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Organization is not a science; it is a craft. 

Rather fewer books should be written, and 

more actually done. The good organizers 

are better than their theory (EH).
In 1936, in the middle of the Depression era, Ernst Hijmans published an article entitled De psychose van machinisme en massaproduction (‘The psychosis of machinism and mass production’). It illustrates two important characteristics of Hijmans’ thinking. The first is his socialist, almost utopian, outlook. He presents a brief historic analysis of the industrial revolution and its consequences. Industry drew the people away from the rural areas. This led to a loss of contact with open spaces and negated the interaction between the individual and his or her environment. The result was a lack of work satisfaction, manifesting itself in products of poor quality and short durability, as well as a thirst for sensation among the workers themselves. “If it is true that many industries can produce satisfactorily even when structured on a small scale [a proposition which Hijmans not only defended in this article but continued to do so throughout his life] then we must consider the merits of decentralization.” Hijmans considered it desirable for modern agricultural workers to join experts in producing an annual budget for a ‘rural working community’, in which everything that can be done locally at a reasonable cost price would actually be done locally. He stressed that he was not seeking to create an autarchy, but that such a system would serve to concentrate interaction with the outside world, thus helping to simplify the entire distribution apparatus. The most important factor was that this system would create an environment in which future generations will retain the intuitive heritage of character and innate wisdom. 

In the foregoing, indications of a second main characteristic of Hijmans' thinking can be seen. It is the approach of the engineer able to see solutions which remain invisible to ordinary folk: the expert who, alongside the modern farmers, is able to draw up the annual budget and who can therefore simplify the distribution apparatus so that greater efficiency is achieved by all. The underlying analysis is perhaps more interesting. Many observers attribute labour conflicts to the sheer monotony of the work. Hijmans took a different view. He believed that work, by its very nature, had always been monotonous. “Anyone who has spent long enough in a factory will know that the rhythmic repetition of movement is itself reassuring and that people, even those engaged in the more demanding crafts, will instinctively seek this repetition.” He vigorously rejected the school of thought which he called ‘romantic pessimism’, so vividly illustrated in the Charlie Chaplin film Modern Times. He saw this caricature of mass production as the manifestation of a psychosis from which many managers suffer. But in the quiet confines of the academic’s study, one knows better. Monotonous work becomes a scourge where the tempo is too high and workers are required to make ‘unhealthy’ movements. This is far less likely to be the case in the modern factory than in the more traditional work settings. Moreover, the suggestion that work satisfaction can be enhanced by having each worker swap from task to task several times each day is dismissed by Hijmans as “...something that can only occur to a dilettante who has never spent a day working in a factory.”

Much as Hijmans’ socialist views were cemented in his work as an engineer, so were his engineering concepts strongly influenced by his socialist views. In ‘The psychosis of machinism’ for example, he rejects attempts to increase productivity by means of time and motion studies, stressing that the worker himself must always be closely involved in identifying opportunities for improvement. He also proposes social reforms, such as a reduction of working hours. In other publications, he frequently states that it is not permissible to reduce the piece rates paid to workers after efficiency has been enhanced. A concern for business efficiency and the welfare of the working man may seem a strange combination. However, this approach can be traced back to a body of thought which had been in favour at the Technische Hogeschool Delft (College of Technology), which Hijmans joined as a student in 1907. Here, he devoted rather more attention than was usual (in the Netherlands at least) to manufacturing practice in general and knowledge of machines and metals in particular. This was a fascination he shared with none other than the man who is globally regarded as the founder of the organizational consultancy profession, Frederick Winslow Taylor (1856 -1915). [#Not 1910!] 
Europe was first introduced to Taylor in 1900, the year of the Paris World Exposition. It was here that he demonstrated new high-speed cutting tools and lathes, based on a new process that he had developed in collaboration with Maunsel White. It involved tempering steel with sulphur at very high temperatures, resulting in the production of cutting tools of astonishing speed and accuracy. This brought about a veritable revolution in machine tool construction. Taylor, who came to Paris in person to demonstrate his discovery, was very gratified by the enormous interest shown. Large German and British machine tool manufacturers sent delegations to Paris to see Taylor’s lathes for themselves. The French were similarly impressed with Taylor. Many years later, in 1968, Hijmans would remark that Taylor achieved fame and fortune with his cutting tools, and not through his scientific management theory. The first part of this statement is certainly true; the second is somewhat more complicated. 

Because Hijmans was in discussion with Taylor throughout his life, it is necessary to examine his work in the field of management theory and organizational consultancy in greater depth. Even today, Taylor remains a controversial figure. Some claim that he was the first to establish a truly scientific basis for the thinking on labour practice and organization. While that basis is now somewhat outdated, it is no less important. Others accuse him of ‘the degradation of work’: the skilled worker could be replaced by the unskilled, who would then be open to exploitation in a manner that even Marx had not foreseen. 

The problem with Taylor’s work is the internal contradictions and the ideological framework within which it is cast. Take for example the claim to being ‘scientific.’ The epithet ‘Scientific Management Theory’ was actually coined by a clever lawyer who was trying to impress a jury hearing a case about an employment conflict. The lawyer stated that Taylor had ‘scientifically’ demonstrated that the strikers were not justified in their claims. Taylor was happy to accept and exploit this accreditation. He even stressed the importance of time and motion studies using stopwatches. In 1914, however, he was called before a congressional commission investigating the dangers of ‘scientific management’. He then stated dryly, “The whole subject of time study is only an approximation. There is nothing positively accurate about time study from end to end.” 

The ideological component of his writings was intended to persuade people that the introduction of his system would be in the best interests of both employers and employees. Moreover, it would bring about the end of the class war. To this, he added another bold statement: all this would only be possible if the implementation was entrusted to the experts, i.e. the engineers. 

Considering Taylor in the historic perspective, I agree with the American historian Daniel Nelson, who states that Taylor was the most important representative of a group of engineers who sought reform, but he was not the first and was not the only one. (Hijmans put it somewhat more bluntly: “Taylor was nothing more than an episode”). Taylor was indeed the man who brought together many separate ideas to form a sort of programme. It was not a particularly well-thought-out or cohesive programme, but it was ‘scientific’ in the sense that it questioned all the traditional methods and assumptions. It is useful to cite the five main elements of the Taylor approach here, since these regularly recur (in one form or another) in Hijmans’ own work:

1. Preparatory technical and organizational improvements, such as better machines and better operating methods, better drive belts, better use of ‘cost accounting’, a systematic procurement policy, stock control, the design of tool storerooms, planning boards, etc. 

2. A ‘planning department’.

3. Specialist managers.

4. Time (and motion) studies.

5. A rewards structure that encourages harder work and higher productivity. 

With regard to the purpose of the first point, Hijmans wrote in a handbook published shortly after the Second World War that a work study should be designed to allow the employee to conduct his work under the most favourable conditions possible. The second topic, ‘planning’, was to play an important role for Hijmans during the war itself. Together with his friend and colleague Abraham Mey, he would write a three-part study entitled Mensch en Samenleving (‘Man and Society’). In keeping with the spirit of the time (this was the era of the Central Planning Agency, the Employment Plan and adherence to the principles of economist Jan Tinbergen) this study put forward in suggestions for a better structure in Dutch society. 

Point three, the specialist managers for various aspects of the production process, was among Taylor’s less successful notions. The idea was that every worker would have no fewer than eight managers immediately above him, each with his own area of responsibility. This is diametrically opposed to the hierarchical system popular at the time, known in military circles as the ‘unity of command’. While the suggestion was not adopted in this form, Hijmans did seize upon it in his discussions on the relationship between executive management and line management. 

How did Hijmans come to follow his chosen career? According to the authors of his biography Zestig jaar organiseren (‘Sixty years of organization’), his concern for efficiency emerged at an early age. “The conservatory was Ernst’s domain. Here he would play and spend many hours in silent contemplation. Among his favourite toys were his trucks, drawn by wooden horses, in which all sorts of ‘goods’ would be transported from one warehouse to the other in the corner of the room. Loading and unloading had to be done as efficiently as conveniently as possible, while the choice of route was a serious undertaking.” Nevertheless, it was never a foregone conclusion that Hijmans would follow a technical career. His father, André Hijmans, was a stockbroker while his mother, Hesje Zadoks, was the daughter of a banker. This was a well-to-do family, living in an elegant canalside house in Amsterdam. Both parents were Jewish, although Ernst’s father was not practising. His mother died when he was only two years old. His father then married the woman who had tended Ernst’s mother in her final illness. Because this lady was a protestant, Hijmans’ Jewish background played little part in his formative years. It was only during the Second World War that he would be brutally confronted with this heritage. A psychoanalyst would probably conclude that Hijmans’ undoubtedly difficult character was due to the events of his early youth. His father wanted Ernst to join the family business. Indeed, the two elder sons had done just that. But Ernst had chosen his own direction at a very early age. 

When Hijmans arrived in Delft in September 1907, the profession of ‘engineer’ was reasonably well established. The Dutch corps ingenieurs van de waterstaat (Corps of Engineers of Public Works) had been founded in the early nineteenth century during the Napoleonic occupation. It had a very bureaucratic and military structure (its members wore uniform), as we learn from the acknowledged expert on the subject, Harry Lintsen. This section is based on his research. 

The Royal Academy for Civil Engineers was founded in Delft in 1842 and changed its name to the Polytechnic School in 1864. In the intervening decades, there had been fierce discussion which led to the curriculum taking on a more liberal and academic character. Nevertheless, the qualifications awarded by the institute did not yet have the same status as a university degree. This was largely due to prejudices of ‘real’ graduates, especially lawyers, in the government. A new field of work was now emerging: the construction and operation of the railways. However, it would be some time before the engineers were given any important role in the industry. This is easy to explain: only after 1890 would industrialization really make its mark felt in the Netherlands. Moreover, the Dutch private sector was dominated by the family business. Directors who had built up their firms from scratch, or who had followed in their fathers’ footsteps, would not take kindly to people arriving one morning and announcing that everything could be done a lot better. 

The engineers therefore had a struggle on their hands in many areas. However, this does not mean that they received no recognition whatsoever. Two engineers - Cornelis Lely and Philips van der Sleyden - were appointed ministers in separate governments of the 1890s. Both were part of a movement of progressive-liberal engineers who were keen to bring about change. A number of social laws were passed under their respective administrations, including a Safety in the Workplace Act, revisions to the Employment Act, and a Compulsory Accident Insurance Act. This generation was indeed concerned with the social questions which began to take on ever clearer form after 1880, and yet they were not yet inclined to embrace socialist principles fully. The situation was different for those who began their studies in the 1890s, certainly after the founding of the Social Democratic Labour Party (SDAP) in 1894. Although most students continued to form part of the established students’ unions, the socialist movement did have a deep impact on many, Lintsen suggests.

In 1904, newly-qualified engineers became able to join the Sociaal-Technische Vereeniging van Democratische Ingenieurs en Architecten (Social-Technical Association of Democratic Engineers and Architects; STV). Notable members of this organization included J.W. Albarda, later to become leader of the SDAP faction in the Lower House, Theo van der Waerden, a prominent SDAP member of parliament, and Jan Goudriaan, a contemporary of Hijmans at Delft and later Head of Business Organization for Philips and President-Director of the national railway company, Nederlandse Spoorwegen. Hijmans himself was never a member of the STV - very few of his generation were - but he was certainly very much involved in the left-wing student movement during his time at Delft. 

It was by no means a foregone conclusion that Hijmans would become active in any left-of-centre political movement. When word reached his stockbroker father of the company he was keeping, Hijmans Senior asked his son not to join the SDAP as long as he was helping to support him through college. Ernst acceded to this request, but did remain active in other ways. Upon leaving Delft, he immediately became a member of the SDAP and later went on to become a member of its successor, the PvdA (labour) party, at least briefly. He was soon to resign his membership in protest at the party’s support for police actions in Indonesia. 

Hijmans’ relationship with the socialist movement was largely inspired by his fellow student and later business partner. Vincent van Gogh, a nephew of the famous artist. Vincent’s father Theo was married to Jo Bonger, with whom Hijmans frequently discussed socialism and other serious topics. The Van Gogh house became a second home. Later, Vincent van Gogh would marry Jos Wibaut, daughter of the renowned Amsterdam politician and social reformer. It was in 1911 that Hijmans first met Helena Caland who was living with the uncle of a college friend, the criminologist W. Bonger. She had studied at the Amsterdam Academy of Art (during the period in which the ‘Amsterdamse Joffers’ impressionist movement was predominant), but by this time had moved on to the School for Social Work. Helena was also something of a social reformer and later went on to be a housing department inspector. Ernst and Helena married in March 1914. 

Together with Van Gogh, Hijmans founded a discussion group for social issues. He became a member of the Delft Debating Club and editor of a weekly student newspaper. He and Van Gogh took it upon themselves to teach English and technical drawing to unskilled workers free of charge. But for someone from such a well-heeled background, social involvement was not always easy. In 1911, when Hijmans was on a ‘work experience’ placement in Brussels, he decided that he must experience life as it was lived by his fellow factory workers. “He abandoned the comfortable lodgings he had found in a good neighbourhood and went to live in the working class area close to the factory. One evening, he wrapped a few possessions in a cloth (a labourer of the time would not have owned a suitcase) and moved into the small room he had rented. He lit the lamp, threw back the blanket on the bed… and saw an army of bedbugs ‘on manoeuvres’. He beat a very hasty retreat to a hotel room and that was the end of his social adventure!”

In December 1913, Hijmans completed his studies in mechanical engineering. By today’s standards, it might appear that he took rather a long time to do so, but it must be remembered that the course included a number of ‘work experience’ placements, the most significant of these being his stay in Brussels. This was ‘significant’ not only because it was of reasonably long duration, but because Bollinckx, the owner of the steam machine plant concerned was, according to Hijmans himself, one of the few people in Europe who was familiar with Taylor’s methods and who had actually put them into practice. Bollinckx used the instruction cards developed by Taylor which included full specifications of the cutting tools to be used, the speed of the cut and the thickness of the metal concerned. Every aspect of the operation was based on Taylor’s own high-speed lathe. 

Hijmans’ first full-time job was with Werkspoor in Amsterdam, where he was second assistant in the workshops producing propulsion equipment for ships. Not long after the outbreak of the First World War, the superintendent of works was called up for active service. Hijmans then became responsible for calculating the piece-work rates for some six hundred workers. He also advised on the purchase of new machinery and improvements to that already in use. On 1 July 1916 he left Werkspoor to join Van Berkel of Rotterdam, a manufacturer of machines used to cut meat. He was Technical Manager and head of the design department of the factory, which had a staff of three hundred. Van Berkel was organized along modern lines. There was serial production and the components were interchangeable. The administrative system was structured according to the American model. According to Hijmans, the culture was such as to allow him to put into practice some of the theories on business organization that he had learned during his college days. However, he did not remain with the firm for long. After two years at Van Berkel he successfully applied for the position of Director of the Centraal Normalisatie Bureau (Central Standardization Office), a newly established institute which was to make proposals for greater uniformity in the design and requirements for machines, tools and other appliances. 

Van Gogh also gained considerable experience in companies at home and abroad, both during his college days and in the years thereafter. He spent most of the First World War in the United States, and was posted to Japan by his American employer. When he returned to the Netherlands in 1920, he had no job to go to. Hijmans invited him to join him in setting up an organizational consultancy. 

Before Hijmans and Van Gogh started their consultancy, each had gained wide experience in the business world and had made a careful study of the literature on management methods, especially that from America. Based on this theoretical and practical knowledge, Hijmans was invited to give a lecture to the department of mechanical and maritime engineering of the Royal Institute of Engineers (KIVI) on 24 November 1917. The title was ‘Theories and experiences of business management’. This lecture can be regarded as a sort of ‘declaration of principles’ on Hijmans’ part, establishing his position in the discussion of scientific management that was raging at the time. Countless organizations were experimenting with various complicated wage structures. Hijmans advocated the traditional fixed piece-rate system, with a number of additional measures built in to protect the workforce. Rates would be fixed for a longer period, perhaps by means of some collective agreement between employers and unions. The higher costs of this system compared to the modern ‘wage reduction’ structures would be compensated by the more intensive use of machinery, which was itself becoming ever more expensive. 

While Hijmans favoured the fixed piece-rate system, he did acknowledge that it brought certain hazards. There was, of course, an incentive to work harder in order to earn more. However, the worker might also be tempted to suppress his production rate in order to gain a favourable starting position when new work was allocated, for which no piece-rate had yet been established. As Hijmans acknowledged during the lecture, Taylor had been the first to recognize and explain this problem: “ ...no workman in the world will fail to artificially suppress his working rate if the management is unable to determine the minimum time required for the work independently and objectively.” For Hijmans, this issue was at the heart of all efforts to improve working methods. The necessity of establishing the exact feasible production per man per day gave rise to unforeseen opportunities by which productivity could be further increased. In this respect, Hijmans therefore supports Taylor. In others, he chooses to distance himself from the American’s statements. 

While Taylor had repeatedly claimed that the trades unions were nothing more than an obstacle to the increased prosperity of both employers and employees, Hijmans thought of the unions as the motor of technological progress. Without a powerful labour movement, the employers would be able to increase their profits by keeping wages artificially low. Strong unions forced them to improve business methods in order to compete and survive. 

Hijmans was also critical of Taylors’ claim that time and motion studies would only serve to eradicate pointless movements. “This might increase the productivity of work, but will not enhance its intensity. Anyone familiar with factory work knows that these supposedly ‘superfluous’ movements serve to introduce short or sometimes quite lengthy rest periods, which therefore lighten the work considerably.” Hijmans was convinced that, in general, the ‘useful’ movements were the most tiring. He also objected to the scientific pretensions of the time study approach. The instruction sheets on which all working instructions were expressed in seconds were, he said, all very well, “until you come to the bottom of the page. There you find a 40% or 50% allowance for ‘unforeseen’ circumstances.”

In general, Hijmans aligns himself with the criticisms of scientific management expressed in socialist circles. In fact, one might be forgiven for thinking that he was addressing an audience of trades union representatives rather than a meeting of the Royal Institute of Engineers. He even went so far as to present, at some length, his views on the tactics that the unions should adopt. He opposed the idea of appointing having worker representatives within the planning departments. They would become partly responsible for achieving the employers’ ambition of marked wage differentials. Not that Hijmans himself had anything against that aim in itself, since it was a natural consequence of any system of high wages and low costs. However, he viewed the prime responsibility of the trades union movement as that of promoting solidarity, whereby it must restrict itself to general social demands. The most important of these would be the reduction of working hours. 

Taylor had stated that any reorganization process must be undertaken with caution. He warned against people who thought they could achieve in two years something that would require at least four. It would seem that Hijmans and Van Gogh agreed with this standpoint but their first concern was to find the work. They opened their consultancy in 1920 under the name Adviesbureau voor Organisatie en Metaalbewerking (‘Consultancy for Organization and Metalworking’). This was soon changed to Organisatie Advies Bureau (‘Organizational Advice Bureau’; OAB). They first had to acquire a certain reputation and win some contracts. In the first year, during which Hijmans continued to work for the Standardization Office, the OAB undertook a total of seventeen assignments. This may appear to be a substantial number but almost all were extremely small jobs. At the end of the year, Van Gogh was able to report that one of the companies concerned had implemented all the recommendations made, a few had implemented them in part, and the majority had ignored them completely. This apparent lack of success was not particularly surprising given that most Dutch businessmen were still reticent to accept engineers, least of all the new phenomenon of the ‘efficiency engineer’. It was therefore essential to establish a reputation for reliability and effectiveness. 

Hijmans had the idea of entering into an agreement with the well-known and respected Maatschappij van Nijverheid (Federation of Trade and Industry). He invited the board of the Federation to become ‘supervisory directors’ of the OAB and to stand guarantee for its reliability. The board was quick to accept this invitation. Hijmans’ intention was to gain access to all the various manufacturing associations through the Federation of Trade and Industry, being a sort of umbrella organization. The move did generate a lot of publicity. Unfortunately, not all of it was positive. The Federation’s Deventer branch lodged an objection to the board’s apparent enterprise, itself seeking publicity for its standpoints.

The Federation of Trade and Industry did not therefore come to supervise the activities of the OAB, and neither were any contracts acquired through it from the other manufacturing associations. Nevertheless, the contact with the Federation did turn out to have great significance. Van Gogh later wrote in his diary, “Our consultancy was accepted because we attended the Annual General Meetings of the Federation of Trade and Industry... and because we published articles.” In fact, Hijmans was responsible for the majority of lectures and articles. He was the ‘thinker’ of the partnership. Van Gogh’s strengths lay in maintaining contact with clients and in managing the day-to-day affairs of the consultancy: very important qualities in their own right. It may be going too far to liken Hijmans and Van Gogh’s relationship to that of Sherlock Holmes and Dr Watson, but the fact remains that the two men worked together extremely well and each brought out the best in the other. 

The OAB’s first project of any substance was gained as a direct result of a lecture given by Hijmans. A certain Harry ter Kuile, one of two brothers who ran the textile firm Nico ter Kuile & Zonen, became interested in the idea of the ‘planning board’ and decided that his company should have one. He invited Hijmans and Van Gogh to visit his factory in Enschede. It is interesting to note how sceptical the client was with regard to the new phenomenon of organizational consultant, and how diffidently the consultants themselves proceeded. 

Hijmans and Van Gogh’s first visit to the Enschede factory was in September 1920. It was agreed that the OAB would produce an initial sketch for the planning board. Ter Kuile was to forward information about the orders in hand. Remarkably little then happened for several weeks. In mid-October, Van Gogh reminded Ter Kuile of the agreement. The order information promptly arrived. A month later, Ter Kuile enquired when the draft version of the planning board was likely to be ready, adding that he was inclined to cancel the entire project if he didn’t see some results soon. Van Gogh wrote back immediately to the effect that the planning board was finished, but that he first wanted to speak to Hijmans before presenting it to Ter Kuile. Hijmans was in Berlin on Standardization Bureau business and was not due to return until early December. Having heard nothing from the OAB for another several weeks, Ter Kuile once again set pen to paper on 15 December. “Have you abandoned the design for the organization of the textile factory, or may we indeed look forward to the benefit of your ideas?” he wrote with obvious cynicism. The two OAB directors once again hurried to Enschede to present their first version of the planning board. 

During the ensuing discussion, it was clear that the client and the consultants were not in total agreement. Ter Kuile clearly thought that a planning board was little more than a chart with a few lines and shaded areas. Hijmans and Van Gogh attempted to explain that there was a lot more involved. First, they would use existing weekly and monthly production and order lists to create a clear graphical representation, they had then prepared a capacity diagram, and only then could they design the actual planning board itself. After difficult negotiations, they managed to arrive at a compromise, but only after Hijmans and Van Gogh had produced a firm costing and a rather tight schedule. 

The implementation of the Ter Kuile planning board was also fraught with difficulties. When Hijmans and Van Gogh came to inspect the factory in June 1921, they were forced to concede that their plans simply did not work. They attributed the problems to the floor manager and the staff of the distribution department who, they alleged, were opposed to the ‘planning room’ and were deliberately ignoring its instructions. However, the consultants also had to admit that there were also several improvements that they themselves must make. 

On 11 April 1923, over two and a half years after this project began, Ter Kuile requested the OAB to discontinue its visits, saying that the staff now need time to get used to the changes made. In August, Hijmans and Van Gogh tentatively enquired whether they might come back once more, they were told that the planning room was now more or less working to satisfaction, “… but Mr Harry ter Kuile had to intervene far more than was previously expected whereupon your assistance now seems surplus to requirements.”

Even after the termination of this project, the OAB did have contact with Ter Kuile once again, albeit fleetingly. A year later, Van Gogh announced that the OAB had accepted an assignment from another textile factory and asked Ter Kuile’s permission to use the planning board that had originally been designed for his operations. Ter Kuile replied that he would have objections in some cases but not in others. He would have to evaluate each situation independently. Van Gogh was not pleased with this answer and decided that the OAB did not require Ter Kuile’s permission anyway. He sent one last letter, couched in very businesslike tones. “Should the question of work distribution arise, we shall apply the methods which we have developed and which have been subject to considerable modifications during the lengthy period since the termination of our activities on your behalf.”

The OAB was the very first Dutch consultancy specializing in advice on organizational issues, and remained the only such consultancy until 1925. On 1 July that year, Jan Louwerse opened his Adviesbureau voor Bedrijfsorganisatie (Consultancy for Business Organization). Louwerse had worked briefly as an independent consultant and in 1923 had joined Hijmans and Van Gogh as a business partner. However, after two years Hijmans decided to discontinue their association. He described Louwerse as a competent, even brilliant man, but more of a manager than a consultant. Louwerse then decided to start his own firm. A number of the OAB staff went with him. They included B.W. Berenschot. 

During the 1930s, a number of other consultancies would open, including that of Berenschot himself. It was only after the Second World War that the profession really began to take off, by which time OAB had long since been defunct. In 1929, its name changed to Raadgevend Adviesbureau. J. Rentenaar. Rentenaar had been a staff member from the very earliest years and had gone on to become a partner. The reason for this change was that the working relationship between the founding partners had become rather strained. They had probably been too close for too long. Van Gogh would later write in his diary that Hijmans was a ‘matador’ in acquiring new clients and commissions, but that he himself was in the way. Applying an artistic metaphor, he described Hijmans as a ‘Picasso type’, whatever that may mean. Hijmans had begun to focus his attention abroad, while Van Gogh devoted an increasing proportion of his time to his collection of paintings, which would later lead to the founding of the Van Gogh Museum in Amsterdam. Last but not least, the Depression had led to a serious decline in work. In 1933, the pair finally went their separate ways. Hijmans began a new consultancy (Raadgevend Ingenieursbureau voor Efficiency) with just one other staff member, one H. Oppenheimer. 

After their hesitant beginning, Hijmans and Van Gogh certainly had enough work to keep them busy, at least until the Depression set it. Although theirs remained a small consultancy with never more than seven or eight staff, they covered a very wide field of work. From their origins in the metal sector, they eventually found themselves working in all possible areas of commerce and industry, as well as mining and the service sector. However, their main client was to be the government, whereupon Hijmans and Van Gogh became the pioneers who would pave the way for many who followed. Their first large government project involved the restructuring of the tax department, and was to last seven years. This commission came about further to a recommendation from Wibaut, who introduced Hijmans and his son-in-law Van Gogh to the ministry. 

Even during his student days, Hijmans had a very international perspective. Several of his work experience placements were undertaken abroad. His work as director of the Central Standardization Office also involved much international travel. He had a notable contact in the person of Emile Rathenau, the founder of AEG in Berlin and a great thinker. Rathenau was murdered by anti-Semites in 1922. Another of his significant foreign contacts was Frank Gilbreth, the best-known American efficiency expert after Taylor himself. Gilbreth achieved great fame through his analysis of working movements using individual film frames, a method which Hijmans emulated with great pleasure and which later brought him into contact with Joris Ivens. Gilbreth and Hijmans shared a passion for small efficiency-enhancing measures, but surely Gilbreth went furthest in his study into the quickest way of buttoning up a shirt: from top to bottom or from bottom to top? He also concerned himself with finding the quickest way of shaving: an undertaking not entirely devoid of hazard. His wife Lilian later wrote a book, Cheaper by the dozen, in which she describes bringing up their twelve children. 

Hijmans was very active in the European scientific management movement. The first international congress on the topic had taken place in Prague in 1924, organized jointly by Czech and American parties. Western Europe’s contribution was extremely modest, but the congress led to the establishment in 1926 of a permanent organization, the Comité International d’Organisation Scientifique (CIOS), which would come to play an important part in many areas. Hijmans attended his first CIOS congress, held in Rome, in 1927 and would remain active until long after the war. However, the high point for him came in 1932, when the congress was held in Amsterdam. It was chaired by the noted accountant Theo Limperg, the moderator was B.W. Berenschot and the General Secretary was Van Gogh. Hijmans concerned himself chiefly with the organization and the agenda. Staging such a major event during the Depression years was certainly a risk, but the organizers were immensely proud to be able to show a positive balance afterwards. 

The official Dutch partner in the CIOS was the Nederlandsche Instituut voor Efficiency (NIVE), founded in 1925. Its first Chairman was J.L.C. van Meerwijk, director of Centraal Beheer. He stated the objective of the new institute as “…to use the principles of scientific management to ensure that the services demanded by the community from government organizations, trade and industry can be provided in the most appropriate manner.” Interestingly, the NIVE comprised two separate groups, the accountants and the engineers, which led to some argument as to which was most suitable to act as consultants. For those who believe that educational background is not the determinant of a consultant’s quality, but rather his personal creativity, this is not a particularly interesting discussion. Nonetheless, it was one conducted with much verve and passion, with various other factions joining in as time passed.

Hijmans’ international orientation was not limited to his attendance at various congresses, but extended to consultancy work for overseas clients. He undertook projects in France, Belgium, Germany and the United Kingdom. His work in France was by far the most extensive and for many years he spent approximately one third of his time there. He founded his own business in France together with Jean Coutrot, who was to achieve a degree of fame at home and abroad with his book De Quoi Vivre. The partners’ firm went by the name of ‘Bureau d’Ingenieurs-Conseil en Rationalisation’ (BICRA). Just before the Second World War, BICRA had a staff of some fourteen engineers and technicians and was therefore larger than the OAB had ever been. 

In France, Hijmans had to contend with the Bedaux system, invented by one Charles Bedaux, a French-American who in 1943 was arrested by American troops in north Africa due to his fascist sympathies. (He was in Africa to develop a pipeline carrying groundnut oil across the Sahara.) The Bedaux system, which enjoyed limited popularity in the Netherlands (but which was adopted, albeit in a modified form, by companies such as Philips), consisted of a simple work analysis combined with a rewards system which encouraged an extremely high working speed. Hijmans and Coutrot advocated a more in-depth work analysis and the creation of optimum working conditions. Much later Hijmans would tell Isabel van Ginneken in an interview: “I have been through the Bedaux mill. Work is not a quantitative article. People work because they enjoy doing so. It is a temptation that none can resist. The good organizational experts know this. You have to let people decide how they are to work.” This standpoint is in line with Coutrot’s thinking, known as “humanisme économique”, and was also evident in Hijmans’ article on the psychosis of machinism, cited above. Hijmans greatly enjoyed his trips abroad. The German invasion of the Netherlands would bring an abrupt end to those trips. 

The war represented a watershed in Hijmans’ life. He was almost fifty when hostilities broke out and was already a central figure in the national and international world of organizational consultancy. By the end of the war, he was almost fifty-five. He felt old and tired and had lost many of his friends and acquaintances. Although he would eventually regain much of his old verve and energy, the war had scarred him for life. Hijmans was married to a gentile, which offered a certain degree of protection, but how safe can you feel if you are only allowed out of doors wearing a yellow Star of David? During the later war years, he was arrested twice and forced to work for the Germans - the first time on the defence lines amid the coastal dunes near The Hague, and the second on a runway at an airfield near Havelte. On both occasions he was released reasonably quickly, the second time (in September 1944) being due to rumours of the impending liberation by the allies. The rumours proved to be some eight months premature. 

It is interesting to note that the early war years saw a development which would have lasting significance for the profession of organizational consultant. In September 1939, Hijmans’ colleagues had proposed that they should join forces and, given the threat that loomed, should offer their services to the government. After all, there was likely to be a significant demand for those services before long. At the time, those colleagues were few in number: Berenschot (who had parted company with Louwerse in 1938 and was now heading the largest consultancy in the country), Louwerse himself, Van Gogh and Rentenaar. As F.J. Gosselink reports, this proposal led to the founding of an official organ in the spring of 1940, under the name Centraal Bureau voor Organisatie en Efficiency. The creation of this new organization was officially made public in June that year. It was not the intention that the member consultancies should merge into one, but rather that there should be greater cooperation in sharing the assignments. H.J.P. Hellema and J.H. Marsman state that the promotion of common interests and regulation of professional relationships were also among the objectives. In order to express these aims more clearly, the name of the organization was changed to the Orde van Organisatie- en Efficiency-adviseurs in March 1941, an orde being equivalent to a federation or guild. In view of this development and given that several new consultancies (such as Ydo and Bosboom & Hegener), were created during the war years, it could be concluded that this was something of a boom era for the profession. Nothing could be further from the truth. The work gradually dried up and it was only with extreme difficulty that many consultancies survived at all. Hijmans found work in the business of an old college-friend in The Hague, but because he was Jewish, the contract had to be in Rentenaar’s name. When he returned from Havelte, even this job was no more. 

A ‘distraction’ for Hijmans during the long war years was his collaboration with Abraham Mey on Mensch en Samenleving (‘Man and Society’). This study, commenced in 1940 and completed during the ‘starvation winter’ of 1944/45, was published in three volumes after the war. Mey, who knew Hijmans through the NIVE, was a register accountant and head of the internal budgeting department of the Dutch postal and telecommunications service, the PTT. During the post-war reconstruction, he went on to take up an important government post under Minister of Finance Pieter Lieftinck. The work, dedicated to Jean Coutrot and his ‘humanisme économique’, sought to cover the subject in depth and cannot be described as light bedtime reading. In over one thousand pages, it starts with primitive man and finishes with the planning of the future. Taylor is given a rather modest place in all this, but we do hear the typical Hijmans tone, as in the passage on leadership in business: “A modern director is not a dictator but is the man who knows how to combine the insights of good advisors and to create the conditions in which justice can be done to their recommendations. He is indeed a leader, but not in any commanding way. Rather, he serves.” (II, 302-3).

In early 1944, Hijmans met Eke Kofoed when she moved into the same temporary accommodation he was occupying. She would prove a great support in the final year of the war, and they would remain close friends after the liberation. She too had a strong socialist background.

After the war, the profession of organizational consultant really took off. The number of consultancy firms increased significantly; some firms underwent a marked expansion and the profession itself developed in both breadth and depth. Hijmans represents something of a paradox. On the one hand, he worked passionately to establish a more scientific image for organizational consultancy, while on the other he defended the standpoint that it was not a science at all, but a craft. 

One of the new developments around this time was the increasing attention for psychology and psychotechnology. Before the war, Louwerse had made a tentative attempt to introduce these elements into his practice by engaging the services of Jan de Quay. This collaboration was not a resounding success and within a year De Quay had left to pursue other career opportunities, eventually becoming Prime Minister of the Netherlands. During the war, Berenschot began to consider psychotechnology in earnest and in 1944 he founded the Twents Instituut voor Bedrijfspsychologie (Twente Institute for Business Psychology). Its director, J. Huiskamp, described the objective of the bureau thus: “The working person can no longer be regarded as a quantitative unit of work, which a business sector can ‘rent’ for a certain time at a certain price. We have learned to see him as a personality, to which the necessary attention must be devoted if this person is to develop his full strengths within the context of the enterprise.” The driving force behind this approach was D.J. de Silva, who had joined Berenschot in 1940. At the same time, M.G. Ydo was working on his doctoral thesis, published in 1947 under de title Plezier in het werk (‘Pleasure in work’). 

What was Hijmans’ view of these developments? Firstly, we can assert that the working person had always been central to his thinking: witness his remarks on Taylorism in the article on the ‘psychosis of machinism’. In Mensch en samenleving he also considers the emergence of psychotechnology. However, a clear shift in his approach can be detected: “We were technicians and we understood things like lathes, routs and drills. We would immediately wander into the technical department of a factory and start to look around. The objective was purely technical. Organizational aspects were a by-product.” Now, the organization itself was the main issue, with a focus on what he called the ‘human-psychological’ aspects. 

Hijmans continued to work as an independent organizational consultant. Of all the assignments he undertook, those conducted overseas undoubtedly gave him the most satisfaction. He was able to combine his insights and ideals in producing recommendations for firms in Israel, Indonesia and Surinam. In the Netherlands, he was invited to join a commission to study a topic which had accounted for much of the growth of the consultancy world in the late 1940s and early 1950s: work classification. This commission was appointed by the College van Rijksbemiddelaars (Board of Government Mediators) with a view to analysing professions and activities in order to arrive at fair differentiation in wages and salaries. Hijmans welcomed this opportunity to expound his views on the disproportionate value attributed to qualifications and diplomas, rather than the actual skills required for the job. Despite the satisfaction he would have derived from such work, he found it increasingly difficult to contend with the increasing competition in the dynamic consultancy world of the day. This was no doubt partly due to his wartime experiences. Fortunately, he was able to slip into a new role with relative ease: that of advisor to the advisors, consultant to the consultants. This was a role that he often fulfilled in an informal manner, but equally often in a structured way, such as giving courses for the NIVE. He also became a lecturer with the Stichting Interacademiale Opleiding Organisatiekunde (Foundation for Interfaculty Education in Organizational Science; SIOO). That was in 1958, when Hijmans was 68 years old. 

The SIOO represented a collaboration between various universities to offer a post-graduate qualification in organizational science. The idea came from Berenschot, who could now lay claim to the title of ‘professor’. In 1950, he had been appointed visiting professor of organizational science at Delft’s faculty of mechanical engineering. It is possible that Hijmans was slightly envious. He had previously had to turn down a professorship because it was a full-time appointment offering no opportunity for other activities. Even an honorary doctorate had eluded him. But he was at least an honorary member of the Order of Organization and Efficiency Consultants, the Royal Institute of Engineers, and the Netherlands Institute for Efficiency, and was a Fellow of the CIOS International Academy of Management.

His educational activities for the SIOO may not be the most important part of his work, but deserve a mention here nonetheless. He provided a course in technology for students with a background in economics. Clearly, his first love had not been forgotten. A result of this combined approach was the book Mens, Metaal, Machine (‘Man, Metal, Machine’), published in 1963. This is first and foremost a history of technology, but philosophical reflections are, of course, also included. “We westerners still possess an element of subservience, of obedience. We long for security. We take a pride in the quality of our work. We cannot understand each other if we do not understand these underlying sources of our feelings and desires.”

At this time, Hijmans devoted considerable attention to developing change processes whereby the interests of ‘stakeholders’ (to use a more recent term) would be placed at the fore. It was a question of acknowledging the objectives of both external and internal parties, the latter being the staff or ‘the people’. There are various ways of describing and evaluating this ‘Hijmans Method’. There is its physical manifestation: large sheets of paper, known popularly as "Hijmans’ bedsheets", filled with charts, diagrams and arrows. Interesting from the analytical point of view, but of little practical use in getting everyone within the organization working towards the same ends. Then there is the philosophy behind the method. At a commemoration of Hijmans’ work in 1988, Prof. Malotaux of Delft University, a man who had worked alongside Hijmans, explained that this philosophy entailed the conscious realization of the function and position of the organization. (The continuity of Hijmans’ thinking is demonstrated by his preference for the term ‘working community’). Such a realization will both facilitate and cause a radical shift in culture. The most important result is not a change of structure, but a new culture which is continually aware of the necessity for re-orientation and ongoing modifications to the structure, as and when required. 

There is a third aspect to the ‘Hijmans method’. Another speaker at the 1988 meeting was Seen van der Plas of Philips. He detected a certain tragic element: “It is as if Hijmans always assumed that every social process can be designed and controlled beforehand: everything can be calculated and represented by charts and diagrams.” This was not the Hijmans that he knew from the organizational management practice, the Hijmans who asked questions such as: 

- Why are you doing this (what is the purpose)?

- Why are you doing this (rather than anyone else)?

- Why are you doing this (rather than something else)?

- Why are you doing it like this (rather than in some other way)?

I do not believe that there is necessarily any contradiction here, let alone tragedy. A comparison can be made with a grand master in chess pitting his wits against a computer. He, like the computer, knows the theory inside out and can consider his options many moves in advance. However, during the game itself he is able to rely on intuition, which is how he can beat the computer. The correlation between the apparently divergent approaches is nicely illustrated by Hijmans in his 1983 interview with Isabel van Ginneken:

“Let me explain my method. You have to start by looking at what already exists. What is the current situation? There may, for example, be a team of doctors, nurses and occupational therapists. I listen to all these people as they tell me what they do. Then I make a diagram. I carefully list all the activities involved: medical care, occupational therapy classes, and so on. One person will say something entirely different to the other. There will be things you simply do not agree with, but that is not a problem: you write it all down. In every organization visited, there is always one person who is in charge at that particular moment. He will tell you that his approach is the only correct way to run that organization. You listen attentively and do not disagree. The first question therefore is: what is happening? The new thing about this method is that you have charted the organization without criticism and exactly as the people themselves see it. 

“The second question is then: who is contributing to this? Who is involved in the occupational therapy, for example. That could be four or five different people, each in his or her own way. The one will advise, the other proposes, the third decides. This can be represented on the diagram by means of set symbols. You can then chart the cooperation, which almost speaks for itself. 

The question for the consultant is now: which diagram do I elaborate further? Am I the economic director or am I concerned with the human aspects? There are two different diagrams. That is what makes the profession difficult: there is more than one way in which to organize. In treating the mentally handicapped, for example, people will say that it is a question of medical care, and that must be provided by the doctors. No, say others. It is more a question of understanding personal needs and motivations, the Freudian approach. Both are true. At this stage, you draw a couple of organizational designs. Some will adhere to one, others will prefer the other. You have an idea of the desired final situation. You then have to talk to all these people again. The new organization will emerge from this conversation.”
Conclusion 

Hijmans died on 22 Augustus 1987, aged 97 and still in full command of his faculties. He will be remembered for a long time to come. That is partly due to his physical appearance. He was a large, strong man with a characteristic well-groomed goatee. But most will remember him for his presentations and lectures - for the NIVE and the KIVI, for Bosboom & Hegener and the SIOO, at international congresses and in smaller, more intimate gatherings. He achieved fame through his witty ripostes and ‘one-liners’ as well as through his great erudition. In everything he did, it was clear that this was a man of action, a man who preferred doing to talking, a man who enjoyed spending time on the factory floor, a habit which he acquired some eighty years earlier during his college years in Delft. His is quite rightly seen as the founding father of organizational consultancy in the Netherlands. Many regard him as their guru.

From the many books and articles written about Hijmans, it becomes clear that there was a side to his personality that some found difficult to accept. One telling profile, offered from a historical perspective, is provided by J.A.A. van Doorn: “Hijmans would not have felt at home in today’s consultancy practice. He was an aristocrat among his colleagues, a striking and dominant personality, largely unsuited to the large-scale nature of today’s organizational consultancy work. His demeanour, born of great self-confidence but regarded by some as sheer arrogance, would not have been suited to our flat and smooth culture.” (NRC, 14 September 1987)

I cannot entirely agree with Van Doorn’s assertion that Hijmans had ‘great self-confidence’. This was purely a façade. In reality he was extremely insecure and had been so since his early youth, perhaps because he was not raised by his own mother. During the war years, when his Jewish identity was suddenly thrust upon him against his will, his sense of insecurity only increased. Undoubtedly, he was extremely good at concealing it. 

Otherwise, Hijmans was just a nice man with a number of remarkable traits. On the one hand, his great love for technology inspired him to make a number of inventions and innovations in machine tools. He dabbled in automation using computers, but was unfortunately somewhat ahead of his time. On the other hand, there were certain aspects of technology with which he had great difficulty, at least from the psychological perspective. They were, in order of ‘annoyance value’, the refrigerator, the television and the car. Refrigerators, he claimed, were unnecessary, television led to mental and emotional mediocrity and cars were inefficient monsters. He maintained his opposition for a long time, but eventually practice won over theory once more. Underlying this opposition was a certain anti-Americanism. Certainly, Hijmans was an admirer, albeit a critical one, of Taylor. He was a good friend of Gilbreth. And yet he regarded the United States as the epitome of the unbridled capitalism which he had despised since his student days. J.B.M. Edelman Bos describes Hijmans’ thinking in this regard thus: “In a society experiencing industrialization, the relationship between technology and human labour is sorely tested. Hijmans called for greater regard to be given to the worker’s position. This was not only due to a sense of social justice, but was also part of his vision with regard tot he effective and efficient functioning of the organization in a rapidly changing world. He regularly called attention to the dangers of a strict top-down hierarchical approach, doing so in a very acute and satirical fashion. A dignified existence, whether on the workfloor or in a management position is, he believed, a necessary precondition of any broad and creative support within the organization, and that support is in turn a precondition of survival in the long term.” (Het Financieele Dagblad, 1 September 1987).

This is an excellent summing-up, to which I would like to add two comments. Firstly, Hijmans’ sense of social involvement was not a secondary consideration, but was his entire raison d’être. He had come into contact with social democracy through his friendship with Van Gogh and the long conversations with Van Gogh’s mother Jo Bongers, who became like a second mother to Hijmans himself. As soon as he was able to do so without annoying his father, he joined the SDAP. After the war, he was a member of the PvdA, but was unable to accept the party’s support for police actions in Indonesia. Although he never actually joined the Communist Party, he was a sympathizer for a while. But for a true democrat such as Hijmans, this position was also untenable. In his final years, he could be described as a sort of ‘humanist anarchist’ who had lost faith in all political parties. Although he no longer expressed his opinions so openly, he retained his social democratic principles to the end, whereupon we can justifiably call him ‘the Great Socialist Engineer’. 

Secondly, Hijmans was clearly someone who preferred the ‘hands-on’ approach. He became increasingly critical of the trend towards abstract theory in the organizational consultancy world which was particularly apparent after 1970. He spoke his mind freely in this regard and his forthrightness was probably not appreciated by everyone. It should be added that the practical, rather than the theoretical, was his strong point and it was in ‘doing’ that his creativity came to the fore. This is a quality that cannot be readily be transferred to others. However, we would be wise to heed the warnings of someone who made a lifetime’s work of organizational consultancy and who really could see things that others could not. 

Postlude 

In the introduction to Management consulting Matthias Kipping and Lars Engwall state that this volume provides some much-needed empirical evidence on management consulting, especially with regard to 

· the development of the consulting industry, especially the efforts to become recognized as legitimate knowledge providers

· the ways in which consultancy firms (and management gurus) generate, manage and validate their knowledge

· the ‘success of consultancy projects, in terms of convincing managers to hire outside advisors.

Although many individual consultants or gurus are mentioned in the book, the emphasis is on the industry as a whole. I believe that it would be worthwhile to study the lives and works of the greatest individuals in the field, not as a sort of micro-history but for reasons of comparison and to examine the same points as mentioned above on a different level.

More specific questions could be added:

· family and educational background

· political affiliation or interests

· networking

· international relations

· opinion on Taylor(ism) or American consultancy in general

· guru status (rise and fall) 

Many of these themes are touched upon in this study of Ernst Hijmans’ life and work. Interesting parallels existed between his development and that of his contemporaries Van Gogh and Goudriaan. However, this does not necessarily mean that the similarities are also to be seen in the broader European context, or across the generations. It is possible that a completely different set of similarities will be seen here. Only a comparative study will serve to answer this question. However, what remains clear is that this service industry has gained a permanent place within the economy as a whole. 

