from some selected journalists, or even with only one as sure reference agreed both from the side of the prosecution and from that of Repubblica-L’Espresso can easily explain the absolute absence of errors about the individuals and interests stricken and saved during the purge. Although the purge knew two different phases: until Andreotti was PM and running for the Presidency of the Republic, and when the President of the Republic and also real PM was Scalfaro. Craxi was perceived as deadly enemy, to be intimidated, from Andreotti, as he was perceived, later, as deadly enemy to bed destroyed from Scalfaro. For Carlo De Benedetti and his block power, Craxi was always a deadly enemy, although an enemy to coexist with until he had power. 

A US Intelligence Agency contacted the Milan PO    

In July 1992, an entrepreneur operating in the sector of the public works, specifically high security prisons, De Mico, politically well connected, and active also in the sector of the parties illegal financing, offered the collaboration of some supposed US Intelligence service to the Milan PO. He was evidently believed because, on 22 July 1992, Borrelli flew, for this reason, to Rome with the Milan General Prosecutor Giulio Catelani (considered an Andreotti man
), to the President Scalfaro. De Mico was not arrested, and also later he did not result inquired, as he should have been. In fact he had proposed the direct connection with a foreign Intelligence service against national politics, what was a form of high betrayal. Of the US collaboration offers of De Mico there was trace only for the unilateral (De Mico refused a formal deposition to the omnipotent, but not with him, Milan Prosecutors) Davigo minutes, his service’s report to Borrelli, dated 19 July 1992
. The meeting took place by barracks of the Milan Carabinieri-ROS. De Mico declared that there were US milieus, which wanted to strike Ligresti (an entrepreneur just arrested, CAF- and Mediobanca- connected) and Craxi. Consequently they wanted to collaborate to the Milan operation. De Mico told that it was inevitable, at the point the strike was, either the destruction of the PSI, or that of the Prosecutors were investigating it. De Mico confided to Davigo, in presence of his barrister Franco Sotgiu, that it was no possible to refuse the offered collaboration. De Mico explained that for launching the disposability signal, it was sufficient a Prosecutor, preferably Di Pietro, released an interview to Lower Bergman, of Sixty Minutes, of the CBS. Davigo replied that the Milan PO had no problem to co-operate with FBI and DEA, while it was impossible with the CIA. But De Mico avoided to name the agency had sent him.
 It was not offering the FBI and DEA collaboration, which Davigo indirectly seemed to confirm there was already. They would have had no necessity to use intermediaries.  

Catelani
, as Milan General Prosecutor, had been informed from Borrelli that some international links, which could have had reflexes on the State security, had emerged form the Ligresti case. For this reason they decided to consult Scalfaro, who they met in Rome in presence of the Presidency General Secretary Gaetano Gifuni. The Scalfaro reaction was original. Scalfaro had been Interior Minister of the Craxi government. He was, as President of the Republic, President of the CSM. He remained extremely cold. He told the visit was inopportune. And when he heard CIA, FBI, DEA, he became nervous, he did not want to know any more and declared it was not his business. He refused to examine the documents and stated that he did not agree on the way the news (the De Maio initiative) had been acquired. The meeting was consequently very short, about 15/20 minutes. The Presidency even refused the declaration, necessary for administrative reasons, confirming the meeting in Rome. It will remain only the self-certification of the Milan General and Chief Prosecutors.
 

The fact was that the President of the Republic, de facto PM, CSM President, and strong centraliser of all national political and institutional life Scalfaro refused to listen further and to discuss with the heads of the Milan Judiciary Offices referring of a nearly official contact from a US Intelligence Agency. Other fact was that the episode was one of the judiciary acts were not immediately passed illegally to the press from the Milan PO. On the contrary it lied inside the set of the Milan PO judicial acts carefully kept secret. 

Borrelli had evidently perceived the Scalfaro implicit message that investigation and references relative to US Intelligence interventions ought to be carefully avoided. In fact Catelani had no any further news on the episode, De Mico-Davigo, which on the contrary would have deserved, for him, to be deepened. Nobody else had any further official news on the genesis and development of the relations between the Milan political Pool and US Intelligence interest in its work.
 

The episode was known only because Di Pietro, for defending from supposed judicial abuses and supposed corruption in front of the Brescia PO, revealed it on 2 July 1995
, to the Prosecutor Fabio Salamone, while claiming on the failed attempt and of the “«world exportation of Clean Hands»”
. If Di Pietro, for defending from charges of judicial abuses and personal corruption needed to recall an irrelevant, by itself, episode of contact from a US Intelligence the Milan PO was not in ordinary and formal touch with, that might have the meaning of a co-responsibility call both for his colleagues and for the US Agency. To release really the suggested interview, after that everything had been translated in a formal act, would have been really naive. Anyway, in October 1992, Di Pietro went to New York, in a journey organised from the USIS,
 the United States Information Service, information and propaganda board of the US government. Evidently he did not perceived any conflict of interest between persecuting the liberal Centre and enjoying the hospitality of who/which wanted to destroy it. On the basis of the Theodor Reik
 “need to confess” it may be interpreted as the need to let an unequivocal trace of his crime.  

The episode of the contact of the between De Mico and Davigo was object of revision from the Brescia PO was investigating on Di Pietro. The Brescia PO acquired the Davigo report. Interrogated on 23 October 1995, De Mico tried to change the terms of the contact. He told that he had received an anonymous report in English referring that Ligresti was inquired also from US authorities. He judged what referred from Davigo in his report as inexplicable.
 If De Mico had revealed to have been a CIA or other Intelligence Agency, or one of their fractions, intermediary, it would have been really an incredible behaviour. As it was not credible he referred on a report he might have simply photocopied and given to the Milan PO, if he wanted simply to let them to now an information. Davigo showed due of fertile fantasy when he wanted to defame some target of the Milan PO, as it was the case, in an interview he released to a US newspaper, of Berlusconi. But it is not credible that he would have invented such an intermediary role for a personage wanted simply to reveal the contents of a document he did not give, and who was never targeted from the Milan PO. 

On 20 October 1995, the barrister present to the meeting De Mico-Davigo, revealed to the Brescia PO formally interrogated him that the right version was that of Davigo. He added that De Mico told him (Sotgiu) that President Reagan protected, for reasons of foreign policy, Craxi and his entourage. But there were different US milieus, the CIA in the Sotgiu perception, which wanted to help the Milan Pool because they had the same interest to liquidate Ligresti and his political connections. For Sotgiu the origin of that US milieus revenge would have been arms supposedly given, since Craxi and Ligresti operations, to the Somalis, who would have used them against Americans. Nevertheless Sotgiu declared that such information was not referred from De Mico to Davigo.
 In fact it was not in the Davigo report. 

“«We have paid for going out from Kickback-city [judicial cases]»”

“«We have paid for going out from Kickback-city» (…) «Di Pietro and Lucibello have sucked me a lot of money», and other unequivocal expression were taped from the Florence Fiscal Police GICO, which put under surveillance the Swiss banker Pierfrancesco Pacini Battaglia on La Spezia PO request.

Pacini Battaglia was a Swiss private financier centre of the Italy’s main businesses, from oil to everything there were intermediation percentages to gain and eventually to pay, connected with the politics’, entrepreneurs’ and bureaucracies’ both old illegal financing and new (the entire 1990s) one. On 11 March 1993, in Milan Raffaele Santoro, State manager and AGIP ex-President, was arrested. He was interrogated from the Milan Prosecutors Di Pietro and the GIP Italo Ghitti. Santoro represented the cartel existed among four building engineering corporations (Snamprogetti, Tpl, Ctip, and Techint), for sharing the market of the biggest installations. As guarantor and arbiter he indicated the financier Pacini Battaglia, who would have conquered that role thanks to his friendship with the ex-President of Snamprogetti Enrico Melodia. In fact for the working of the cartel, the constitution and use of wide black funds was indispensable. It was by them that the enterprise would have got the works would have refunded the other three ones. Santoro listed, as projects realised from the cartel, the construction of the ethylene plants of Brindisi and Gela, commissioned to from Enichem to Snamprogetti and Tpl between 1989 and 1991. Relatively to Tpl, Santoro told Di Pietro and Colombo that the tutor of it was the State Railway President Necci, who there started his career, before becoming member of the ENI board and later Enichem President. Santoro declared that in the last four years Tpl had gained contracts for at least 3,000 billion liras in Iran. Contrarily to what claimed from internal and foreign interested sources on the Milan PO operation as functional to the EU liberalisation obstructed from cartels and connected ‘corruption’, Di Pietro and the Milan PO well protected this cartel, and also to the connected ones would have immediately emerged if the investigations would have been begun. They closed their eyes in front of the core of the Italy’s State and para-State economy for pursuing the details. Pacini Battaglia will pass in front of them ten hours for avoiding prison, went back to Geneva (Switzerland), and coming out from the Milan investigations. He will be interrogated just on the ENI black funds, but also relatively to them only for what of interest for erasing the CAF. Actually, of the four building engineering corporations, Tpl was just a corporation assigned consultancies in the field of projecting. Its real function was to create black funds later used for bribes/ransoms, and also for the Necci private needs. Tpl was very linked to the Pacini Battaglia bank, Karfinco (later become Banque des Patrimoines Privés). In 1998 and in Perugia there will be investigations on these aspects. If the non-investigations were a clear political choices made from the Milan PO in 1993, it may be supposed a political choice when a PO where the PDS had more direct influence decided to led some investigation. In 1998 D’Alema was preparing his coup against Prodi, and relative power-block not coincident, on the entrepreneurial side, with the D’Alema one.
 The Perugia PO limited chastely to state that the Milan PO had operated in such a way to protect Pacini Battaglia, Necci and the Tpl,
 alias the entire HSR business. But the Perugia PO did not assume any initiative against who had assured this ‘protection’. For the crime of ‘criminal association’ the responsible Milan Prosecutors could have been arrested also from the Perugia PO, since the link with the inquiry it was developing.     

In 1996 the Florence GICO, under the direction of General Mario Iannelli, taped and bugged Pacini Battaglia. The order came from the La Spezia Prosecutors Alberto Cardino and Silvio Franz. The Spezia PO run into Pacini Battaglia nearly casually, along the inquiry started on 17 October 1992 from the Florence GICO, when its agents irrupted into the Clans car-parking of Via Salamone, Milan. The operation, rapidly obstructed, in Milan, from the Milan PO, developed but in 1996 in La Spezia, inquiring on car illegal trade passing through La Spezia. The same containers used for it were used for weapons’ illegal trades. In La Spezia there was a weapons’ important industry, the OTO Melara. At the centre of the financial side of these businesses there was Pacini Battaglia. For this reason he was put under surveillance. The Pacini Battaglia houses and businesses were bugged, and its telephone calls taped. Banking investigations discovered, but in 1998 and from the La Spezia PO, the considerable interests of Pacini Battaglia in the payment of bribes/ransoms and politics illegal financing by accounts in the Arab Emirates, Liechtenstein, Bahamas and Luxembourg. On 12 November 1996, the inquiry was passed to Perugia since the implication of some previously Rome magistrates (the then Cassino Chief Prosecutor Orazio Savia, and the then Grosseto Chief Prosecutor Roberto Napolitano), and to Brescia since the implication of at least one Milan magistrate (Di Pietro). On 14 November 1996, Di Pietro resigned as Public Work Minister of the Prodi government. Pacini Battaglia declared, more during normal conversations than by telephone, he knew it might have been taped, that he had paid and manoeuvred for going out for the Milan investigations, and that it had paid a lot. In fact he used a slang expression, which meant that he had been reduced him in conditions of financial collapse, for indicating that he paid a lot.
 Where he had paid was in Milan, and ‘they’ were Di Pietro and friends. Pacini Battaglia tried, for avoiding damages from the Milan dirty gowns and connected clans, to justify and re-interpret his taped words, but CDs containing them were included and sold with a magazine evidently not Di Pietro-submitted. Tapings were not the only evidence. Not that for Pacini Battaglia was exceptional to pay. It was organic part of the businesses of which he was financial centre. From tapings resulted that, for example on 11 January 1996, he was planning to pay the business lawyer of the wife of the then PM Dini because it was a way for freely manipulating the ENI President Bernabè. Pacini Battaglia and his clients were in fact in businesses also with ENI. The bribe/ransom, or business commission, was effectively paid. The previously Rome magistrates Savia and Napolitano, arrested on La Spezia PO request, seemed, from the tapings, to have organically been on the Pacini Battaglia payroll. Savia had been, when in Rome, of the Pool on Crimes against the Public Administration
. In Cassino was in a PO territorially competent for the HSR, which passed from there. In fact Pacini Battaglia planned to use him for opening some clamorous inquiry, to be archived a bit later, just for saving top personages of the HSR risked to be inquired from other PO, as Necci and Incalza, while offering as temporary scapegoats minor personages as Di Falco of ICLA and Maraini of Italferr.

On 13 September 1996, the La Spezia GIP Maria Cristina Failla, authorised the Pacini Battaglia arrest on the two Prosecutors request. With him the State Rail President Lorenzo Necci, the entrepreneur and Dc ex-MP Emo Danesi, and the Pacini Battaglia secretary Eliana Pensieroso were arrested. The accusation was the usual
 of criminal association for suppressing concurrency in State industries. In the Anglophone countries it would have been defines as conspiracy, in this case against market. The taping from bugging demonstrated it, without need of juke-box justice collaborators. In October 1996, the La Spezia PO registered Di Pietro in the Inquired People Register and transmitted the dossier to Brescia for territorial competence. Di Pietro resigned as Public Work Minister. Brescia opened the dossier number 2945/96, for concussion, against Antonio Di Pietro, and corruption against Pacini Battaglia, his ex-barrister Giuseppe Lucibello, the building industry entrepreneur Antonio D'Adamo. The accusation against Di Pietro was later transformed in corruption.
 

The two inquiries on HSR were born in 1993 in Milan and Rome since the denunciation of the PSDI Finance ex-Minister Luigi Preti, of the entrepreneur Vincenzo Lodigiani and of the Cogefar Impresit (Fiat) manager Enzo Papi. But the two enquiries were suppressed thanks to corrupted and corrupted-subversive magistrates. Lodigiani was an entrepreneur, participating also to the HSR business, arrested on 17 May 1993 from the Milan PO, for having operated for corrupting civil servants relatively to the HSR. Inquired also in Rome from the Prosecutor Antonino Vinci, the inquiry against Lodigiani was centralised from Milan and there all investigation on his businesses was avoided. When Vinci, before accepting to be expropriated from the inquiry, went to Milan for interrogating Lodigiani, his will to deepen the interrogatory was obstructed from the Milan Prosecutors. Of that he complained with the Milan Chief Prosecutor Borrelli, who consequently could not claim not to know the favouring of corruption practised, also in this case, in his PO from the political Pool. Vinci testified on that when questioned from the Perugia PO, which nevertheless neither arrested nor charged the Milan Prosecutors. Actually, also the Rome Prosecutor Giorgio Castellucci, arrested for having supposedly been bribed, told to the Perugia Prosecutors, in October 1993, that Di Pietro revealed him, just Castellucci had opened the HSR Rome Proceeding, to have know from Lodigiani that the around the HSR business there was a real bribing programming. But exactly this part of the inquiry was pretended from Di Pietro.
 Anyway Di Pietro had already the testimony of Papi to him. Papi had declared, in May 1993, that the most important business was that of HSR, from which political parties profited in the measure of 3% on the whole sum. To inquiry that business would have meant to inquiry also Prodi.
 Anyway, it may be casually, but consistently with the usual patterns of the 1990s, the Prosecutor Vinci, who had opposed the Milan Prosecutors, was accused of having been one of the most corrupted magistrates of Rome. Died, he was acquitted after death since the inexistence of the corruption. 

The first official contact between Pacini Battaglia and Di Pietro, as his inquirer, verified on 10 March 1993, when Pacini Battaglia was interrogated from Di Pietro and the GIP Ghitti, defended from Lucibello, and immediately sent home, to Geneva, Switzerland. He profited of this totally unjustified soft treatment for emptying the banking accounts used for illegal operations and known to magistracy. Di Pietro enjoyed from Pacini Battaglia also of a cellular phone, a GSM with the number 0041/892009854. The GSMs were of nearly impossible interception, at that time. According to the Florence GICO investigations, Di Pietro, helped from his friend, the lawyer Giuseppe Lucibello, favoured the banker Pierfrancesco Pacini Battaglia at condition that he helped the entrepreneur Antonio D’Adamo, one of the Di Pietro and Di Pietro’s friends’ benefactors. The payments from Pacini Battaglia to D’Adamo were synchronised with Di Pietro judicial acts relative to Pacini Battaglia in which Di Pietro clearly favoured him. Different episodes showed, for the Florence GICO, clear complicity between Di Pietro and Pacini Battaglia. Evidence against Pacini Battaglia and his interest block, the main Italian economy and politics, remained without investigations. Evidence, easily found from other Prosecutors of other POs, did not interest Di Pietro, but actually either his Milan colleagues. Other evidence was simply suppressed, for example avoiding recording and formalising depositions. Last but not least, when he Rome Prosecutor Vittorio Paraggio was inquiring Pacini Battaglia black funds, Di Pietro asked him to stop the investigations, claiming that he was already following the case. Di Pietro centralised the investigations on Pacini Battaglia for avoiding developing them. Pacini Battaglia was a businessman, obliged as all other Italian businessmen to illegal transactions if he wanted to continue to work. Simply, in the moment the investigation on him would have disrupted the focused political purge, and interfered with the businesses of the saved parties and connected interests (see the HSR affair), Di Pietro, while assuring protection with his judiciary clan, profited from him. The fact of operating in Switzerland, not only in Italy, had led him inside key businesses. And his Karfinco was a key bank for who/which would have wanted to discover for example the constitution abroad of black funds, current practice of all Italian enterprise and political party, and the mechanisms of the sharing of the Italian market of the public works among the different interests. Karfinco was also a key bank to protect for avoiding that the businesses and affairs of the saved regime were known from electors. Also at the end of 1999, when seemed that Karfinco and Pacini Battaglia remained at the centre of numerous business and affairs, in Italy necessary illegal, for example of ENI, and of other stories of bribes (Mannesmann, with which De Benedetti was in businesses connected to the Italian ‘privatisations’ and relative frauds) it/he cured emerged, the Milan PO seemed to continue to assure its usual protection
.             

In 1993, just Pacini Battaglia knew he was wanted from Di Pietro for the Enimont affair, he immediately looked for the right barrister. He asked Franz Sesti, Rome ex Chief General Prosecutor, become administrator of one of his companies. Sesti advised Pacini Battaglia to look for a barrister well in touch with the PO. For this reason, Pacini Battaglia chose Lucibello the Di Pietro friend. 11 hours of interrogatory for the definite defamation of Craxi and the DC, and Pacini Battaglia was free to go back to his businesses in Switzerland.

Since investigations started in 1996/1997 in La Spezia, the Perugia and Brescia POs will accuse later of corruption, for those businesses, Pacini Battaglia, his barrister Lucibello, D’Adamo and also the Di Pietro main collaborators, the Carabinieri Major Francesco D’Agostino and the Fiscal Police Captain Mauro Floriani. It seemed a metaphor for accusing but only partially and very cautiously the same Di Pietro, who, if a normal citizen, would have been put in prison and carefully tried on media at least since 1993
. For the Brescia PO, Di Pietro knew and collaborated to save Pacini Battaglia. The turning point of the investigations on Di Pietro there was in July 1997, when Antonio D’Adamo (who previously had been intermediary between Di Pietro and Berlusconi) accepted to be interrogated and referred his relations both with Di Pietro and Pacini Battaglia
. Di Pietro always refused to be interrogated in contemporary with D’Adamo and with possibility to directly contest his accusations. Normal citizens would have been accused, in such circumstances, also of criminal association, what was actually, if truthful
 the accusations, the link among Di Pietro, his friend the barrister Lucibello and the officers collaborating with them. Major D’Agostino was gratified, since his collaboration with Di Pietro and his private businesses, from public recognition from the same Di Pietro, from appointments of the Italian State as a high charge by the Ankara Embassy, and, according to the Perugia PO, also by 700 million liras paid him from Pacini Battaglia. By this payment, but there were also the businesses with Di Pietro, Pacini Battaglia would have disappeared from the inquiry on the international co-operation (an inquiry against the Socialist fraction of the Italian Foreign Office), and from other relevant investigations. The inquiry of international co-operation, initially led from the Rome Prosecutor Vittorio Paraggio, was one of the inquiry expropriated from Di Pietro and the Milan PO, for the part relative to Pacini Battaglia. Being the Di Pietro goal the PSI liquidation, the saving of Pacini Battaglia was irrelevant for the political ends, and it was essential for avoiding the enlarging of the investigation with the inevitable result to involve also the parties and economic interests ought to be saved. Captain Floriani, the husband of the AN MP Alessandra Mussolini, would have received from Pacini Battaglia about 80 millions and other benefits, for his collaboration. Part of the sum was presented as financing to the electoral campaign of the MP Mussolini. Let the Fiscal Police, Floriani, already Di Pietro collaborator, was hired from Necci as manager in a State Railways’ company. For the Perugia PO, the two officers saved Pacini Battaglia. For Brescia it was Di Pietro. The two theses were not contrasting. Perugia was the same PO acting against Andreotti, in collaboration with Palermo. It might have preferred to save Di Pietro for political and other reasons and interests, and it might have opened that investigation exactly for interfering with the Brescia ones. In fact to charge people around Di Pietro while avoiding him, a centraliser, was against all investigative practice. It was already odd, but understandable since the untouchability of the Milan PO, that for a having saved Pacini Battaglia it was avoided to open a formal investigation against the entire Milan Pool and the responsible of the PO. Because it was the Milan PO who saved him, and overall saved all the vast interests passed through him. Pacini Battaglia and his political and economic connections were not saved from a barrister and two officers of two different police corps. 

Sergio Cragnotti had told Di Pietro to have shared with Lorenzo Necci and Raul Gardini 5 billion liras paid from Pierfrancesco Pacini Battaglia. Di Pietro always told he had found no evidence. Captain Floriani was Di Pietro tight collaborator and investigator on the Enimont affair. Two years after the Enimont affair, he resigned from the Fiscal Police for becoming manager of one of the companies of the Necci State Railways. Floriani was husband of Alessandra Mussolini who was Di Pietro supporter.
    

The strange connections with the Milan Pool with barristers were not limited to Lucibello. As it resulted from the Florence GICO tapings, also the ENI barrister Federico Stella had the custom to contact future charged from the Milan Pool, before they were officially charged, included the same Pacini Battaglia.
  Alias somebody informed, from the inside the Milan PO, certain barristers in relation to the best preys targeted from the same PO. 

For the Brescia PO the Di Pietro ex-friend
 D’Adamo got from Pacini Battaglia 12 billion liras. The financing would have been given him without any economic criterion. They were officially given for supposed businesses actually did not verify. They were instead part of the price pretended from Di Pietro. There were also other relevant transactions. Pacini Battaglia sold to D’Adamo, for 4.5 billion liras, Morave Holding shares he had bough, 20 days before, from Atlantic Finance, for 9 billion liras
. The five billion liras Pacini Battaglia declared (in a Mexican interview referred in Italy only from Il Giornale, directed from Vittorio Feltri, and naturally denied from the financier, as custom in these cases) to have paid directly to Di Pietro for being saved remained outside the Brescia PO investigation
. It was current custom of Pacini Battaglia to pay also magistrates, not certainly to denounce them. It was just the Pacini Battaglia warning for not being obstructed in the continuation of its activity of financier of the regime business. In exchange of the payments Pacini Battaglia was never put in prison, got immediate home-arrests in Switzerland, was saved from the main charges he might have suffered if an independent and honest Prosecutor had acted against him, could immediately suppress evidence might have been used against him and his clients. Di Pietro avoided not only further investigation, but even to see and to deepen elements on Pacini Battaglia and others he had under his eyes. Di Pietro avoided involving in investigations in first instance Necci, later pursued in La Spezia. The avoided investigative vein, about which Di Pietro had evidence preferred not to see, was the so-called Lodigiani and Ferscalo Fiorenza).
 They were business clans not specifically linked with, and necessary for liquidating, the CAF. The same Milan Chief-Prosecutor Borrelli admitted that Pacini Battaglia was treated really in a very soft way. Nevertheless both Borrelli and the other prosecutors who knew that the substitute-Prosecutor Di Pietro ‘centralised’ some positions more than the other ones, had no objection at the time of the events. D’Adamo confirmed that there was an exchange relation among Di Pietro, Pacini Battaglia and him. In substance Pacini Battaglia deployed, in relation to Di Pietro, the same role of financier of all the bribing/ransoms and illegal financing were necessary, more broadly, for preserving the block interested inside which he operated, from which he gained, and which he ought to tutor.  

Nevertheless, for the entire 1990s, while Di Pietro was accused from the Brescia PO, he was saved from the GIP/GUP, the magistrate
 in Italy had to decide whether the charges are sufficient for sending an accused into court for being judged. The Brescia GIP/GUP had already saved Di Pietro four time for different accusations from the Brescia PO relative to supposed crimes relative to the computerisation of the Milan Tribunal, to procedural irregularity, to the exaction of money and goods from defendants. The procedural irregularities were relative to the creation of a depositions-factory Di Pietro he had originally and illegally
 created, with him limiting to abusively countersigning interrogatories actually made from his [non-magistrates] collaborators, even from Communal policemen
, as already denounced from the Milan barristers and some rare free press, for instance in the summer 1993
. But the dirty work could not be arrested from the respect of law. Di Pietro was later accused of false. He claimed that if he had been tried for that crime the entire Milan PO heroic fight against corruption would have been stricken. That the substitute-Prosecutor Di Pietro pretended money and goods from entrepreneurs and later from some of his defendants was equally judged absolutely regular, and the relative acts of favouritism as unjudgeable. In his 1,300 pages defensive memory Di Pietro deposited on 17 February 1999 by the Brescia GIP, the key argument of Di Pietro was that if he was guilty of favouritism, also his colleagues responsible of the inquiry (Davigo, Colombo and Greco) should be guilty
. For him all investigations, included the Pacini Battaglia one, were managed collectively from the Pool and the head of the PO
. And again the GIP/GUP preferred to avoid Di Pietro was tried. This in spite that his colleagues had unanimously confirmed that it was nearly only Di Pietro to decide who/which to investigate and that there were cases he centralised also more, as the Pacini Battaglia one
. For Colombo, there were even certain defendants Di Pietro dealt with in monopolist conditions, without tolerating any intrusion. For Colombo, in relation to the position of some defendants Di Pietro changed suddenly opinion about a precedent decision of arresting them, without any judicial explanation of certain of his acts. In other cases he interfered with arrests disposed from Colombo and Davigo, because for him inopportune. This verified, for Colombo, overall in reaction to mass media critiques. He would have transformed, of his own initiative, without consulting his colleagues who were investigating on them, two arrests, preys of his colleagues, in home-detention.
 Di Pietro very likely lied, what in Italy is perfectly legitimate for a defendant, while trying to cover behind the co-responsibility of his colleagues, who however seem not have co-enjoyed of flats, autos and packs of banknotes. Nevertheless also the thesis of his colleagues that they did not see and listen and were unaware of the Di Pietro businesses may be legitimately assumed as a minor lie for covering other things. If Di Pietro was let free to pursue also his private profits, in so a massive way, he should have been in some way considerable more untouchable than the average of the militant magistracy, and his colleagues should know it.     

Di Pietro appeared in front of the Brescia GUP Anna Di Martino in relation to the corruption accusation against him, on 3 February 1999. For the Brescia Prosecutors Silvio Bonfigli, Antonio Chiappani and Francesco Piantoni, who investigated on Di Pietro for five years, he should be tried because he took money and goods from the financier Pacini Battaglia through the entrepreneur Antonio D'Adamo and the lawyer Giuseppe Lucibello. For the GICO investigators the fund flows began in the first half 1993. For the GICO, Di Pietro acted following a precise strategy during the Enimont investigation. His interest would have been to prosecute the PSI and Bettino Craxi. He would have resigned immediately exhausted that job for avoiding investigating other parties and personages. Decisive evidence, or supposed such, against Di Pietro, his omissions, his corruption, started to emerge since investigations of the La Spezia PO.
 Anyway the same Di Pietro had induced a Rome Prosecutor to pass him the Enimont case, with the excuse that he was already working on it, actually for driving it only against be-purged politicians avoiding other politicians and interest groups.
 The Di Pietro protection and saving of Pacini Battaglia, central in the Enimont back funds, was functional to the avoiding to find real evidence of the affair
.

The new vein of the judicial and political bribing, or supposed such, was rediscovered for the prosecutors of La Spezia, since a telephone taping on 4 October 1996. They were stopped, at a certain point, from the same President of the Republic when it seemed they were on the point to involve the same Prodi government. Because the avocations of investigations were not typical only of the pre-1992 regime, the inquiry was transferred to Perugia. Perugia, the PO of the second trial against Andreotti, was evidently, apart from possible changes, inside the right networks of the political purges and more capable to save who should not be stricken. The Perugia PO investigated overall judicial and economic milieus, as the Rome Prosecutor Orazio Savia and another one deceased some months before the trial request, Antonino Vinci (he was acquitted on 26 June 2000, 2 years after death
), the Rome business lawyers brothers Melpignano, and the Roman builders Bonifaci and the brothers Caltagirone, the financier Giancarlo Rossi.
 Evidently the power’s new nomenclatures used then other circuits. The Perugia PO asked, the first half of January 1999, to try a certain number of people supposedly connected with the bribing system of the financier Pacini Battaglia, the saved-blackmailed from Di Pietro. New crimes about him and connected networks had been now hypothesised for the Perugia Prosecutors, in spite the elements of evidence there were from 1993. The investigation about Enimont, used against PSI, DC and others, avoided other relevant aspects and personages. In addition between the charged there are at least two persons very near Di Pietro. They were the Carabinieri Tenant-Colonel Francesco D'Agostino and the ex-Major of the Fiscal Police Mauro Floriani, both of the investigative team of Di Pietro.
 If the bribe investigated from Di Pietro was of 14.45 billion liras, the avoided portion was of 82.75 billion liras.
 It is difficult to believe in any independence of the Perugia PO, who developed operations inside PCI/PDS judicialist networks. The rapidly expropriated La Spezia one was evidently more independent, or of eventually protected from weaker and ‘wrong’ political fractions. The Perugia action may be interpreted as the purge of losing fractions of the ruling class and business centres, Di Pietro and/or other ones, might have used as social-judicial-business basis for an alternative to the PDS leadership of the Centre-Left. What explain to have softly brushed Di Pietro without involving really him. 

On 31 March 1999, the GUP Anna Di Martino had deposited the motivation of the 18 February 1999 acquittal of Di Pietro. At half April 1999, the Brescia Prosecution Office appealed to the Cassation Court the GIP act. For the Brescia Chief-Prosecutor Giancarlo Tarquini, the GIP would have violated the law abusing of her powers. Instead of evaluating whether there were sufficient elements of evidence for sending Di Pietro in front of a court, she would have justified the defendant with biased evaluations.
 The motivations of the GUP Di Martino were original. Not only he referred to a Cassation Court sentence of 3 December 1997, which actually was not usually used in favour of other defendants. The sentence stated that, for avoiding the sending to trial of a defendant, it was not necessary there was the evidence of his/her innocence or that there was the absolute absence of elements of evidence against him/her. Di Martino, not a tribunal judge, stated that the evidence against Di Pietro might be read in different ways. What it actually true for all reconstruction of facts, and what is actually role of a trial to verify, if the evidence is sufficient to justify the sending to trial. There was no news of such delicacy, from other GUPs, against other defendats.
 A GUP imagining different reconstruction of evidence, or supposed such, acts as a defender, more than as a third party. Anyway, on 4 May 2000, the day after Senator Di Pietro had denied his vote to the new Amato government, the Cassation Court confirmed the Di Pietro acquittal in Brescia, ending all his 1990s judicial problems. 

Clearly if the Brescia PO could develop so massive investigations (despite they were too focused on a single ex-magistrate) on Di Pietro, and to pursue him until asking to try him, it should have enjoyed adequate institutional, as police and Intelligence apparatuses, collaborations and protections. Similarly, the fact that the GIP/GUP Di Martino could contradict so clamorously the PO results, and without any consequence for herself, showed both the absence of a Milan-style subordination of the GIP/GUP, and adequate, of opposite sign, supports. 

For Di Pietro the evidence against him collected from the Brescia PO was only fried air, works perhaps for some secret service, for subtracting credibility to the political Pool work and opening the way to an amnesty
. For Di Pietro billion liras intertwining with him and his family were nonsense, while some hundred million liras on the account of a Carabiniere had denounced him were precious investigative pieces of evidence of a plot against him, from Berlusconi milieus, the Brescia PO had avoided to deep
.
 He was not alone in his conviction. For example, for the Limes director Lucio Caracciolo, who nevertheless noticed the permanent damage produced from militant magistracy to the Italian political culture and citizen guarantees, Milan political magistracy acted since their feeling of moral superiority and their Jacobean convictions.
 Probably they had feelings of omnipotence and superior protection, which reflected their concrete experience, never of superior morality they never claimed and showed.   

That the judicial and Intelligence war around Di Pietro was not closed, and that in the forces confrontation, the protection had enjoyed Di Pietro had progressively decreased, was showed in 1999 from other episodes. After that from about one year the Di Pietro villa of Curno (Bergamo) was not any more defended from a permanent police garrison, it was, on 6/7 October 1999, object of a strange stealing. The ‘thieves’ avoided jewels, precious objects, arms, money, etc., with the only exception of a gold Rolex. All this material had been individuated and also moved but let in the Di Pietro villa. The ‘thieves’ subtracted only, in addition to the Rolex, his computer with his judicial and political material, all the floppy disks, a tape-recorder and a scanner. The evening of 4 October 1999, the Di Pietro cellular-phone (whose number was secret), and his home telephone started to be object of mute anonymous calls. On 6 October 1999, the office of his economic advisor Elio Lanutti had been object of similar stealing with subtraction of all the political material on the Di Pietro party, the Democrats.
 

On the other side it is necessary to consider that, in Italy, the preliminary hearings concluded usually by the calling of trial. The repeated GIP acquittal of Di Pietro contradicted all probabilistic law. That overall if one considers that the massive evidence was never denied but just apodictically justified, what was not really GIP duty. What showed the abnormal protection Di Pietro enjoyed in all decisive moment
, for the entire 1990s, and the fear he might even appear in court provoked in the block power of which he was agent.

If Di Pietro had presented his eventual trial and condemnation as a condemnation of the whole judicialist magistracy, also judicialist magistracy presented the defence of Di Pietro as the indispensable defence of the whole judicialist magistracy
. 

The judicialist media collaborated to the Di Pietro protection, as to the Prodi and HSR one, by the self-censorship on the emerged evidence and more generally on the cases generated from the La Spezia PO and Florence GICO investigations and their continuation from the Brescia and Perugia POs.
 Also magistracy of the entire Italy collaborated to the silence on the merit of facts object of investigation on Brescia. One thing was the legal innocence relatively to bribes/ransoms or donations, other thing was the definition of the existence of these bribes/ransoms or donations, relatively to which there was never any magistracy sentence excluding them. It was only excluded they were crimes. Not only Di Pietro was always terrorised from discussing in Court on these bribes/ransoms or donations. Magistracy, not only in Brescia, seemed to support, even abusively, this Di Pietro terror. On the end November 1996 Epoca, the journalist Andrea Marcenaro had formulated 100 questions to Di Pietro, on his supposed corruption. Di Pietro felt defamed and denounced Marcenaro, and also the Epoca director Massimo Donelli. On 19 September 2000, the trial started, in Verona, in front of the Judge Laura Donati. The defence clearly needed to demonstrate that the questions had nothing of defamatory, so it needed to discuss of the object of the questions. Consequently it wanted to pose each single question to Senator Di Pietro for listening his reply on the facts the questions recalled. Di Pietro refused to reply, recalling his acquittals. The Judge, on Di Pietro request, declared that no question object of the legal action might be posed to Di Pietro, neither discusses. So, there was a trial for slander without the possibility to discuss whether the episodes denounced as slander were really such. In fact Marcenaro denounced the violation of his right to defend, revoked his defenders, and declared to abandon the trial, which was delayed until 6 December 2000 from an embarrassed Judge.

The evidence on the Di Pietro material gains connected to the suppression of the investigations on Pacini Battaglia and on the connected power block, may not be assumed as evidence that Di Pietro was the only Prosecutor of the Milan PO and of the Milan judiciary offices, to have profited from Pacini Battaglia. That the other Milan Prosecutors and magistrates ignored the protection Di Pietro accorded, also in this circumstance, to the ‘Necci-Prodi-Pacini Battaglia’ power block may not be assumed. Another financier, the then Enimont CEO Sergio Cragnotti had revealed to the Milan PO illegal transactions and fund flows involving the Tpl, Necci and Pacini Battaglia. Even the Chief Prosecutor Borrelli was obliged to be accomplice of the Pacini Battaglia saving. Di Pietro, but also the other leading the inquiry (Colombo, Davigo, Greco), knew papers. Borrelli did not. Nevertheless he was obliged to interrogate Pacini Battaglia, who disavowed the Cragnotti assertions. The simple Pacini Battaglia words were sufficient to avoid all other investigation, and even a direct contemporary interrogation and comparing between both. This was usual procedure in Milan only when it had been decided that somebody ought to be innocent for subversion’s reasons. Cragnotti not only was disposable to provide material evidence. It revealed later, in Perugia, as precise. But already in 1993 there was at least another defendant, Roberto Marziale, confirming his declarations. Not only: Di Pietro revoked the request to Switzerland for having information on the different suspects’ (among them the ENI and Tpl top managers) accounts by the Pacini Battaglia Karfinco, in Geneva. The requests of international assistance to Switzerland on the Karfinko business were not classified as urgent and on them the Milan PO never showed any interest. No checking was ever disposed on what Pacini Battaglia declared and on documents he presented. By the Di Pietro friend, the barrister Lucibello Pacini Battaglia previously knew what the Milan PO wanted and did not want from him. The Pacini Battaglia collaborators were not investigated. However Borrelli was, and accepted to be, transformed in Di Pietro and the other Prosecutors formal accomplice for stating that Pacini Battaglia was innocent. And Pacini Battaglia was let free to successfully continue his usual work of bribing, and anyway distributing funds, for protecting ‘his’ interest block, the same wanted Prodi, and also Di Pietro, in central government. And Pacini Battaglia used the collaboration of the Prodi’s Minister Di Pietro because a Turin magistrate, Mario Cicala, avoided to investigate on him. Pacini Battaglia, Necci and Cragnotti remained, in Milan, outside the Enimont trial. The ENI President Gabriele Cagliari was arrested and played until he committed suicide in prison. The Enimont case protagonist Raul Gardini induced to commit suicide since a call anticipating he would have been put in prison.
  

The fact that Di Pietro, and eventually other of the ‘heroic moralisers’, profited from Pacini Battaglia may not be necessarily assumed as bribing relatively to the political purge. Di Pietro deployed correctly his subversive work and it was in the interest of the subversion to avoid and save what was the social base, the market suppression, the ‘corruption’, of the surviving and restructuring regime. Di Pietro operated in the most skilful of the ways with Pacini Battaglia. If from the one side he ordered his arrest, from the other side with the collaboration of his friend and Pacini Battaglia barrister Lucibello, he found a solution happily conjugating the needs of the coup, the interests of Pacini Battaglia and the Di Pietro interests. Di Pietro wanted just his place, materially as later also politically, to the banquet having as object Italy. What he did also in the Pacini Battaglia case. From this point of view the same juridically aberrant [according to formal law] acquittal of Di Pietro from the Brescia GUP was juridically unexceptionable from the point of view of the legality of the coup.    

Di Pietro had well interiorised the psychological approach of who conceived State offices just as a profit-producing technique. In the early April 2000, Repubblica was well happy to report that Di Pietro denounced the zero-tolerance relatively to the micro-criminality so strongly affected the Italian citizens (he preferred evidently the micro-criminals than the damaged citizens), and at the same time he denounced the guarantism, which helped, in the Di Pietro words, the defendant to loose gratis a lot of Justice-time (he persisted in the attitude of using the excuse of criminality for pretending full and abusive powers for magistracy). For Di Pietro, to ‘context’ in front of a Court the point of view of Prosecutors was to loose time. A qualified commentator underlined this use of ‘gratis’, as indication that eventually to loose time would have been tolerable, for certain magistrates, but in exchange of a Mercedes, cash, etc, etc.
   

For the entrepreneur D’Adamo there was some kind of destiny revenge for having collaborated with the Brescia PO against Di Pietro, and so having unmasked in some way also the odd behaviour of the Milan PO relatively to Di Pietro. On 6 February 2001, D’Adamo, 69 years old, was again arrested from the Milan PO, which accused him of fraudulent bankruptcy. It was, formally, since old stories and old investigations. Nobody go to prison, in Italy, for such crimes even if really condemned. Not rarely, such kind of operations revealed later as built for disrupting somebody and favouring somebody else relatively to some bug business, or even as revenge. With the conviction returning rapidly free, enigmatically D’Adamo, on his lawyer advice, resigned from the charges he had in the company he led, Finampa. By this company he intended to participate again to the business of the public works contracts and subcontracts.
       

A power-oriented magistrate and ex-magistrate  

The same fact of being charged of a political investigation could highly increase a Prosecutor status. In the Di Pietro case, he had only one room (as all other substitute-Prosecutors) in the moment of the Chiesa arrest, in February 1992. In 1994, Di Pietro disposed of five rooms. Generally a Prosecutor has a couple of collaborators, or in the case of the most powerful and fortunate five or six. Di Pietro had between 30 and 35 collaborators: a ten of warrant officers of the Fiscal Police, about 15 Policemen and Carabinieri, a couple of communal policemen, five or six secretaries and clerks of the court. He had also an unusual (in judiciary offices) computer network.

When, in 1994, the Berlusconi government was on the way to be formed, Di Pietro was Interior Minister candidate, since President of the Republic initiative. In fact Berlusconi called Di Pietro from the Quirinale, while bargaining with the Scalfaro abusive interference
 in the government formation. Perhaps Scalfaro was thinking the solution as a device for bringing the strike to Berlusconi in a key Ministry of his government, and Berlusconi thought the idea would have been an act of pacification and integration after the destructive war political magistracy had developed. After the Scalfaro-suggested Berlusconi direct offer to Di Pietro, Scalfaro contacted directly the Chief-Prosecutor Borrelli as he were negotiating with a political party, and Borrelli refused the appointment for ‘his’ Di Pietro. Before the presentation of the Ministries official list, which verified on 9 May 1994, Di Pietro, previously contacted from Previti, had met, in Rome, before separately later together, Previti and Berlusconi. Later since a Scalfaro call to Borrelli, in which either Borrelli convinced Scalfaro, or Scalfaro either had changed opinion or was simply manoeuvring more subtly against Berlusconi, Di Pietro was induced from Borrelli to refuse the offer he previously had thought to accept.  

Also according to the testimony of Cirino Pomicino, who, when convoked from Prosecutor Di Pietro, for 10 minutes was formally interrogated and for one hour or more talked with him of politics, Di Pietro told him that he had already accepted the Interior Ministry in the Berlusconi government. But, later, Scalfaro would have intervened on Borrelli for inducing Di Pietro to abstain from the position.

Let to understand that he might have replaced Berlusconi as PM, Di Pietro intensified his political connections and concentrate on the Berlusconi liquidation, but resigning from magistracy just before the Milan PO interrogated the Berlusconi stricken (without any, even slight, element of evidence) by a GW, on Di Pietro imposition. Ready for becoming PM, but with nobody calling him to the charge, he tried to infiltrate, using his AN connections, the liberal Centre, for trying to become head of the secret services and/or replacing Berlusconi as Centre-Right leader. The deception on Di Pietro, while, between trips to the USA and France, he invented strikes against Berlusconi, had been very well organised. The same Berlusconi thought of Di Pietro was a friend. The 8 December 1994 Messaggero reported the Berlusconi opinion that a person of the value and of the moral qualities of Di Pietro acceded politics. Berlusconi, just stricken from the Milan PO, declared his and his media continuing support to ‘Clean Hands’.

Unmasked the 1995 Di Pietro infiltration attempt inside the Centre, since the extraneousness of the same judicialist front to his manoeuvre, his 1996 participation to the Prodi government
, his 1997 acceptation of the place of independent-PDS Senator, his 1998/1999 referenda course, his 21 March 1998 foundation of his political movement L’Italia dei Valori, [The values’ Italy], his 27 February 1999 foundation of I Democratici, [The Democrats], the small donkey
 party, with Prodi and Rutelli, and its temporary take-over
 thanks a Prodi posted to Brussels, were the prosecution of its movement war for trying to project himself to the Italy’s top level positions, after that his judicial battle-field actions were not considered, in Italy, even from the Lefts beneficiary forces, as sufficient reference for accepting him as Italy’s supreme ruler. 

Failed also the post-1997 Di Pietro attempt to conquer positions inside the Lefts, later a metamorphic Lefts-Rights galaxy (since the crowd of generals there was from various sides around the D’Alema government and project, and also the dissolution pervaded them), Di Pietro tried (unsuccessfully until the end of the 1990s) to use, more than before, electoral referenda and AN as door for penetrating the Freedoms’ Pole. His ideas on the country destiny were not known, apart from generic political stuff parties. His method and his action were well known. Also that again in 1999, in occasion of referenda initiatives, Di Pietro was unsuccessful to penetrate the Berlusconi area, he associated, by an original initiative, to the 1999 attempt of the Lefts and Lefts-Rights to ban legally the person Berlusconi from political life. Di Pietro did not present, as it would have been honest, a simple bill stating that Berlusconi might not be elected either MP. Di Pietro presented, in November 1999, a bill of a single article stating that the real owner of an enterprise was ineligible. The Di Pietro proposal stated that who got the reference shareholders of an enterprise, or controlled the concessionaire company by controlling companies was not eligible.
 The bill was as concise, as rich of legal and Constitutional problems. It discriminated for example the positions of life-Senators as Gianni Agnelli, designable and designed as life-Senator, but who according to the Di Pietro bill might not have been eligible. In additions MPs of the Lefts and Centre-Lefts would not have been eligible, according to the Di Pietro bill. 

Di Pietro was not less backward and oriented to pure personal self-advertising in key institutional questions. In front to Lefts had increased, in central office, their previous clienteles, and even more by the D’Alema government, Di Pietro opposed juridical formalism. Head of a movement I Democratici, which in November-December 1999 emerged to practice currently the particracy-style cards-packets-buying from its leaders (Di Pietro included)
, Di Pietro claimed that the government appointments ought to be legally regulated and realised by titles selection. He claimed the indispensability of public selection, opposed to the candidates’ private selection from government and party leaders, declaring the intertwining between what he called ‘corruption’ and the present appointment system. Either Di Pietro wanted just positions for clients of his party, or he simulated not to have well understood the public administration real problem: its irresponsibility. Without free firing and hiring and political control on results, all designation criterion was useless for a functional State sector. Public selections had been, in the Republic history the best way for hiring, by tricked selections, clients of TUs and political parties. The direct hiring of clients of political parties would have been certainly less expensive than the selection of 1,000,000 candidates for hiring just some thousand of them. Anyway without freedom to fire useless civil servants, and without any concern for the economicity of results, problem was certainly not the colour of the cat. Problem remained whether the cat caught rats. What was not in the Italian case. For Di Pietro the problem was just that the D’Alema government did not attribute appointments to his direct clients.
     

In his position of I Democratici EMP, Di Pietro promoted, in 1999, with the DS EMP Elena Paciotti, a judicialist magistrate of MD and ex-ANM President, a project of harmonisation of the EU judicial procedures. But actually, after having contributed to the EU defamation of the FI EMP Dell’Utri, not casually the judicial harmonising work of Di Pietro had the precise function to make easier the European judicialist actions against Berlusconi. Background Di Pietro goal, and program, was supposed to be to pose at European level the supposed conflict of interests of Berlusconi, alias the supposed abnormality between having been entrepreneur and later having passed to the political engagement.
 In fact if one has real interest in the subject of the conflict of interests acts for universal norms, not for ad hoc crusades. In Brussels, Di Pietro was just continuing the anti-Berlusconi campaign he had started in 1994. 

The personage Di Pietro had undoubtedly considerable histrionic and theatrical capabilities. He always acted as he had erased from his mind his previous roles, each way fully entering inside the part he found to play. For example, he declared, on 26 October 1999, that the defendant Di Pietro had never tried to attack and/or to delegitimise the magistrates inquired him. Di Pietro declared that he, differently from other politicians-defendants, defended just on the merit of the accusations and inside trial.
 He was simply lying. For limiting to his public acts, he denounced twice the Brescia Prosecutors were inquiring him. And in 1999 the proceedings of the Trento and of Milan POs against the Prosecutors had inquired Di Pietro were yet running.
 It is certainly legitimate to denounce whom one prefers. But the denunciation of inquiring Prosecutors is the opposite of a pure defence inside the proceedings. 

Power points of Di Pietro were always his discretionary (abusive, in the Italian juridical frame) power to save or to ruin politicians. And ceased the formal role as Prosecutor, his power was in what he had known when Prosecutors, alias his blackmail power. When the Parliamentary Commission of illegal financing seemed nearly on the point to be launched, in January 2000, Di Pietro noisily claimed that he was ready to start a dossiers’ war. At that point, it was evident what had verified. Both Del Turco, the Anti-Mafia Commission President, on l’Unità, and Cossiga in public declarations suggested that Di Pietro had stolen papers he had subtracted to trials and now he wanted to use them for political blackmail in front of the Commission. He wanted to threaten those he had saved because they protected him and his clan relatively to the crime of favouring and persecution they had eventually committed.
 And on the POs gazette, La Repubblica he launched his desperate appeal against a Parliamentary Commission wanted to inquire (8 years after the Craxi request) politics illegal financing, included the magistracy gaps and omissions. What a terrorised Di Pietro, representing a terrorised subversive magistracy, denounced as intolerable. He repeated the usual refrain that subversive magistracy had the duty to inquire and destroy politics, while politics ought not to be allowed to judge, and eventually to destroy subversive magistracy. He expressed also his strong disappoint that he (ex-Inquired but also defendant) would no be allowed to become member, and eventually President, of a Commission ought to investigate also on his, and his possible accomplices, possible crimes.
 The judicialist clans and their propaganda had rapidly passed, in very early 2000, from the claim that protagonists of the 1990s political purge ought not be allowed to participate to the Commission, to the claim that a Commission without powers ought have as its qualified member Di Pietro. The authentic panic pervaded Di Pietro on the question of the political purges contradicted the impunity and the favours he had enjoyed for the entire 1990s, also from the parties he had saved and had made he was elected Senator and later EMP
. For the 2 March 2000 Di Pietro if Parliament had inquired on the crimes of the subversive magistracy clans, which had acted openly against Parliament and Institutions, would have provoked an irreparable Constitutional conflict.
 From the one side there was the claim that the magistracy political clans action had been absolutely legal. From the other side the terror that ‘legality’ was checked proved the falsehood of that assertion.   

The power orientation and ephemeral success of Di Pietro were founded on the politics weakness. Only FI faced him, progressively hardly. It was sufficient that defenders of the national reprisal faced him strongly and denounced without shyness his crimes against Italy because he broke down. In February 2000, the liberal leader Berlusconi declared his horror for the man had built his political fortune on other people torture, and his happiness on the transformation of his victims in informers. Berlusconi remembered that in Italy kidnapping, also if realised from Prosecutors, was a very serious crime. The Di Pietro reaction was going childishly crying by the two Chambers Presidents. Without arguments, Di Pietro would have wanted that again ‘politics’ delegate to judicialist clans the censorship on the crimes the judicialist clans, and the same Di Pietro, had realised.
 Immediately later (it was end February 2000), a European Parliament protagonist of anti-Austrian and anti-Germanic xenophobia, send Di Pietro to led a delegation honoured the Venezuelan coup d’État protagonist Hugo Chávez. Actually the Di Pietro only interest was, apart from the personal meeting with Chávez, the electoral campaign of his fraction of I Democratici, (a bit later, on 17 April 2000, he split since his refusal to vote the Amato-2 government) in the perspective of the 2001 general elections, in the new foreign constituencies created from the Italian Parliament on AN, and previously MSI, old initiative.

Di Pietro had been elected Senator on 7 November 1997 since candidacy from the D’Alema-PDS. The implicit exchange and hope was that the PDS would have extinguished the judicial offensive had developed against Di Pietro, while Di Pietro, gaining a tribune for his judicialist campaigns, and for his current defamation of the purged and persecuted politicians, would have integrating in the political and institutional system suffocating his ambitions of becoming Italy maximum leader, ambitions anyway problematic if the judicial campaign he suffered had continued. Senator Di Pietro actually did not integrate in the Senate routine and was notorious for passing from Senate just for signing the presence-register and getting the relative presence-indemnity, while he generally avoided participating to the Senate real work. In fact frequently other Senators wrote insults over his signature, case absolutely unique.
 However if Senator Di Pietro did not seem to enjoy any personal particular consideration from his colleagues (what was not necessarily a defect), he resulted to enjoy a special consideration in the Stenographic Reports of the Senate Hall. On 27 October 1998, in occasion of the discussion on confidence vote to the D’Alema-1 government, Cossiga strongly replied to Di Pietro, who had accused the party of Cossiga, the UDR, of being a party of betrayers
 (what was absolutely true having they been elected with the Centre and the Centre-Right, and turned to the support of D’Alema). Cossiga replied that Di Pietro, after having enjoyed the election to Senate thanks of the PDS, would have better behaved if he had remained silent inside Senate limiting to obey to the vote indications of the party had elected him. Cossiga underlined that anyway between him and Di Pietro there was some elementary difference because Di Pietro had accepted Mercedes, packs with money
, flats
. The detailed news on this personal attack of Cossiga against Di Pietro was reported from the generality of Italian media, not only one or some ones. But in the 27 October 1998 Senate Hall Stenographic Report
 the piece seemed to have disappeared
. One might have supposed a favour to Cossiga but other personal attacks of Cossiga against FI and CCD Senators and MPs had been retained. Only the piece against Di Pietro was omitted
.

The source of legitimacy of the saved Lefts regime nomenclature  

How Di Pietro saved Romano Prodi

Prodi had become again IRI President, on 15 May 1993, since the 12 May 1993 Milan PO arrest of the then IRI President Franco Nobili, the same day of the Parliamentary final confidence vote of the Ciampi government
. Nobili rejected all accusation. In fact the accusations were relative to the IRI Prodi Presidency (1982-1989). Nobili was arrested because he couldn’t not to know circumstances on the contrary very likely Prodi, who was never arrested, knew
. Arrested also from other PO, Nobili was later acquitted, while his Milan trial was continuing to be opened at the end of the 1990s. Before becoming again IRI President, Prodi had been HSR (a 140,000 billion liras business) Guarantor, from 1991. 

On 4 July 1993 Prodi was summoned from the Milan’s Prosecutor, Paolo Ielo. It was a Sunday. But the scenic apparatus was different from the other trials, sentences, and executions by mass media. The news was kept more secret than possible. When it was not secret any more, the mass media ware warned from the PO because they avoided comments and emphasis. In and around the tribunal of Milan measures were taken for assuring the maximum possible invisibility for the event. When Romano Prodi started to be interrogated from Ielo, Antonio Di Pietro entered into the room and took-over the interrogatory. This was not regular but in revolutionary justice there is no law, only force relations. Having being Ielo particularly young, it was not unlikely that the show had been previously prepared. Di Pietro was very clever in this kind of tricks. Anyway, nobody could stop Di Pietro. He started to interrogate Prodi. It was not a real interrogatory because Di Pietro began to shout. Even the far reporters listened. Prodi was evidently, using the current DC-style, speaking without telling anything of what the Prosecutors wanted to know. In fact Di Pietro was listened to shout that he should be precise in his replies to the magistrates’ questions. Di Pietro read to Prodi the deposition of Giuliano Grazioni (Stet) and Franco Reviglio (Eni), and Prodi with his usual courage told that he remembered nothing, just pressures from Craxi and Andreotti. After two hours the interview finishes. Di Pietro asked him to return with a written memory, and warned him that then he might been put in prison. Evidently it was a show. The custom of Di Pietro was to arrest immediately, without previous convocations and warnings. Prodi made to write the memory from a barrister, Professor De Luca. Prodi submitted it to a magistrate just retreated, Filippo Mancuso, who avoided all comment, but advised Prodi, who had described the frightening interrogatory he was had been submitted to, not to do names without evaluating it very well before. But Prodi replied excited that he would have done all the names necessary to his defence. Meaningfully, nobody was interested in listening the names Prodi would have been disposable to do. Before retunring with the written memory and interrogated again on 14 September 1993, Prodi went to cry by Scalfaro, begging that the hand of Di Pietro were stopped. It was a power, Scalfaro actually seemed not to have had. He did equally what he could, included an 8 July 1993 public declaration against the judicialist excesses and the custom to arrest without reason. Anyway contrarily to the usual custom of public diffusion of the depositions, there was no trace of what Prodi told the magistrates, either of his written memory. No indiscretion was diffused. Nobody discovered and wanted to discover anything about IRI. Only Craxi launched periodically some ‘rumour’ by the faxes he sent in permanence from his Tunisian exile, but nobody had any interest to investigate on the State industry corruption.
 Also Prodi ought not to be investigated, just threatened and kept under blackmail. 

On 10 March 1993 the Milan PO had already ‘arrested’ Pacini Battaglia. What means that the Milan PO rapidly knew, if it did not already know before, the Prodi central role in the HSR wastes, private interests, connections with organised criminality and the new waves of illegal party and Italian monopolies financing. Nevertheless on 12 May 1993 the Milan PO arrested the IRI President Nobili. Alias, the Milan PO created the conditions because, in a few days Prodi, from HSR Guarantor, became again IRI President. On 4 July 1993, the Milan PO de facto formalised that Prodi was allowed to remain IRI President, and decided to continue to protect him and the private interests, staring from Fiat-Agnelli and De Benedetti, had always supported Prodi and were always advantaged from him. Also the HSR businesses could continue to waste, without any control and outside the EU norms on public contract competition, State funds for 140,000 billion liras. 

Once in office, PM Prodi was absolutely uncritical in relation to all action of the Judges’ Party. He accepted the self-candidacy of Di Pietro as his Public Works Minister, until, by his initiative, he resigned. He founded a Party with Di Pietro in February/March 1999, I Democratici, [The Democrats]. Since DC-Left, as PCI/PDS, should be threatened and submitted, but saved, the Prodi 4 July 1993 interrogatory was essentially one of the acts for having the submission of the new rulers. IRI was not submitted to intensive investigation and searches, contrarily to Fininvest, in spite of the substantially entrepreneurial nature of Fininvest and the politically criminal one of part of the State industry. No intensive investigation of IRI would have been actually necessary. The simply opening of normal investigations would have permitted to discover so many crimes that it would have been obliged to dissolve, and consequently to privatise, in some months. This was not evidently asked to the Milan Prosecutors from the power block behind them, but on the contrary it was asked not to do it. The Milan Pool had even a ‘specialist’, Gherardo Colombo, already with some practice in investigating IRI supposed crimes, and also in limiting investigations to the DC Lefts enemies. But now he even avoided meeting Prodi, for what is known.  

How Di Pietro and the political Pool saved De Mita    

The saving of De Mita was a simple case of carefully pursued omission. He had been the DC Secretary of the DC Left, Forlani had replaced. His personal reputation, for the point of the absence in direct involvement in money businesses, was non-existent since his coming from a Southerner area (Irpinia, Campania) prospering on State funds usually wasted and privately appropriated from people, politicians and organised criminality, all in reciprocal co-operation. Irpinia had been object of a specific vast funding from Rome (75,000 billion liras), which financed vast frauds, in occasion of the earthquake had affected the area. De Mita as DC Secretary from 1982 to 1989, and Prime Minister from April 1988 to August 1989, and, more generally, political leader and Statesman was inevitably fully inside the DC illegal financing. As politician solidly rooted in Irpinia he was specifically linked to the Irpinia colossal frauds.

Despite the saving and the survival of the DC Lefts verified around the Northerner Catholic-Left, to reserve to De Mita the same treatment of the liberal Centre would have inevitably stricken also the Northerner Catholic Left, its political personnel, its social area. More a political purge generalises, more the block of the stricken forces grows and reinforces, as their possible counter-reaction. For De Mita, man of great political intelligence, coming from the State industry, it was sufficient to accept a temporary purge from the new-DC of Martinazzoli, later PPI, and to accept to remain silent abstaining from the 1994 general elections, remaining outside the 11th Legislature Parliament for being saved.   

Even when, on 30 November 1993, Citaristi under interrogation, told says that Forlani and De Mita knew about the mechanism of illegal political financing,
 De Mita was not object of any interest from the Milan PO. For it Forlani, already under fire, ought to be the criminal while De Mita the saint. The anti-Craxi priciple, he couldn’t not to know, had been applied and continued to applied to Forlani but not to De Mita. He was never arrested, not even charged and tried. The DC Left of De Mita had already enjoyed the 1980s the protection of the Milan magistracy, when Colombo had inquired on the IRI black funds of the IRI of the predecessors of Prodi but not of the Prodi one. It was the 1970s De Mita theory that the financing of the State industry to government parties was non-pursuable from magistracy because corresponding to a semi-institutional duty
, saved from the Milan magistracy only relatively to the De Mita DC-Left.       

De Mita was culturally sufficiently backward and anti-modernising for not representing a thread for the conservation forces were developing the judicialist operation. Gianni Agnelli, due of subtle humour, had defined him as an intellectual of the Magna Greece, when De Mita became DC Secretary. Consequently he positioned him in the middle of the Mediterranean, outside modern Europe. In addition the qualification of ‘intellectual’ from the representative of an entrepreneurial group to a Statesman and party leader is not particularly gratifying. The world ‘magna’ has in Italian meanings different from ‘great’. It has also the meaning of eating, alias skills in other people funds’ interception. The expression Magna Greece could be referred, for what concerns Greece to the South of Italy, not far from it and being actually part of Greece in the period of Greece’s maximum influence and expansion. For what concerns ‘magna’ it could have been referred to the attitude to ‘eat’ State funds and goods of the cultural and political area expressing De Mita. 

How Di Pietro and Colombo seemed to authorise the 1994 PDS [failed] upgrade 

The aggregations with Catholic political personnel, but also other personalities, organised thanks to the intact PCI/PDS political machine, and its cleverness in alliance policies, were largely successful in occasion of the two main rounds of the 1993 local elections. The last round second shift there was on 5 December 1993
. Near general elections would have been in the interest of the clearly winning block, of which the PDS was core. The PDS already had the explicit agreement and support of international finance. They were clear both from the tunes of the international press, and from the personal investiture Occhetto got visited the London city in winter 1993. It was evidently not sufficient. Either the London City was not sufficient, or anyway the Milan Prosecutors, or one or two of them, embodied some superior legitimacy. 

On 10 December 1993, at the end of the week following the last new-Centre-Left local electoral success, the PDS leader Achille Occhetto and Di Pietro, a simple Prosecutor, actually, in Italy, rigorously, substitute-Prosecutor, had a long and officially unexplained meeting.
 It was by the Milan Prosecution Office. It was secret and only casually detected. Occhetto was not there for being interrogated. Come out excited from the conversation he was intercepted from TV cameras. Occhetto had on his face and in the tones of his voice, the clear signs of the nervous exaltation from having escaped a very serious danger, or simply for having overcome a strong anxiety. He told, with exalted tones and the red face, that the conversation with Di Pietro was the chatting between two old friends. This does not seem the function of a normal Prosecutor and of a normal country. And in a normal country the General Secretary of which was in that precise moment the main Italian party does not go into a PO for anything else than, eventually, a formal interrogatory. Later it was claimed that Occhetto was interrogated as a witness, and in presence also of Colombo.
 A witness of a crime he/she may have committed is not exactly a witness in legal language. The minutes of the testimony were never found in any trial. What is legally possible. Also Prodi was other ‘witness’, whose minutes not only were not illegally diffused to the press, contrarily to the usual custom, but which never appeared in any trial. It was the condition of witnesses-hostages. Nevertheless the political section of the Milan PO was the real strategic centre of the national politics and it had unlimited powers. The banana-Republic-style meeting may be interpreted as the final authorisation, evidently Di Pietro was authorised to release, to the PDS as sure (from the Milan militant magistracy side) government party, and as an achieved banana-Republic-culture and -style from the Occhetto PDS. The Colombo presence was the Catholic leftism’s supplementary imprimatur, unnecessary because the recent ‘PDS’ electoral success had been actually successes both of personages of the old DC and of ‘civil society’ exponents of DC and para-DC area, the PDS had promoted and/or supported. 

Di Pietro tricked for saving Carlo De Benedetti, the CAF-phobic Jew finance
 

In May 1993, a general director of the Postmaster Ministry, Giuseppe Parrella, and his secretary Giuseppe Lo Moro, were arrested from the Milan PO. Parrella recounted that Olivetti, by the intermediary of its dependant Cherubini, gave him 9 billion liras. The news finished to the press. De Benedetti, not yet formally inquired, presented, on 16 May 1993, to the Milan PO declaring that the CIR Group had been obliged to pay for selling its products to the Postmaster Ministry. De Benedetti, with suffering and convincing air had explained to media that he had needed to pay for having the possibility to have the international credit to sell the Olivetti products, for the postal service, abroad, and that when later he refused to pay he did not get any more contract from the Postmaster Ministry. What was perfectly credible, because without paying nobody could work for State structures. But industrialists were always well happy to pay because them and their organisations never complained for that situation.  

Unfortunately for the sounding story of De Benedetti, on 18 May 1993 another functionary of the Postmaster Ministry was arrested, Davige Giacalone, tight collaborator of the Postmaster Ministry Mammì. His story was different. In 1988 Olivetti had tried to sell to the Ministry a supply of telexes. Giacalone blocked it because then the time of faxes had already come. Telexes were then useless, and the Ministry did not need them. De Benedetti intervened on Visentini
 (of the PRI), linked to Olivetti and with fame of technocrat and moraliser
, who deceived from De Benedetti, or accepting to collaborate to the fraud, intervened on his party friend, the Minister Mammì. In three years 20,000 telex machines were provided to the Postmaster Ministry for about 150 billion liras. They remained useless, stored in the underground of the Postmaster Ministry.   

De Benedetti was political promoter of the political persecution, and very well connected with Di Pietro. Consequently that he had defrauded the Postmaster Minister and corrupted Ministry functionaries produced concern in Di Pietro only from the point of view of how saving him. De Benedetti was never arrested from the Milan PO. Despite, on 17 May 1993, De Benedetti declared that Olivetti had paid illegal financing to the DC and PSI,
 for him that was not a crime. On the other side his testimony was not necessary for ruining further the liberal Centre. In addition also the Olivetti managers had a very favour treatment from the Milan PO.  

But the crimes had verified in Rome and the competence was of the Rome PO. Just the Rome Prosecutor Maria Cordova (of MD) asked the material of the inquiry, Di Pietro, with his purely instrumental conception of law, proposed an odd sharing. For Di Pietro Rome would have inquired the Rome local politicians, while Milan the Central Secretaries of the political parties and the great enterprises. De Benedetti would have remained under the protective wing of the Di Pietro. With his usual self-confident Di Pietro wrote it in a note he sent to Cordova. She joined the Di Pietro note to the dossier for the Cassation Court called to solve the conflict. In front of such juridically ridiculous Milan claim, the Cassation Court attributed the case to Rome. A request of attribution of the case to Milan, motivated with some arduous juridical argument, perhaps might have had some possibility if success. The written sharing proposal of Di Pietro was outside all possible juridical justification. In July 1993 the Cassation Court attributed the case to Rome. Anyway Maria Cordova had already directly threatened Di Pietro that, if he had tried further to obstacle her, she had revealed that Di Pietro had even tried to falsify act for keeping inquiries
. Evidently De Benedetti was too a key personage for the destabilising action of which the Milan PO was objective part.   

On 30 October 1993 the Rome GIP Augusta Iannini authorised the De Benedetti arrest. The De Benedetti press, starting from la Repubblica, immediately aggressed the Rome PO for the humiliation to which his owner had been submitted, and developed a campaign against it. The prison and butcher party had suddenly become guarantist for one of his heads. The arrest was practically useless. It probably had the function to underline that De Benedetti was not, for the Rome PO, an entrepreneur blackmailed from corrupted bureaucrats but a person had consciously defrauded the Postmaster Ministry. He had not paid State functionaries for being able to work, but used political power for defrauding State funds, and corruption for gaining the silence of State functionaries. Actually arrested on 2 November 1993, De Benedetti remained in a Rome prison 12 hours, just for being interrogated. He was immediately sent to the home arrests for a limited period.       

Just Carlo De Benedetti was arrested, the Repubblica director Eugenio Scalfaro called furious the Rome Chief-Prosecutor Vittorio Mele for asking him how his PO had dared to arrest his publisher.
    

After 6 year, in 1999, the case remained blocked because, sent to the Ministry Tribunal, since the involvement of the Ministry Mammì and also of the Minister Vizzini, it arrested there. In fact, in 1996, the Prosecutor Cordova had asked to send the defendants to Court
. But in June 1998 the GIP Muntoni declared his incompetence, being for him competent the Ministries Tribunal. Only in January 2001 there was some further news about the inquiry. 

On the contrary, investigations had rapidly progressed. Already in April 1994 the Rome PO had accumulated impressive evidence on the telex machines supplied from Olivetti. For the Rome PO, they were frequently obsolete or not properly working, and bought at prices higher than the current ones. Anyway it was relatively indifferent, if the operation was only a fraud, as it seemed to have been.     

Craxi referred to the ‘moraliser’ and leader of the front of the political purges De Benedetti in his defence speech in front of the Parliament, when in 1993 the Milan PO had asked the authorisation to proceed against him. For Biagi also the attack of Craxi to De Benedetti was senseless. In fact, for Biagi, if De Benedetti had paid it was because there was who accepted to be paid.
 Original argument, for a moralist. It would have been as to tell that if one pretended to be paid it was because there was who paid: what was an anthropological mark, perhaps. Nevertheless no different argument, than the Biagi one, would have been accepted. De Benedetti had been an active promoter and supported of the political persecution. Just when the wind changed and the persecuted became extremely intolerant to have been such, Biagi, a skilful opportunist, wrote, at end October 1999, on the Corsera, that everybody knew and everybody participated to the feast of the illegal party financing and of the tricked businesses
.   

A few lines of some internal page, of some local newspaper, reported, on 4 May 2000, and following days, that the De Benedetti and his Olivetti collaborators supposed crimes, the bribes paid to Justice and other Ministries functionaries for winning contracts for supplying Olivetti products, were declared prescribed from the Rome GIP. The same news referred that the DC Administrative Secretary had been, on the contrary, sent to trial, inside the same inquiry, for the crime of receiving stolen good.
   

For what concerned the bribe/ransoms supposedly paid from Olivetti to the Postmaster Ministry for the supposed fraud of the old and useless machinery, Prosecutors Maria Cordova finally asked to send to trial 160 persons. Among them there were Carlo De Benedetti and his brother Franco Debenedetti, life-Senator Giulio Andreotti, MP Giorgio La Malfa, the DC ex-treasurer Severino Citaristi, the Andreotti-area entrepreneur Giuseppe Ciarrapico, the State Telephones ex General Director Giuseppe Parrella and the Consob Director Lamberto Cardia. However the supposed crimes were generally prescribed or near to be prescribed.
 Carlo De Benedetti was anyway the kind of speculative finance in business with everybody, ready to betray everybody, and to launch his media, or to let his media to launch themselves, against everybody not anymore useful for his speculations. The fraction of the Rome PO led the inquiry, which objectively seemed (in 1993, when the inquiry on these frauds started) more interested to strike De Benedetti (then one of the back-patrons of the Milan PO and also supporter of the Palermo operation) and perhaps to act as retaliator for the assaults against Andreotti, tried to keep Andreotti out of the inquiry declaring that Ciarrapico had used the Andreotti name without authorisation. However other magistracy fraction, in the specific case the GIP, wanted the inquiry against Andreotti continued. Ciarrapico was an Andreotti creation, and Andreotti was not sufficiently libertarian to let his name was spent without his agreement and co-interest. Also the political activity of Andreotti, not differently from that of all the other political actors and leaders was very costly.      

On 7 June 2002, the Rome GUP Roberta Palmisano has acquitted about 90 people, within them Carlo De Benedetti and Franco Debenedetti
, for the fraud against the Postmaster Ministry. For that, Carlo De Benedetti was arrested in 1993. There was a plurality of acquittal motivations according persons and suspected crimes: because the fact did not exist, because the fact is not a crime, since not having committed the crime, since prescription. Only seven defendants were sent to trial, whose start was defined on 3 October 2002, by the Rome Tribunal. The inquiry had concerned 98 entrepreneurs, managers, and Postmaster Ministry functionaries. There were the Postmaster Ministry executives Colucci, Ferrari, Veschi, Catapano, Pepe, Bevere and Panella. Two years before, the Ministers Tribunal had already acquitted the Postmaster Ministers Oscar Mammì and Carlo Vizzini. Also Andreotti, as other politicians, had already come out from the inquiry: there was no evidence that Ciarrapico had used the Andreotti name for other reason than enjoying benefits would have differently gone to entrepreneurs judged near other DC currents. The fraud against the Postmaster Ministry there was but the guilty people there was not or there was not anymore, apart eventually from the seven State Executives for whom the trial was called.

Industrialists interlocutor   

Already in his 10 May 1992 interview, Di Pietro declared that for breaking the cartel of the public works it was necessary the collaboration of the big entrepreneurs.
 In fact it there was not. Also the collaboration of middle and small entrepreneurs there was not, apart from when they were under direct strike and collaboration meant salvation. On 5 June 1992, Di Pietro participated to one of the ritual entrepreneurs’ convention, that of Santa Margherita Ligure, called each year from the young entrepreneurs, but with participation also of political and institutional personalities. He, a substitute-Prosecutor acting as national leader, rebuked the entrepreneurs because they were responsible, not less than politicians, of illegal financing, bribes/ransom, etc. The reaction was of universal critique to Di Pietro, starting from the same entrepreneurs, included Romiti, the Fiat CEO, all annoyed that somebody pretended to teach them they everyday job.
 The ex-post propagandistic building that Clean Hands exploded because the entrepreneurs were fed up from paying politics and bureaucracy was one of the many false of that story. Actually in many sectors the investigations obstructed businesses, of which bribes/transom were the lubricant, and paralysed essential sectors of the Italian economy. 

Collateral consequence of the militant magistracy action was to have favoured the progression, also in the Northerner areas, of the economy controlled from organised criminality. What might have increase the Clans consensus for the Lefts but reduced that of the business world. “In concrete terms, Mani pulite was accused of having had a variety of counter-productive effects. Although the main targets chosen for investigation were politicians, or business-politicians such as Berlusconi, many large and small businessmen had also been caught up in the enquiries and yet others waited uneasy to see when a limit would be set to the chance that they could find themselves under investigation for illegal practices which had once been (and probably still were) widespread. Likewise many administrators were cautious about taking on responsibilities in the granting of the public works contracts for fear of incurring what could turn out to be criminal proceedings for their decisions. This raises the question of to whom these contracts were going. Some observers alleged that administrators may really have been waiting for a time when the taking of bribes or exchanging of favours would become less risky. Difficulty is this to prove, there was some evidence, in Emilia Romagna as elsewhere, that building contractors, fallen on hard times for lack of public works in this period, were at risk of being bought up by organised criminals who could thereby consolidate their hold on large parts of the building industry.”
 

An intellectual representative of the political and business beneficiaries of the judicialist coups claimed: “«The initiative of the Milan Pool had an impetuous consensus’ gradient and it clashed onto the political system erasing the government parties. Among the protagonists of its consensus building there was part of the enterprises that of the corruption had been beneficiaries and actors»”.
 The story is very sounding. Its repetition may evidence as it was invented inside the ex-PCI Lefts. Neppi Modona was a jurist of that area: “What few people could have predicted is that the investigation would snowball, so that, as Neppi Modona had it ‘not only those who were formally notified of being investigated both recognised their own responsibility and exposed others, but dozens of potential offenders, especially entrepreneurs, turned themselves in spontaneously in order to confess the payment of kickbacks’.”
 “The magistrates were in a position to launch a powerful attack on the politicians because they could count on the support of the business community.”
 The apparently sounding materialistically foundation of a sounding story does not make it more truthful. “Dozens of entrepreneurs” going to confess were dozens, also hundreds, but very small entrepreneurs of cleaning firms, contractors of stationery, craftsmen, small firms, etc. hoping, by a confession, to avoid the terror of the arrest-defamation they perceived from media. Who immediately confessed, and making some names saved themselves from arrest, if not specifically targeted for arriving to some politician object of strike, were people of the same level. Was this the “business community”? Despite people started to imagine a monstrous inarrestable machine the mass mobilisation, even only of entrepreneurs there was not, and also the propagandist declaring it have not any element for supporting it. Actually who denounced bribes/ransoms was excluded from businesses because become unreliable
. Nevertheless, for building the thesis of the purely internal nature of the 1992/1993 pogrom, propagandists needed to present the Milan investigations as outcome of societal rejection to ‘corruption’. Actually different classes of entrepreneurs, even if nearly totally saved, and also more saved in their abusive over-profits, were the most damaged from the Milan PO action, because it inevitably paralysed a certain number of businesses. At the same time regime, alias also the business sector, conserved sufficient over-profits for continuing to control the media and the academic networks guaranteed ephemeral ideological consensus to the destabilisation without regime change. The scapegoat technique apparently worked very well, for a short while. There were some hyper-criminal and victims anxious to redeem. But counts do not work out.  

In first instance the theory of the entrepreneurs objects of concussion might be claimed eventually for the small one, if there was not the problem of the family capitalism, very great and also omnipotent groups. One of the main Italian industrialists, and leader of the family capitalism, Leopoldo Pirelli, never involved in ‘Kickback-city’, confirmed, in May 1999, that it was simply ridiculous to imagine great groups as Fiat and Olivetti could be object of concussion/blackmail from politicians.
 They paid because they wanted to pay. If they wanted they had interest in. Again questioned, in October 1999, from the pro-De Benedetti moralist Eugenio Scalfari, Pirelli reconfirmed that small entrepreneur might have been victim of concussion, not certainly the main economic group. The small ones were obliged to pay the corrupted fiscal policeman, or local policeman, or bureaucrats or local politicians. The main ones were founding and beneficiary parts of the supposed ‘corrupt’ system. For Pirelli, if the main industrialist had wanted to change the kind of relations had created with politics and bureaucracy, they would have been sufficiently strong to change them.
 Evidently they had too a strong interest in the running order. And Pirelli was too elegant to avoid the reference to the fourth party of the game, organised criminality, or supposed such. 

In second instance there is an accounting problem. Giuseppe D’Avanzo, a top journalist and commentator of the Corsera (before of the Agnelli family and later of Romiti) D’Alema government promoter, made, in 1999, some confused and very partial esteems, in occasion of a journalistic strikes to who denounced the judicialist magistracy as bands of subversive. Certainly so insider source would have had the possibility to present a bit more refined data. The Corsera commentator remembered to Cossiga, as during and after the 1992/1993 pogrom the public contracts and sub-contracts were negotiated with cost reductions, for State, of, in average, 40-50%. A tube kilometre cost now 150-250 billion liras against 300-350 before. A kilometre of ordinary railway cost now 40 billion liras against 83 before. The 5,000 billion liras necessary to terminate the Malpensa airport became just 1,990
. Naturally for D’Avanzo the beneficiaries of such appropriation had been overall politicians.
 Actually, extending such overcharge of costs, to the entire public works and more generally to the contracts and sub-contracts deriving from the whole public expenditure, the appropriation from politics (very likely not the main source of appropriation) would have been of the order of 100,000 billion liras per year, or multiple. Despite the relevance of the PCI apparatuses, of the DC-Church networks, of the PSI costs in advertising campaigns, the parties’ costs’ order might have been of 1-2% of that sum. Bribes, or simply gifts, from businesses to single politicians and administrators have been detected in relation to all Italian parties. Nevertheless the heroic magistrates did not discover systematic accumulation of private patrimonies such to justify an order of funds deriving from the mechanism of doubling, or also more, the public works and contracts and sub-contracts. Bureaucracies and TUs certainly absorbed funds, but it is more realistic to formulate the hypothesis that the new discounted costs continued to include what pretend from bureaucrats and from TUs. However the mechanism of the public contracts and sub-contracts implied politics/TUs-bureaucracy-entrepreneurs. D’Avanzo removed bureaucracy but also entrepreneurs. D’Avanzo wanted to suggest that in a mechanism of market suppression by a political/TUist–bureaucratic-entrepreneurial monopolist cartel, entrepreneurs silently enjoyed just a fair profit. It is more legitimate that the business word caught the wide majority of the sum subtracted to State and that for this reason it would have preferred the continuation of the old order. The Craxi thesis that businessmen and businesswomen had, in the mess of the 1992/1993 pogrom, claimed to have ‘taken’ money from their companies for bribing/ransoming, or simply financing, politicians and political parties, but actually having kept the money for themselves, was absolutely plausible.
 It was validated from who had the data and tools for producing even only some roof esteem, but avoided it, preferring to claim on wealth moving around the word, actually very small treasuries generally never found, when the macro-sums were unseen under the everybody eyes 

But there was also the part of the story D’Avanzo needed to omit. While sectors were stricken for striking politics, there were the sector of State works the Milan PO and other militant magistracy protected. In addition to all sectors where organised criminality was guarantor and profiteers of the business-politics, one relevant militant-magistracy-protected sector was that of the 1990s HSR, directly tutored from Di Pietro and the Milan PO. Later also other protections (Perugia PO and Scalfaro) added. The story started at mid-1991. It was a business of 140,000 billion liras. Applying the ‘D’Avanzo rule’, either one supposes that the 140,000 billions were already overcharge-free (improbable since its ‘historical’- and time-genesis), or 70,000 billion liras were the overcharge at disposal of the different beneficiaries. Interested in it were entrepreneurs (starting with the PCI/PDS Coops), bureaucrats, politicians (the saved ones, naturally, starting eventually from the PDS and Prodi, and also new ones), Camorra (according to some magistrates, but even historically-logically inevitable since some HSR-interested zones), magistrates (since the protection costs, as the Di Pietro protection of Pacini Battaglia and Fiat, who/which were also in that business, showed), etc, etc. In fact it was around the 1993 saving of Pacini Battaglia, Prodi, Romiti-Fiat, and of one their common interest, the HSR business, that finally Fiat (solidly present in all public works) officially realised an agreement, but in force positions, with Di Pietro and the Milan PO. 

On 10 March 1993 Di Pietro had ‘arrested’ but with special, soft, procedure Pacini Battaglia, and managed him directly, with Colombo. Pacini Battaglia arrested, and with particular Di Pietro and friends ‘concern’, means that Di Pietro and the Milan PO knew on the HSR in which there were involved from Prodi to the domineering pieces of the Italian economy and politics. Either, if they did not know the affair, they knew it after the Pacini Battaglia arrest. In fact a controlled assault to Fiat started but just for getting political submission. Fiat was prosecuted for marginal episodes
, relatively to what an inquiry on the HSR and on other businesses would have meant. 

Contrarily to the usual [in other cases] praxis, Romiti was never arrested, neither for some hours, and the Agnelli family was never touched
. On 17 April 1993, Fiat dissociated from the political world and the Milan Prosecutors renounced to arrest Romiti.
 On 21 April 1993, the FIAT CEO Cesare Romiti went to Milan for four-hour bargaining with the militant Prosecutors, and went away without GW. Senator Gianni Agnelli had previously publicly declared that Fiat had paid the political parties.
 Nobody dares to interrogate and/or to investigate him. The outcome of the Fiat-Milano PO negotiation, which actually developed between the 17 and 27 April 1993
, was that Fiat was only marginally stricken, despite its inevitable, since being the Italy’s main monopolistic and oligopolistic group, deep involvement in illegal financing to political parties and in bribes to bureaucracy.
 On 22 April 1993, the day after the Milan PO-Fiat agreement, the Amato government collapsed under the continuing strikes from the Milan PO. On 23 April 1993, the GIP Italo Ghitti, who had already signed the arrest warrant for Romiti and other Fiat managers clashed with the Milan political Pool. He was kept outside the negotiation with Fiat, the Milan political Pool had tried to keep secret.

On 7 July 1993, the Turin PO interrogated Romiti. On 7 December 1996 the Turin PO sent to trial of Romiti for some marginal episode. There was the fear Romiti might engage politically and become leader of the Centre-Centre-Right. On 11 July 1993, four days later the Romiti interrogatory, Romiti would succeed Gianni Agnelli as President of FIAT.
 What was not a good reason, from a pure legal point of view, for not investigating the Agnelli family, if the judicially campaign, had been a moralising operation instead of political and Country destabilisation, respectful of the old establishment of which the Agnelli family was essential part.  

After the 1992/1993 pogrom the annihilating machine was entirely against Berlusconi and whoever might have assumed the leadership of that liberal Centre 20/30 votes he might control, and which were the core of all successful opposition to the Centre-Lefts-Lefts. In the Romiti prosecution also intra-Fiat fight played. The Umberto Agnelli fraction was in concurrency with the Mediobanca-, Cuccia-men, Cesare Romiti. Later Romiti was also sentences, in Turin, but without the need to go materially to prison, for various ‘crimes’. Some sources posed the problem of the Romiti positions inside Confidustria. De Benedetti, before being acquitted for the story of the Banco Ambrosiano, was ostracised inside Confindustria but the supposed crimes were different. What meaningfully evidence the Romiti case was that yet in 1999, for the Confindustria ethical code, ‘crimes’ as false budget, illegal party financing, fiscal fraud were not such to make resigning from Confindustria charges compulsory.
 They were non-crimes for Confindustria, and also outside Confindustria, what was easily explicable with the specificity of the Italy’s State and economico-social formation. Italian enterprises do not depend on a shareholders-controlled stock-exchange. For example the ‘crime’ of false budget, one of the argument used for targeting Berlusconi, and for defaming him internally and internationally was not only largely diffused in Italy, but it is 100%-diffused. The Mediobanca Honorary President Enrico Cuccia declared, to the Ravenna magistrates were inquiring on the Ferruzzi bankruptcy, that in his long professional life he had never seen a budget was not false
. The Italian Fiscal Police claimed, in 1998, that the enterprises’ budgets were all false
. What was further evidence of the criminal-protection and tutoring, not of the moralising action, of the judicialist clans, and of their political protectors. They were too busy with the CAF’s and with the Fininvest-Berlusconi’s persecution. 

Realised in April 1993 a dynamically-developing, but solid, pact between Fiat-Agnelli and the judicialist machines, starting from the main one of Milan, the Milan PO consolidate the social block it was aggregating around militant magistracy. It projected the other top protagonist, with Fiat-Agnelli, of the HSR affair, the Catholic Leftist Romano Prodi, the HSR Guarantor, to the top level of the State industry, his old position. On 12 May 1993, the day of the Ciampi final confidence vote from parliament, the IRI President was arrested. In a couple of days it was public that Prodi would have been the new IRI President. There is no reason to believe that Scalfaro, as done in other occasions, had not asked the Milan PO nulla osta, for the Prodi designation. On 4 July 1993 Prodi was intimidated in the offices of the Milan PO but not arrested, or formally put under investigations. Actually Nobili was accused for episodes verified under the Prodi previous IRI Presidency. Ciampi and a sometimes- reluctant Prodi were free to realise their pro-Mediobanca and pro-Agnellis privatisation, and to progress in the political and institutional ladder with militant magistracy protection.       

Fiat did not really capitulate in front of the Milan PO, what provoked some reaction when it discovered that the total collaboration had been guaranteed was just an armed peace of Fiat, enterprise more accustomed to give order than to suffer impositions. Nevertheless the strike of a series of Fiat managers was tolerated sufficiently well from the group. Just when from some point of the magistracy galaxy, some investigations were arriving near the Agnelli family, there was some acute reaction complaining as there had been the break of an unwritten pact. In October 1998, the Agnelli family, just magistracy investigated Juventus, its soccer team under the personal cures of Giovanni Agnelli, the leader of the family, underlined that the militant magistracy inquiry had blocked for years relevant part of the building activity and of great public works, which were both fields of interest of the Fiat-Agnelli group.
 What was a further confirmation both of the feeling of a specific, but relevant, part of the business world and that the apparent submission to militant magistracy had been bargained with impunity. 

The social block of which Di Pietro was apparently central organiser solidified and formalised on wider base in 1994 during the Berlusconi government and against it. The 1994 Berlusconi government was very popular in the business world and even the family capitalism had assumed a possibilist position. An Agnelli historically in very good relations with Lefts and TUs has summarise the family capitalism attitude, when Berlusconi decided anyway to run, in one of his brilliant cues: ‘if he will succeed, it will be our success; if he will fail, just he will have failed’. Which was pragmatic attitude followed when he was in office. Relatively to militant magistracy the Agnelli controlled media, were not certainly from the side of Berlusconi. Family capitalism did not like strong politicians.        

The attempt of Berlusconi and FI to neutralise, by integration, Di Pietro and the Milan PO, with Di Pietro and Davigo (this last wanted from AN) inside government had failed, since the negative reply of the judicialist clans. Falcone remained a lighting example what could have happened to who would have betrayed, or simply contradicted, the judicialist clans, accenting position from opposed governments. The judicialist campaign continued against the new liberal Centre, the regime hope to have liquidated in 1992/1993, and specifically against Berlusconi and Fininvest. 

Already during the summer 1994, contacts among Milan Prosecutors and AN, remained tight despite the presence of AN inside the Berlusconi block, had intensified. At the start of September, Di Pietro and other Milan Prosecutors, made stronger from the success of their open Constitutional insurrection, the strike against the guarantist Biondi decree, asked and obtained to participate to the yearly Conventions of Assolombarda, the Association of the Lombard Industrialists, in Cernobbio. Conventions, as also those of Castellanza to which frequently participated the main Milan Prosecutors, are, sometimes also, sometimes essentially tools for buying magistrates, journalists, intellectuals, etc. They are place of seduction and bargaining, with connected material advantages offered in the most soft of the ways.
 At the Cernobbio convention there were not Fininvest
, and somebody
 commented that the political meaning of the meeting among Di Pietro, industrialists and politicians was the Milan PO request to have nearly formal support to the liquidation of Fininvest it was openly pursuing. It was so. After his 3 September 1994 speech, Di Pietro, just after having refused all legislative solution to the judicialist abuses and paralysis of entire sectors of the economic activity, met privately with barristers of the main enterprises, starting with the already saved Fiat and De Benedetti, for further bargaining their collaboration. His speech had started with the description of the Italian economy as blocked, overall in its public works sector, which was relevant for all the main enterprises, since the lack of the previous lubricant of bribes. And he drew Italy as on the point of being conquered from them, militant Prosecutors. He refused a political, alias a legally correct solution, for offering his personal, and of part of the Pool, direct solution. He posed as the entrepreneurs’ only salvation from their past connections with the old governments’ political class, while he refused all initiative from the new 1994 Parliament and government, as that they might be entrepreneurs interlocutors. Di Pietro behaved as Government and Parliament directly negotiating with the business world. In fact, defined his threat and affirmed his power, he passed to the positive part, the proposition of a Milan PO bill of ‘political solution’. The Milan PO had created the also economic destabilisation. Now it proposed the solution, as the destabilisation had been a natural accident.

The bill, which was such also in its formal structure, had been overall Davigo work, the other rightist of the group. It was a further recipe for coming out from the so-called Kickback-city. It was the illusion, or the deception, that some Milan-Pool-centred legal and actually purely politically-finalised tricks could change a social frame. In part Di Pietro, Davigo and Co. were affected from under-evaluation of the cleverness of their listener, in part they acted in a situation of delirium, understandable from what had been and had being permitted them to do. De facto the Davigo bill proposed the Berlusconi ban from politics, and it was also a way for declaring that all other investigation against economic groups would have been abandoned in exchange of their support to the Berlusconi and Fininvest liquidation. It was proposed the juridical discrimination between the entrepreneurs would have confessed and those who would have resisted. Who confessed would have been treated with clemency. Who continued to resist would have been stricken with increased severity. Actually only Berlusconi-Fininvest (and the majority of the electors) was resisting judicialism. If fact, very cleverly, the bill included the perpetual interdiction from political involvement of the stricken people, alias for Berlusconi and friends. Certainly such a law would have given further despotic power to magistracy to ban whoever they wanted to ban from politics. It was already a Colombo fixation in 1992
, then the dreamt possibility to ban easily the CAF, while D’Ambrosio was excited from the desire to see it also put in prison. In the bill there was also a further norm specifically militant-magistracy- and Di Pietro-centred, the overcoming of the crime of concussion, creating the only one of corruption, which would have stricken indifferently blackmailer and blackmailed. This measure from the one side would have made more difficult correct investigations because a blackmailed, now a corrupted, would have avoided to confess to have been blackmailed. This would have been useful in the personal case of Di Pietro: the Pacini Bataglia and other stories. From the other side, in cases of invented evidence, where citizens were arrested until their confession, the norm would have permitted to strike as criminal who was simply supposed to have paid a ransom. In addition Davigo, and Di Pietro and Co., in July/August 1994, when they were preparing for the industrialist convention, were obsessed from the need to some public strike against Berlusconi. They had nothing in spite of seven months of investigation, only that Fininvest enterprises had paid, as other ones, but only ridiculous sums, eventually because blackmailed, as current custom, to the Fiscal Police. Di Pietro and Co. were evidently pressed from a rapid ban of the Statesman Berlusconi for office and from politics. A normative change would have transformed the supposedly blackmailed (Fininvest), the concussed, in corrupters. But overall since the absence of all decisive evidence against Fininvest, the Milan PO needed two helps. The first was the social support of the Italian industrialist against a Berlusconi also international powerful interests rejected. The second was the collaboration of the industrialists’ media, press, publishing houses and public relation offices for the Berlusconi’s better internal and international defamation.
 

Not casually guarantist were openly horrified from such [abusive] legislative proposal of the Milan Pool, while the judicialists were probably amused. The Justice Minister of the Berlusconi government, Biondi, an old Liberal, asked the President of the Republic to intervene as CSM President against the further militant Prosecutors abuse. In fact laws are made from Parliament and not from Prosecutors, but Scalfaro remained silent.
 He was part of the game for driving the judicialist Lefts in office, whatever means were necessary for achieving the goal.     

If the Justice Minister Biondi knew nothing on the Milan PO para-bill, presented from Di Pietro on 3 September 1994, the AN leader Ignazio La Russa, deputy-President of the Deputies Chamber was informed on it from July. Two days later, the Justice Minister Biondi, solicited from Berlusconi and Ferrara, invited magistrates to do their job and only their job without interferences. On 14 September 1994, by the State University of Milan, Di Pietro presented again the Milan PO para-bill. But in about ten days, now scepticism had diffused among entrepreneurs.

Certainly Di Pietro had also personal interests since his already assumed decision to leave magistracy. He needed to pose himself also more than he had done until then as guarantor of powerful economic groups. He needed to have the Centre-Centre-Right electoral area free from the Berlusconi hegemony. At the same time he needed the PDS cover to his defection from the judicialist fight, and the protection of the PDS judicial clans for the judicial strikes he knew were arriving against him. And there was the problem that only PDS connected leaders were allowed to be in eventually office. Actually Prodi was de facto more sensible to the Di Pietro appeal, with the partially achieved purpose to use him for reducing his personal dependence from the  constraint the PDS represented.
 Anyway the fact that Di Pietro became, for a while, Public Work Minister gave the dimension of the interest were coalesced around him. 

The main industrialists supported the Di Pietro clemency offer relatively to the business world, in exchange of the business world participation to the collapse of a Berlusconi government, it was clear had the entire world powers and the main internal backward forces against it. The operation was the reinforcing and the expansion of the pact already achieved in 1993 by the Milan PO with Fiat-Agnellis. The Berlusconi government was openly and strongly aggressed in the mass media the main economic monopolies and oligopolies controlled. In November 1994, nearly liquidated but yet in office, the government Berlusconi, the Corsera wrote that Di Pietro was a possible PM. It was the flattering thanks to Di Pietro, because Berlusconi, the 18 November 1994, was registered in the book of inquired people, without any evidence on the supposed crime.
 Perhaps it was also the wishes, after a long period of troubles, of having a practical man as solid institutional counterpart with which it was possible to speak directly, clearly and putting the money over the table, as it verified with the less hypocritical of the liquidated politicians.

Centre of politico-institutional manoeuvres    

The Brescia PO investigations on Di Pietro becoming formal judicial acts, and consequently public, started to show, at the end 1995-early 1996, a wide range of connections of the magistrate Di Pietro. For example he was in touch with a personage well connected with the Defence Ministry apparatuses and secret services
, the MP Clemente Mastella. Mastella came from the De Mita DC-Left but he aligned with the Freedoms’ Pole until 1998, when he joined Cossiga and became the Right of the ex-Centre-Left. He had been Defence deputy-Minister from 26 July 1989 to 28 June 1992 (Andreotti 6th and 7th governments). And member of the Anti-Mafia and Massacres Commission of the 11th Legislature (1992-1994), before becoming Labour Minister of the Berlusconi government (10 May 1994 - 17 January 1995). He never was touched from the political purge in spite that he came from a Southerner area, Irpinia, were everybody may be easily defamed and accused of everything. Di Pietro was also in touch with the judicialist Right of the AN MP Tremaglia. Luciano Violante, then PDS and judges’ party leader, was in secret touch and meetings with Di Pietro and pressed on him when this latter was actively working for firing the Berlusconi government. Di Pietro was also in epistolary touch with De Benedetti, the financier deadly enemy of the CAF and Lefts supporter, untouched from the Milan investigation. This explains why there was nothing of really secret, in Italy, in the manoeuvres of which Di Pietro was centre. On 4 October 1994, the MP Famiano Crucianelli of RC
, reported the PPI Secretary Buttiglione denunciation, that there were rumours relative to a rightist, alias coup d’état-style, utilisation of Di Pietro, who would have sent a GW to Berlusconi for replacing him as PM. In fact it was largely known that Di Pietro was in political touch with the worst rightist-judicialist fractions of AN. Crucianelli reported also further Buttiglione denunciation words, that politics was made using magistracy. Crucianelli denounced these as obstructions, intimidation, pressures on Di Pietro and magistracy.
 Further events and information showed that the Buttiglione denunciations were real, also if Buttiglione, of pro-German fractions of the Italian politics, participate to the Berlusconi liquidation, before joining him because marginalised from the Leftist and pro-USA fractions of the PPI. It may be deduced that Di Pietro was not, or not totally, reliable for pro-German fractions, and they feared a rightist solution of the judicialist waves. 

Stricken and internationally defamed the PM Berlusconi, Di Pietro left magistracy… 

Until Di Pietro was in the Milan Pool he was not only the de facto head of some aspects of the judicialist strikes. He was its real leader, although manipulable as also leaders frequently are. For his colleague Gherardo Colombo, he was also the lightning conductor nearly of all aspects of the Pool activity.
 

Colombo knew from Piercamillo Davigo that Di Pietro had decided to leave magistracy, about a week before he left. The information he had was that Di Pietro was convinced that the trials’ season was finished, and that the investigations were exhausted. Consequently he judged it was time to retire and to re-engage later, when possible, in different position. Davigo confessed to Colombo his intention to pass to court magistracy, exactly to an Appeal Court
. In fact also Davigo was convinced that their inquiries were finished with the 1994 Berlusconi government liquidation. Different justification was given from Di Pietro to his colleagues, in a final dinner, present Borrelli, on 18 April 1995. He claimed that he had fear of ministerial inspections
. The explanation was ridiculous since the impunity of the Milan PO about abuses directly connected with the political purge. When contrasting explanation crowds in a short while, there are unreferable reasons. It may even be he was bored and ashamed to confess it. Actually the first known person to whom he revealed he wanted to leave magistracy was a Pazienza, whose personal connections with the Intelligence world Di Pietro knew. They met on 19 July 1994. Di Pietro told Pazienza that he wanted to pursue different activity and asked the Pazienza help. To his positive reply, Di Pietro told they should speak on it in autumn.
 Di Pietro, covered from the Intelligence Services with which he had had a long collaboration, knew he had to finish his work against Berlusconi and his government. 

On 28 April 1994, the GIP Italo Ghitti had known from Di Pietro, for the first time, his intention to left magistracy. A bit later, the last week of April, Di Pietro confirmed to Ghitti his intention to finish his duties at the Enimont trial and to leave for political engagement. Ghitti warned him that, for engaging politically, it was necessary to be clean.
 In fact he left theatrically just pronounced the prosecution final speech at the Enimont trial. He was not clean. But the Brescia GIPs finally made he clean.    

At end 1994, some days Di Pietro left magistracy, he revealed his intentions to Cirino Pomicino who paid a visit to him in his office in the Via Andegari flat in Milan. And he added that he wanted to become head of the secret services or the State Police for not more than one year or one year half. Just the time for being able to blackmail everybody, Cirino Pomicino commented to a Di Pietro that did not really deny.
 

The 4 April 1995 Corsera reported a Borrelli declaration that Di Pietro would have guaranteed him that he would have absolutely not politically engaged.
 

The 5 April 1995 La Stampa reported a Di Pietro declaration that he would have judged immoral to exploit his popularity for political engagement.

On 13 April 1995, Berlusconi declared to have known from Di Pietro his contrariness to the GW against him.
 What Di Pietro had told Berlusconi and to a lot of other people resulted false.

On 14 April 1995, Borrelli accused Di Pietro of being a “defector”, because after having played a propulsive role from the first (the Chiesa arrest) to the last act (the GW, with convocation warrant
, to Berlusconi) of “clean hands” [the clean hands of the purged politicians relatively to the promoted ones], he had abandoned the field between the GW and the interrogatory.
 The same Di Pietro had written the GW, not only signed it.
  

On 14 April 1995, a perhaps anxious D’Ambrosio implored Di Pietro to specify whether he had talked with Berlusconi on the Berlusconi judiciary assaults from Milan.
 

On 15 April 1995, Di Pietro reacted accusing his ex-colleagues of the news on the GW to Berlusconi had arrived to the Corsera the same day of his emission.

The 16 April 1995 Repubblica reported the D’Ambrosio reply that the diffusion of that news was not a drama. For D’Ambrosio, the drama was that Di Pietro would have referred to “concussion and corruption”.
  

The 16 April 1995 Repubblica referred of other attacks of D Pietro against D’Ambrosio, specifically about the quarrelling of D’Ambrosio against Parenti, in 1993, and on more recent illegal declarations of D’Ambrosio on the foreign accounts of Berlusconi.

On the 5 June 1995 media, the show on the Di Pietro easiness in asking and using other people money and goods started. None of his colleagues, starting from Borrelli, ever knew anything, they told, until Di Pietro left magistracy. Borrelli remembered only a horse he once rode of one of the Di Pietro and family benefactors.
     

On 27 November 1996, Prosecutor Francesco Greco revealed his astonishment when he knew some [secondary] details on how Di Pietro dealt with his financial problems.
 

The 6 June 1997 Il Giornale reported the Borrelli insistence that propeller of the GW and convocation warning to Berlusconi had been Di Pietro.

The 15 August 1997 Il Giornale referred the Eleuterio Rea remembering that Di Pietro told, replying to his comments, that Borrelli had insisted for the GW to the PM Berlusconi.

The 7 August 1997 l’Espresso reported the insidious comment of Pierluigi Vigna that he would have never sent a convocation warrant to a PM was presiding an international conference. From a technical point of view a convocation warrant implies that the suspect must be interrogated in no more than three days from the warrant. Berlusconi was interrogated after a month.
 And even without any element of evidence to contest him apart from that he ought to know. 

The 29 August 1997 Corsera reported some Borrelli revelations that Di Pietro would have told him and the Pool’s other colleagues of some of his problems with the Justice Minister inspectors in relation to his easiness on money and goods question. Both him and the other colleagues would have not remained alarmed from the Di Pietro words.

The 29 August 1997 Il Giornale referred the Borrelli confirmation that he knew nothing on the Di Pietro “loans”. Apart from that press deep inquiries and news had already appeared in 1993 (and Borrelli called Di Pietro for being reassured), and somebody was even inquiring Milan and elsewhere, anyway Borrelli declared that he had knew nothing of what Eleuterio Rea had told Prosecutor Ilio Poppa, when Di Pietro was yet an active Prosecutor. Borrelli told he knew something from the same Di Pietro only after the Di Pietro resignation. The same issue of Il Giornale reported also the point of view of Prosecutor Ilio Poppa. The Rea “confession” was informal, during a diner and only relative to the Di Pietro problems with the Ministerial inspectors: the affair of one “loan” and a car. The day after, Poppa immediately told everything to Borrelli who, according to Poppa, did not remain astonished from the news. The date of the conversation with Borrelli was, for Poppa, on 1 or 2 December 1994.

Interesting detail is that Di Pietro told his colleagues-friends that he wanted to leave without quarrelling, for avoiding they might be used in future against him.
 The fear of use against him of quarrelling was consistent with the project of a future political and/or institutional engagement. In fact who has not this kind of projects, or at least of possibilities, has no fear of future use against him/her of quarrelling. In addition the same possibility, even if excluded, of a polemical abandon could only mean that there were some reasons for quarrelling about something relevant. As in all gangs and clans, the heterogeneous mix realised in the Milan Pool, for the dirty work of the CAF liquidation and the non-forecasted need to collapse the 1994 Berlusconi government, had not suppressed the relevant political and moral differences, and the different ambitions, there were among the obliged coalition of personal interests. Di Pietro had been let to understand, when induced to refuse a Ministry in the Berlusconi government, that if he had collapsed the Berlusconi government he might have took his place. Now he deceived himself that free from magistracy links nobody could oppose his designation as new PM.      

When Di Pietro resigned from magistracy, on 6 December 1994, between the strike against Berlusconi and the formal Parliamentary collapse of his government, he send the resignation letter to Borrelli instead of to the CSM, as legally correct. And Borrelli declared, illegally, to accept it. The same 6 December that was also his theatrical exit exactly at the end of his final accusation as Prosecutor at the Enimont trial, when he declared that his mission inside magistracy had terminated. It was as for symbolising that his ‘contract’ had been just for liquidating the CAF, and that others would have had the duty to continue the war, himself had contributed to, against the CAF heir Berlusconi. 20 days later, on 26 December 1994, also the CIA director R. James Woolsey resigned from his position. He had been in office from 1993, and he had no problem, in 2000, to declare that the USA and the other countries of the Echelon program submitted also Europe to total electronic control in relation to ‘bribes’ and ‘corruption’.     

His resignation was object of various quarrelling as a simple substitute-Prosecutor having decided to leave magistracy had been a State affair. Media commentators, not understanding that with the Berlusconi government liquidation (they did not yet fully known) the Di Pietro operations as magistrate were finished, implored him not to resign. They flattered him because, in spite of the, for them, just 4.5 million liras per month he earned from his salary (evidently supposed his main or only source of income), he continued to be symbol of what was pathetically defined as a great illusion:
 to liquidate some politicians for favouring some other ones, and enjoying the rapidly vanishing support of part of the million citizens had profited from the politicians object of liquidation and also more from the old and new clients of those object of promotion. On 7 December 1994, the PPI, with the first signature of the MPs Andreatta
, of the pro-USA and -NATO fraction of the DC-Lefts, and the further ones, of the same party (Moioli, Viganò, Pinza, Bianchi Giovanni, D’Aimmo, Fuscagni, Monticone, Pepe Mario, Scanu, Castellani Giovanni, Elia, Jervolino Russo, Valiante, Parisi) asked the PM Berlusconi and Justice Minister Biondi to know the reasons why the “valorous” Di Pietro had resigned. After having denounced that the Justice Minister had dared to inspect the Milan PO, and that in front of the Milan five Prosecutors insurrection against Government, President of the Republic and Parliament, the government had dared to hypothesise the five Prosecutors’ attempt against Constitution, the MPs invited the Government to induce Di Pietro not to resign and the CSM to reject them. In fact, for the PPI MPs, only the presence of Di Pietro in Milan could have contributed to the successful prosecution and conclusion of the investigations against Berlusconi and collaborators.

…and he offered for leading Italy

Collapsed the Berlusconi government, Di Pietro, now practically
 ex-magistrate just waiting the results of his 1994 political and institutional strike, went to Rome for self-consultations
 on the future government. Later he left Rome not before having declared his disposability for a government super partes, the classical coup d’État government. Differently, normal government are political not a-political and/or a-party. Just Prodi was designed, from various powers, as Centre-Left leader, in February 1995, he met Di Pietro. Later there was the news that Di Pietro could have become Fiscal mega-Inspector. After the failed 1995 attempt, deceiving on his role in the strike against Berlusconi, to position inside the Centre-Right, near the end of 1995 it was public that Di Pietro had everything organised for the foundation of a political party, naturally inside the Olive Tree and Prodi-connected. 

For some reason not rationally really understandable (in condition of bounded information), the now life-senator Cossiga, who had not had apparently any role in the political purge, but only in the initial assaults for weakening Craxi, became a kind of known political advisor of Di Pietro, whose political ambitions were well known. The break verified later and it was clamorous when in October 1998 Cossiga, in Senate, announcing the positive vote to the D’Alema government, declared that Di Pietro (who was critic of the D’Alema-Cossiga plot against Prodi) should remain silent because he was a magistrates accepting, as gifts, cars, money, and flats.
 It was not the tone of the Cossiga called daily Di Pietro for having anticipations on his intentions and actions, in 1992. In occasion of this Senate clash, Di Pietro, contrarily to his profitable custom, avoided to denounce him and to pretend sums as moral damages. In fact it was usual Di Pietro behaviour to pretend and to get in Court money for slander from different sources actually reported only the current judicial news on his episodes of corruption. With the Interior and Defence ex-Minister and ex-President of the Republic Cossiga, Di Pietro avoided all clashes.   

Remained without result what Di Pietro was let to understand he would have got and what he hoped really to get, the designation as PM of an a-political government, outcome of the judicial coup, the Lefts used, with him, the usual techniques of integration. Di Pietro became, as usual for other magistrates
, consultant of a Parliamentary Commission. It was the Massacre Commission, whose President was the PDS Senator Pellegrino, which on 31 January 1995 called him as consultant of the Commission with function of co-ordinator of the investigations on the struggle to terrorism and similar events.
 Again Di Pietro was profiting of an appointment from parties he had actively saved when magistrate, in first instance the PCI/PDS. Again Di Pietro had personal ideas of his tasks and powers. Yet in the first half of 1995 Di Pietro substituted to the same Commission denouncing the supposed cover the Bologna Magistracy had given to the Bologna Police responsible of serious illegalities and some of whose members had created a private band of robbers with homicides. Di Pietro had centred the problem but he had taken over what should have been a Parliament prerogative. In spite of this he was defended from the Chambers’ Presidents, while the Massacre Commission remained silent not daring neither to censor Di Pietro nor inquiry what was clear already clear in the PCI/PDS symbol-city and Di Pietro had only underlined. It limited to publicise the Di Pietro report, but without any further initiative against the Bologna police and magistracy. The usual regime magistracy, particularly politically controlled in Bologna, in front to some banal serial robbery with homicides had pursued an imaginary fascist conspiracy against ‘democracy’. It was the usual method of the political magistracy, used in Bologna for covering the generalised condition of abusive management of the local State apparatuses, where it was not unknown that the criminal gang was inside the Bologna police. But it was politically more fruitful the usual conspiracy building, instead of solving a banal criminal problem. Anyway Di Pietro had used again powers he do not have. Only the Justice Minister Mancuso criticised the Di Pietro abusive interference with Parliament prerogatives.

Also by these Parliamentary Commissions on initiative of the political sides he had saved from his investigations, he got money, in some way, from his previous defendants and possible defendants. He had started investigations both on the PDS and DC-Left, but only marginal personages and with soft techniques, and the top levels were saved in spite of the relevance of the crimes (financing from foreign powers and State industry political-party use). And now the new anti-Berlusconi Parliamentary majority, just formalised in December 1994, called him as Parliament consultant. 

For Borrelli, Di Pietro was without the gift of prudence, astuteness and flexibility were essential because a charismatic subject could keep for long periods capacity of political leadership.
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� It was registered to the D’Adamo Edilgest. 


� Roberto Chiodi, Pensaci, Biagi, [Biagi, think of it], Sabato, XVI (30), 24 July 1993. The same article referred as magistrates were not untouchables as Di Pietro was, but on the contrary targeted because non-judicialist, had been object of sanctions, in that period, for fewer, and also less serious, violations than the Di Pietro ones. The Director of the Civil Affairs of the Justice Ministry Filippo Verde was removed from the Justice Minister Conso (Ciampi government), since a cellular phone given him from an enterprise finished under investigation (or it may be, since the times, that the enterprise was inquired for liquidating him). The Rome Chief Prosecutor Ugo Giudiceandrea was removed from the charge because he enjoyed of a flat in the centre of Rome at favoured rent. He lived really in it, and it was given him just he was transferred to Rome for becoming Chief Prosecutors. Differently from Di Pietro he did not avoid to investigate and/or he did not favour who had rented the flat, he neither knew. He was evidently obstacle to judicialist networks. 


� Also the investigations of the business world were politically focused and finalised. 


� Cronaca del 1993, l’anno del Grande Terrore Italiano, [Chronicle of 1993, the year of the Great Italian Terror], Foglio, 27 October 1999, p. 3. 


� The discovery immediately provoked the denunciation of 88 persons, of whom 47 already arrested, 191 searches, the confiscation of enormous quantities of arms and narcotics. And the inquiry was in expansion, until the Milan PO took it over. (MVAC n. 45). 


� The (�PRIVATE���HYPERLINK "RP00_TABLE.html"��THE WORLD GEOPOLITICS OF DRUGS, ��HYPERLINK "RP00_TABLE.html"��1995/1996�, �HYPERLINK "RP00_TABLE.html"��ANNUAL REPORT�, September 1997, (with the financial assistance of the Commission of the European Communities (DG1B) and with the support of the Fondation Charles Léopold Mayer pour le Progrès de l'Homme)) wrote: “this elite squad [GICO] has maintained for several years that some leading members of the Milan prosecutor's office have been working with the Clans in the Milan car-parking affair, in which surveillance of a suburban car park showed worrying collusion between organized crime and representatives of the Italian state.”      


� General Gaetano Marino, SISDE director, AMC.SR, n. 9, 4 October 1994.
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� MP Saponara, AMC.BCC, n. 107, 21 January 1997. 


� Florence Chief Prosecutor Pier Luigi Vigna, AMC.BCC, n. 29, 10 January 1995. 


� Vigna did not comment the untouchables’ initiative. Nevertheless just the discoveries on the Di Pietro customs were public, he did not avoid to underline as there were astonishing aspects in the Di Pietro life, starting from the consuetude in borrowing cars and money and remembering to return them only when discovered. (Morto Pacciani, Firenze è rimasta senza mostro (ma forse torna Vigna), [Died Pacciani, Florence is without monster(but perhaps Vigna goes back)], Foglio, 26 November 1999, p. 1). 
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� (Pazienza 1999). 
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� The Italian Fiscal Police, nearly unique in the world, with the only exception of the Equator, is a military corps. Its General Commander is an Army General. It depends in first instance from the Finance Ministry, but also from the Defence and Interior ones. According to certain sources less than 10% of its men are directly employed for contrasting the fiscal evasion. (Referendum days, Foglio, 27 August 1999, p. 4). 


� Dimitri Buffa, Trappole per una indagine, [Traps for an inquiry], Padania, IE, 20 September 1998;


Dimitri Buffa, “…Aveva portato una borsa di soldi per Di Pietro…”, [“…He had brought a bag of money for Di Pietro…”], Padania, IE, 20 September 1998. 


� (Imposimato 1999, p. 126). 


� (Lehner 1997, p. 121).


� Paolo Griseri, "Ritorna Craxi o il consociativismo?", ["Is Craxi back or consociativism?"], Manifesto, IE, 27 October 1999. 


� (Partridge 1998, p. 78). 


� (Andriola 1995). 


� (Andriola 1995, p. 134). 


� Maurizio Tortorella [Panorama journalist], Letter, Foglio, 9 November 1999, p. 4. 


� (Andreoli 1998, p. 84-88); Maurizio Tortorella [Panorama journalist], Letter, Foglio, 9 November 1999, p. 4.  
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� From the early 1996 tapings of the bugged (from the Florence GICO and the La Spezia PO) private conversations of the banker Pierfrancesco Pacini Battaglia. The Pacini Battaglia words betrayed deep rancour for Di Pietro and Lucibello. It derived evidently from the relevant sums he was obliged to pay them, not for the prison he never suffered from Di Pietro. (Imposimato 1999, p. 87 and 125/126); (Il Gico dice che quando Di Pietro “ometteva”, subito Pacini pagava, [The Gico tells that when Di Pietro “omitted”, immediately Pacini paid], Foglio, 2 February 1999, p. 1).
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See also, for this paragraph, Nuova Pagina 1, [New First Page], Padania, IE, 15 March 1998; Così Perugia spiega come l’amico di Di Pietro salvò il Pacini, [So Perugia explains how the Di Pietro friend saved Pacini], Foglio, 22 January 1999, p. 3; Di Pietro? Se lo indagasse Milano sarebbe a San Vittore; [Di Pietro? If he were inquired from Milan he would be in San Vittore], Foglio, 17 February 1999, p. 1; Le ragioni di Di Pietro e dell’accusa nel giudizio del gup di Brescia, [The reasons of Di Pietro and of the accusation in the judgement of the Brescia GUP], Foglio, 19 February 1999, p. 1; (Imposimato 1999).  
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It seemed also having been omitted a very specific detail of the attacks of Cossiga against Berlusconi. Cossiga stated that that the value of the enterprise created from Berlusconi dramatically increased after Berlusconi engagement in politics. Actually the Stenographic Report omission was again a favour neither to Cossiga nor to Berlusconi, but functional to the cover of the Lefts policies, which while defaming Berlusconi seemed to support ‘his’ enterprises in a context of political exchanges (in part, at the start, it might have been just the usual concern of passing well funded enterprises, eventually to Agnelli and De Benedetti, if the 1995/1996-attempted Berlusconi expropriation had been successful). The Berlusconi low profile on the 1996 electoral supposed-frauds, on the Constitutional subversion against him, on the dramatic expansion of the party illegal financing under Scalfaro-Leftist rule, advanced forms of consociativism with both D’Alema and the Prodi government, had seemed not to obstruct the rapid transformation of thousand billion liras debts of the Berlusconi-created enterprises in tens thousand billion liras of activities. On the contrary the most relevant vulgarities of Cossiga (not really defaming), as very offensive hypotheses (founded on a supposed etymology of the surname) on the feminine ancestors of the FI Senator Professor Pera [‘pera’ is the name of a fruit: pear, world as any other one, in Italian, apart from for the Cossiga supposed etymologic sensibility] were reported. Free hypotheses were let, while references to documented evidence on packs of money and other goods to a then magistrate were suppressed.     
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� Francesco Damato, Luglio ’93, il pm Di Pietro chiama il presidente dell’Iri in procura. Maggio ’96, il presidente del Consiglio chiama Di Pietro al governo, [July 1993, the Prosecutor Di Pietro calls the IRI President by the PO. May 1996, the PM calls Di Pietro to Government], Foglio, 11 August 1998, p. 2; Emilio Fede, Di Pietro pressed Prodi but Fede spoke of it in a low voice, [Di Pietro torchiò Prodi ma Fede ne parlò sottovoce], Foglio, 2 September 1998, p. 2; Cronaca del 1993, l’anno del Grande Terrore Italiano, [Chronicle of 1993, the year of the Great Italian Terror], Foglio, 27 October 1999, p. 3.


� The Belice (Sicily) false reconstruction cost 20,000 billion liras, the true and rapid Friuli (in the Northeast) reconstruction cost 51,000 billion lira. Due libri contro lo “spreco”, che però mantiene il suo fascino, [Two books against “waste”, which however maintains its fascination], Foglio, 31 October 1998, p. 3. 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 283). 


� (Pizzorno 1998, p. 4). 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 283). 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 283). 


� Occhetto segreto perfetto (o quasi), Giustizia Giusta, 15 January 1994, in (Mellini 1994, p. 87/88). 


� La difesa a testuggine è censurabile (se non riguarda il tuo editore), [The stubborn defence in censurable (but only if he is not your publisher)], Foglio, 7 October 1999, p. 1; (Burnett 1998, p. 79 and 282).  


� He had been Finance Minister in the two Craxi governments.  


� When in 1981, in coincidence with the P2 crisis, he asked a government of technicians (classical post-coup d’État outcome) he wanted it also as government of honest people; (Colarizi 1996, p. 598).  


� (Burnett 1998, p. 280). 


� Una toga rossa, non Berlusconi, racconta la storia delle toghe rosse. Dalla lotta alla giustizia di classe ai nuovi confini stabiliti da D’Alema, [A red gown, not Berlusconi, refers the history of the red gowns. From the fight to the class Justice to the new borders defined from D’Alema], Foglio, 2 December 1999, p. 2. 


� Carlo Panella, Quel procuratore generale che finì nel tritatutto del pool milanese, [That General Prosecutor who finished into the massacre-machine of the Milan pool], Foglio, 28 December 2001. 


� Frequenze tv. Nei guai 190 big, [TV frequencies. Troubles for 190 personalities], l’Unità, IE, 23 July 1996. 


� From Panorama, 22 August 1993, in (Biagi 1995, p. 173-176).


� Enzo Biagi, C’era una volta il dottor Chiesa, [One upon a day there was doctor Chiesa], Corsera, IE, 29 October 1999. 


� Informatica, appalti al ministero della Giustizia: prescritte le accuse a Carlo De Benedetti, [IT, contracts with the Justice Ministry: prescribed the accusations to Carlo De Benedetti], Messaggero, 4 May 2000; Giuseppe Corsentino, Un colpo di spugna per De Benedetti, il capitalista che piace alla Quercia, [Everything erased for De Benedetti, the capitalist liked from the Oak], L’Opinione, 6 May 2000; Enrico Mentana, Un nuovo patto per la giustizia, [A new pact for Justice], Mondo, 19 May 2000.   


� s.m., «Tangenti, processate De Benedetti», [«Kickbacks, try De Benedetti»], Giorno, 21 January 2001; Mario Coffaro, Tangenti, Andreotti torna imputato, [Kickback, Andreotti again defendant], Messaggero, 21 January 2001.   


� They are brothers and they come from the same family but for some reason the surname is a bit different.  


� Giacomo Galeazzi, Prosciolto Carlo De Benedetti, Stampa, IE, 8 June 2002.


� (Andreoli 1998, p. 61). 


� (Veltri 1993, p. 246).


� (Caciagli 1996, p. 189/190). 


� “L’iniziativa del pool di Milano ebbe un gradiente di consenso impetuoso e si abbatté sul sistema politico cancellando i partiti di governo. Fra gli artefici della costruzione del consenso ad essa vi era una parte delle imprese che della corruzione erano state beneficiarie e attrici.” (Vacca 1997, p. 215/16).


� (Bufacchi 1998, p.85). 


� (Bufacchi 1998, p.87).


� It is symptomatic the end of Luca Magni, the entrepreneur denounced doctor [in engineering] Mario Chiesa (the start of the assault against Craxi and the political system), since the percentages he was obliged to pay at political system benefit. Magni was used from Di Pietro as trap when he gave 7 million liras to Chiesa. Magni owned and led a profitable cleaning firm. In the moment it was known he had denounced Chiesa he lost all his public sector clients. From 1 billion liras businesses per year he passed, in 1993 to 100 million. A 90% decrease. In 1995 his firm bankrupted. In 1998 he was even accused of fraudulent bankrupted and trials, also if later acquitted, in January 2000. In 1992, he was elected in a local council in the MSI lists, and he was councillor for 3 years. But the history of the bankruptcy obliged him to resign. He continued his entrepreneurial activity in the cleaning sector but only with private clients. (Paolo Biondani, «Se tornassi indietro non denuncerei Chiesa», [«If I went back, I’ll not denounce Chiesa»], Corsera, 27 August 2000). 


� Guido Gentili, Pirelli: se avevo un problema andavo da Carlo Azeglio, mai dai partiti, [Pirelli: if I had a problem I went to Carlo Azeglio, never to parties], Corsera, IE, 18 May 1999. 


� Conversation of Eugenio Scalfari with Leopoldo Pirelli, Il rimorso di un grande imprenditore, [The remorse of a great entrepreneur], Repubblica, IE, 27 October 1999. 


� The Milan ex-Mayor Paolo Pillitteri contested as invented the information on 5,000 billion liras, whose source was Violante. Pillitteri declared that the contracts and sub-contracts were assigned to less than 1,990 billion liras already when he was Milan Mayor. (Paolo Pillitteri, Letter, Foglio, 11 December 1999, p. 4). 


� Giuseppe D’Avanzo, Un processo inopportuno, [An inopportune trial], Corsera, IE, 10 November 1999. 


� Interview with Craxi in John Phillips, Craxi puts a scandal bomb under Italy, The Sunday Times, 28 June 1998, IE.


� Un Prodi ad alta velocità, [A high velocity Prodi], Giornale.it, IE, 6 December 1999; R. R., Prodi sulla Tav: non mi dimetto, [Prodi on HSR: I do not resign], Corsera, IE, 7 December 1999; and � HYPERLINK http://www.riformatori.stm.it ��http://www.riformatori.stm.it� on the HSR Prodi case and the 4 December 1999 The Times article on the affair; Tav, quando la mafia..., [HSR, when Mafia...], Padania, IE, 9 December 1999; Un’inchiesta a bassa velocità su treni ad Alta Velocità, [A low velocity inquiry on High Velocity trains], Foglio, 10 December 1999, p. 2; “Tav, Prodi venga in Antimafia”, [“HSR, Prodi come by the Anti-Mafia”], Padania, IE, 10 December 1999. 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 75).


� Gianni Agnelli, head of the family, had been providentially named life-Senator from President Cossiga, on 1 June 1991, contemporaneously to Andreotti. Contrarily to the persecuted Andreotti, nobody dared even only to interrogate Gianni Agnelli. 


� (Galli 1995, p. 210). 


� (Craxi 1994, p. 155).


� (Craxi 1994, p. 155)


� (Burnett 1998, p. 75 and 279); (Craxi 1994, p. 155). 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 279). 


� (Burnett 1998, p. 281). 


� La Confindustria su Romiti: «Dimissioni non dovute», [Confindustria on Romiti: «Resignation not due»], Corsera, IE 10 June 1999. 


� Francesco Nati, SPECIALE IRI: Da Beneduce a Prodi. Ascesa e declino di un colosso di Stato, [DOSSIER IRI: From Beneduce to Prodi. Raising and decline of a State’s giant], L’Opinione, IE, 27 October 2000. 


� This is the founded opinion of the Italian fiscal police as reported in FISCO / Dal rapporto annuale sull'attività della Guardia di Finanza emerge una clamorosa realtà – «I bilanci? Tutti falsi», [TAXES / From the annual report on the activity of the Fiscal Police emerges a clamorous reality – «Budgets? All false»], Il Corriere della Sera, Internet Edition, 16 June 1998. In the same article it is reported that the societies of accounting revision are unreliable because they certify a non-existent accounting correctness.             


� Piedi puliti, [Clean feet], Foglio, 6 October 1998, p. 3.   


� (Imposimato 1999, p. 70/71). 


� The financial society of the Berlusconi group.


� a guarantist barrister, politically coming from the revolutionary Left, Giuliano Spazzali. He was barrister of defendants charged from the Milan’s Prosecutors. 


� (Mellini 1996, p. 175/176 and 192-194); (Montanelli 1995, p. 216-219); Dicembre ’94, cronaca di un ribalone di cu ora D’Alema si pente, [December ’94, chronicle of an overthrow now D’Alema is repented of], Foglio, 28 July 1998, p. 3.   


� Tangenti, nuova ricetta, [Bribes, new recipe], Repubblica, IE, 30 August 1999. 


� (Mellini 1996, p. 175/176 and 192-194); (Montanelli 1995, p. 216-219); Dicembre ’94, cronaca di un ribalone di cu ora D’Alema si pente, [December ’94, chronicle of an overthrow now D’Alema is repented of], Foglio, 28 July 1998, p. 3.   


� (Mellini 1996, p. 175/176 and 192-194); (Montanelli 1995, p. 216-219); Dicembre ’94, cronaca di un ribalone di cu ora D’Alema si pente, [December ’94, chronicle of an overthrow now D’Alema is repented of], Foglio, 28 July 1998, p. 3.  


� (Vespa 1994, p. 117/118).


� (Mellini 1996, p. 175/176 and 192-194); (Montanelli 1995, p. 216-219); Dicembre ’94, cronaca di un ribalone di cu ora D’Alema si pente, [December ’94, chronicle of an overthrow now D’Alema is repented of], Foglio, 28 July 1998, p. 3.   


� Dicembre ’94, cronaca di un ribalone di cu ora D’Alema si pente, [December ’94, chronicle of an overthrow now D’Alema is repented of], Foglio, 28 July 1998, p. 3.


� Sismi, 1989-91, 30 August 1990, in (Cipriani 1998, p. 126). 


� He was re-elected in 1996, but because he was of the RC MPs bought from the President of the Republic in June 1995 for saving the Dini government and whose re-election was guaranteed from the PDS. In fact in the 13th Legislature he was of the PDS/DS, and elected in a sure constituency in Tuscany while previously he had been elected in Lazio in the proportional part.  


� Crucianelli, Questioning, Deputies’ Chamber, 4 October 1994. 


� (Colombo 1996, p. 127).


� The second-round of the Italian criminal trial. 


� Borrelli ricorda. In libro verita, ma fino ad un certo punto, [Borrelli remembers. In a book-truth, but only until a certain point], Foglio, 30 October 1998, p. 3.


� Fabio Cavalera, Pazienza: «Io, agente dei servizi segreti, capostazione a Parigi», [Pazienza: «I, secret services agent, chief-station in Paris»], Corsera, IE, 24 September 1999. 


Just Pazienza did these and other revelations who nobody contested, la Repubblica informed of an old inquiry against two policemen (Massimiliano De Cristofaro and Roberto Fracassi) and two other citizens (Giulio Rocconi and Massimo Centanni) arrested in June 1999. The two policemen had collected, for the magistracy false, against the DS Statesmen Luciano Violante and Giorgio Napolitano, and the pro-justicialist deputy head of the Police Gianni De Gennaro. Actually the two policemen had only collected evidence, or supposed such, about a ransom to the Soffiantini kidnappers, which was very likely paid from State. In fact nobody ever believed to the official denials, which remained unproved. The kidnappers had been paid and prisoners rewarded but not from the family or friends of the family, and the State denials showed as pure covers of legal abuses were immediately evident, and publicly admitted, from the Milan PO. Consequently that the Rome Prosecutors Maria Monteleone and Giovanni Salvi (the brother of the DS Labour Minister Salvi) arrested, perhaps for suppressing disliked evidence, who contested an official version, was not astonishing. For la Repubblica the story of the dossiers started in January 1998, when Angelo Demarcus, ex-officer of the Military Navy Intelligence had been arrested, guilty of having built a dossier on Stefania Ariosto, who had accused Rome magistrates and milieus near Berlusconi of illegal connections, since sentences disliked to De Benedetti. Also in this case the arrest of who had collected evidence, or supposed such, against who supported justicialist campaigns, was in the normality of the 1990s. All contradiction of accusations against the Berlusconi milieus and disliked magistracy sectors was a criminal acts. La Repubblica, while communicating now that the four had been released, suggested, evidently since magistracy pressure, that the puppet-master of that further conspiracy, militant magistracy claimed to have discovered, was Francesco Pazienza. (Dossier falsi contro Violante. due poliziotti arrestati a Roma, [False dossiers against Violante. Two policemen arrested in Rome], Repubblica, IE, 29 September 1999). 


Rocconi had also a dossier on the deception of the Italian Intelligence on the killing in Somalia of the RAI journalist Ilaria Alpi who had discovered businesses he ought not to discover. All the accused denied all conspiracy and all accusation. No material evidence there was on the interest and money connection among them claimed from the Prosecutors, who followed the usual practice of the invented-evidence. Nevertheless the Rome PO asked that Pazienza, already in prison since the condemnation for the deception on the 1980 Bologna massacre, was put in penitentiary regime of maximum isolation. The measure was reserved to inmates for Clans belonging. It was not the Pazienza case. For the Rome Prosecutors Pazienza was blackmailing. (Giovanni Bianconi, I pm: carcere duro per Pazienza, [The Prosecutors: hard prison for Pazienza], Stampa, IE, 30 September 1999. 


Also an inquired priest, guilty of having spoken in prison with Pazienza, confirmed that against Pazienza a wide retaliation had been developed just it was known that him memory book, appeared at end September 1999, would have been published; (Dossier Pazienza. Il prete inquisito. «Una vicenda assurda», [Dossier Pazienza. The inquired priest. «An absurd affair»], Stampa, IE, 1 October 1999). It not only contested the regime propaganda about different episodes of the recent Italian history had seen also Pazienza as top level observer and protagonist. The retaliation against Pazienza validate his suggestions on Di Pietro Intelligence Services agent. Nobody contested Pazienza assertions. The action developed wanted to suppress his possibility to reveal more.


� (Lehner 1998, p. 123). 


� (Geronimo 2000, p. 211). 


� (Lehner 1998, p. 125).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 126).


� (Vespa 1997, p. 324).


� And, during the Berlusconi interrogatory, the Milan PO pretended a confession while it had not any evidence on the suspects it had launched against Berlusconi. Also in occasion of the process it had no evidence. It was usual for the Milan PO, overall against the top levels targets ought to be stricken.   


� (Lehner 1998, p. 126/127).


� (Vespa 1997, p. 324).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 127).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 127).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 127).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 128).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 128).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 132). 


� (Lehner 1998, p. 134).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 137/138).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 222).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 132).


� (Lehner 1998, p. 139).


� (Colombo 1996, p. 123). 


� From Corsera, 6 December 1994, in (Biagi 1995, p. 229-231); from Corsera, 7 December 1994, in (Biagi 1995, p. 231-233). 


� Professor Beniamino Andreatta, then head of the PPI MPs, MP in the 9th and 12th legislature and Senator in the 10th one, had been, in the 1970s, Economic Counsellor to Italian PM Aldo Moro. He was later Budget Minister in the Cossiga government, Treasury Minister in the Forlani and Spadolini governments, Budget Minister in the Amato government, and Foreign Affair Minister in the Ciampi government. He was later Defence Minister of the Prodi government. 


� Andreatta Questioning, Deputies’ Chamber, 7 December 1994. Replied on 16 December 1994. 


� In spite of the resignation, Di Pietro, as all other magistrate,  had the possibility to reassume service in a certain number of months, after which the resignation would have been as definitely confirmed.   


� He had no title for being formally consulted.  


� Paola Di Caro, Cossiga piccona il centrodestra e Di Pietro, [Cossiga, hits the centre-right and Di Pietro], Corsera, Internet Edition, 28 October 1998.              


� Di Pietro on 31 January 1995 continue to be magistrate in spite of his resignation and that he was not in service. In fact the authorisation of the CSM was necessary for becoming Parliament consultant. (Senator Pellegrino, MC.BCC,  n. 119, 31 January 1995). 


� Senator Pellegrino, MC.BCC, n. 119, 31 January 1995.  


� (Vespa 1996, p. 342).
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