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The present paper intends to analyse the development of the Italian managerial culture and practices in the 50’s and 60’s drawing attention to a group of technicians working in the mechanical sector. The Necchi Company, from Pavia, which specialised in the manufacture of sewing machines, will be considered here as a meaningful example to describe this process of evolution in terms of the technological and organisational solutions it adopted in those years. 

My aim is to analyse the dynamics of this process, underlining the active role of some institutional factors
, which promoted the spread of new managerial practices among Italian companies and which encouraged a selective adaptation of management knowledge promoted by the United States
. 
In the years immediately after the Second World War, the spread of this new managerial culture derived form the work of certain technical committees, created in order to encourage the reconstruction of the Italian economy. In the 50’s a central role was also played by some institutions linked to the European Recovery Program and to the US Technical Assistance and Productivity Programs.

In retrospect it is possible to argue that often these institutions did not achieve their practical goals, but they did promote the circulation of some of the managerial practices, both by acting as communication mediators for those small companies that were unable to set up direct links with the main centres of managerial knowledge, and by facilitating the formation of national and international networks of technicians. 

As emphasised in some studies on consultancy development
, the communication and interpersonal relationships between the technicians played a significant role in the circulation of managerial knowledge. Technicians were the owners of practical and organisational knowledge; through their long-term collaborations they not only managed to diffuse their technical and practical skills, but they also established a sense of trust between each other, which facilitated further collaborations. It was in fact common to witness the same group of technicians moving from one company to another.

The third element which played a role in the diffusion of new managerial knowledge was a pre-existent technical/organisational culture that evolved during the years between the two world wars. It was borne out of the school of the “scientific management” and later became sensitive to the influence of new American approaches to the study of management. This pre-existent culture was certainly present in the experience of Olivetti in the 30’s and 40’s and, after the war, it was closely linked to the first Italian business school, IPSOA, of which the same Adriano Olivetti was a co-founder.

This technical/organisational culture, moreover, reflected some of the liberal ideals of the officers of the Economic Cooperation Administration, at least in its early years, in which a new vision of economic and social development was promoted with a move towards more democratic industrial relationships
.
A mechanical industry

After the Second World War Necchi held a good position in the sewing machines market, especially because during the 30’s its technical director, Emilio Cerri, who had come from FIAT, had implemented a company reorganization improving both the manufacturing process and the product itself. He designed prototypes of tool machines which operated with interchangeable heads and which were particularly innovative in those years. Cerri also created the first “Bobina Universale”, the family sewing machine that guided Necchi’s post-war success. It had a special attachment that permitted the lengthwise movement of the needle, allowing zigzag sewing and the creation of embroideries and of particular patterns on the fabric.

Hence Necchi had on the market two product lines: the two models of family sewing machine (the BF, “Bobina Famiglia”, version able to create straight seams, and the new BU version) and the industrial sewing machines. Necchi also had a foundry, which produced cast iron for its own mechanical sector and both malleable and spheroid cast iron for the external market, especially used in the haulage. In 1947 Cerri died; a new engineer from Singer in Monza was appointed as technical director. In the subsequent year, however, due to his lacklustre performance, he was replaced by Gino Martinoli. Martinoli had the task to develop the sewing machine production in order to keep up with the growing national and international markets, particularly with the market in the United States. It was in fact in America, during the war, that a young Jewish man, a son of the Necchi licensee in Warsaw, settled down after escaping from Poland from the racial persecution. After the war, he opened a commercial branch of Necchi in New York and in a couple of years the American market became Necchi’s most productive market abroad. 
Gino Martinoli, brother-in-law of Adriano Olivetti, was an engineer, who graduated at the Turin Polytechnic. He worked for the Olivetti Company from 1924 to 1945. He had been general technical director since 1932 and he reorganised the company coordinating the first attempt to introduce mass production systems in Ivrea. After the Second Wolrd War Martinoli became a member of the Comitato Industriale Alta Italia (CIAI - Northern Italy Industrial Committee) and chief executive of the mechanical sector of the Sottocomissione Industria Alta Italia (SIAI - Northern Italy Industrial Sub-Committee). At that time he was also appointed commissioner for the IRI’s mechanical industries in the north of Italy. He and other collaborators had the task to establish an Office for the Organisation of Mechanical Companies (Ufficio Organizzazione Aziende Meccaniche IRI), which could offer a consultancy service for the IRI mechanical industries and which would try to rationalize the entire mechanical public sector.
After having joined Necchi with the commitment to expand the production of sewing machines, Martinoli decided to increase the numbers in the workforce. This initially caused a rise in the entire production, but subsequently generated a decrease in productivity. As a result of this, in the following years, he focussed his attention on retrieving that initial downturn in productivity and on reengineering the plants of the company in order to increase the productivity of each of the individual factory division. Within five years the company trebled the daily production. Martinoli’s reorganisation intervened in three different areas: product innovation, the updating of the manufacturing processes and the transformation of the management organisation.

In this paper, I will focus my attention on this third aspect: the transformation of the management organisation. This, in fact, played a significant role in the future economic trend of Necchi. Through reorganising and restructuring the company, Martinoli succeeded in gaining control over the entire production sector. Secondly,  this aspect enlightens the action of the international networks of technicians, linked with the Unites States productivity drive, cited above.
I will, however, start by mentioning the changes related to the product and the manufacturing processes, since these two aspects were closely interlinked with the first. The sewing machine design went through significant transformations both from a mechanical and from an aesthetic point of view. In 1955 Marcello Nizzoli supervised the creation of the Supernova BU. This was a completely automatic and innovative sewing machine, which could operate regulating the zigzag width, the needle position and the length of the stitch, by simply rotating a knob placed on one side of the sewing machine. This allowed the possibility to create a wide range of embroideries and to sew onto the material a wide variety of patterns.

However, the major innovations in terms of the product took place in the projecting phase. The research into new models occurred through a constant dialogue between the Technical Projecting Office and the other technical offices. By standardizing the different sewing machine components and by assessing them in terms of the harmonization of the manufacturing process, setbacks were avoided in the production that might be caused by the designers’ individual technical expertise. As far as the manufacturing processes were concerned, the aim was to increase productivity through transforming the mechanical production into a “flow production”. This target was reached by modifying both the implemented technologies and restructuring the production departments. The European Recovery Program financial support together with a drastic improvement of the planned investments allowed Necchi to purchase new updated machine tools. These were high productivity machines, automatic and semi-automatic, with multiple working heads that could work simultaneously different parts of the same component, equipped with up-to-date starting and feeding devices. 

The manufacturing cycles were also reviewed. Where possible, they tried to link the different manufacturing processes through mechanical devices creating something similar to ‘manual transfer machines’
. This would allow a flow in the production without interruption up to the pre-fitting and assemblage phase, which was done in-line with the aid of trucks hauled by a chain.

The organisational transformations, which occurred during this first phase, were remarkable. Were also significant the changes in the second phase (between the end of 1953 and the beginning of 1954). During this second phase Necchi started to plan the new series of Supernova sewing machines. All of the manufacturing cycles necessary to produce the new sewing machine were studied considering the Methods-Time-Measurements (MTM). This system focussed on the methods of working rather than on the duration of the individual production process. This shift of focus completely modified the point of view of the technical offices regarding on the organisation of the manufacturing processes. Moreover it represented the apex of a tendency which began with the introduction of the “scientific management” and which had been enhanced by technological progress. This tendency had consisted of an act of dispossession of the workers’ technical knowledge by the company managers and of the restriction of the workers’ discretion in the performance of their tasks
.
It would be impossible to analyse all of the details of these changes, so I will focus on the parallel transformations related to the corporate structure, in particular on the General Technical Management (DITEG), directed by Gino Martinoli.

Organisational transformations

Unfortunately it has been impossible to reconstruct the evolution of the company’s organization chart. Necchi’s archive was, in fact, destroyed in 1975, when the founder Vittorio Necchi died and the company was transferred to another owner. In order to remedy this lack of documentation I realized and then compared 25 interviews with employees within the Necchi’s hierarchy
. Matching the oral evidence with some written primary sources has allowed me to ascertain a more detailed picture of what Necchi’s production chart was like after the end of the first phase of re-organisation around 1951/1953 (see chart on the following page)
.
The interviews suggested that the line functions did not change. There remained four operative offices: The Family Sewing Machine Management Office (DIMA), managed by Vittorio Scherillo and Piero Rigamonti. Scherillo was an engineer who came from OM. Martinoli had met him at the IRI at the time of the Office for the Organisation of Mechanical Companies. Rigamonti was an engineer form Olivetti. The second office was the Industrial Sewing Machine Management Office (DIMI), supervised by Luigi Bono, an engineer from Necchi, manager of Machine Tools and Equipment Office since 1945 and then manager of the Technical Staff Office since 1948. The Foundry Management Office was run by Giuseppe Rossi, an engineer from FIAT, where he had been the manager of the foundry department for the Lingotto and Mirafiori plants. And finally the Furniture Management Office, which produced supporting frames for the machines, managed by the engineer Valvassori. 

Regarding staff functions, Martinoli assigned to Alessandro Pagni the already active Technical Projecting Office. Alessandro Pagni was an engineer, who had built his commercial and technical career spending more than ten years at Fratelli Borletti, at OM, at Unione Aziende Meccaniche Meridionali and finally at Ansaldo in Genoa. The Technical Projecting Office took care of the entire projecting process of all of the sewing machines, both the family and the industrial ones. This office also supervised the Applied Research Service, managed by Professor Pietro Sillano, from the University of Pavia, who had an interest in verifying and testing all the materials and each of the sewing machine component parts. 
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	   Fig. 1 - Chart of Necchi’s General Technical Management between 1951 and 1953, as reconstructed through matching the oral evidences  


The Central Office for Time and Methods Analysis (UCATM) and the Technical Staff Office (UTO) respectively managed by Giulio Volta from Olivetti and by Carlo Alghisi, a technician from Lancia and Marelli, were completely redesigned.

The Technical Staff Office represented the very core of the production sector because it supervised the entire manufacturing cycles of the sewing machines and their supporting frames. The Technical Staff Office was divided into five departments: the Machine Tools and Equipment Office
, managed by a technician from Ivrea, the Manufacturing Analysis Office - UAL -, the Gauges Office, the Tools Office and finally the Facilities Offices.
After the Projecting Office phase of research, the resultant drawings of the new sewing machines were sent to UTO, where UAL together with UCATM, reassessed the drawings “translating” them into manufacturing cycles. They also ordered new equipment and materials for the machine tools and equipment sector and then sent the information about the manufacturing cycles and the correct equipment to be used by the plant managing offices. Things worked in a different way at the foundry. Its peculiarity was based on the fact that it was equipped with its own machine tools and equipment sector; this conferred to it a certain autonomy.

In those years two new offices were set up: The Technical Office for the Economy Of Manufacture and The Quality Control Office. The former was managed by Giulio Borello, with whom Martinoli had been collaborating for years. Borello’s employment was to aim of introduce the American concept of the role of the controller
. The consequence of this resulted in the firm’s accountancy would be handled by technicians and engineers, “who could always see beyond the written figures, who could see the real role” that accountancy might play in the company’s productivity. 
The person responsible for setting the cost centres and for verifying that the amount of produced and used material would correspond to the manufacturing budgets was not linked to the production managers. He worked “side by side with the general managers and represented the guiding light in all the company’s proceedings”. This role did not exist up to that moment and its absence corroborated the fact that previously decisions had exclusively been made by the firm’s accountants and executive managers
. 

Similar considerations can be applied to the Quality Control Office. The aim here was to separate production from inspection. The general trend of production departments to manufacture as much as possible at any cost was to be limited both by reducing the costs of sewing machine production through management control, and by producing goods with specific quality levels, as agreed by the sales management team and projecting offices
.
The Central Quality Control Office (UCC), managed by Gianfranco Clavello, was to be responsible for this latter requirement. Between 1955 and 1956, out of a total of 4200 employees in the entire company, the UCC included 48 clerks and 275 workers, excluding those testing the components parts along the manufacturing lines
.
The UCC adopted the control standards created by the Instrument Society of America in Pittsburgh, reviewing the tolerance system within the company and renewing the quality control. This allowed the possibility to interrupt work at the first sign of malfunction of the machine and to intervene directly in the manufacturing process with specific modifications. This also marked the first introduction of the statistical quality control in Pavia.

Parts of the production organisation chart also included some branches of UCATM and UCC under the supervision of each of the operative offices. There were also four Planning Offices (UPO), which were in charge of obtaining the manufacturing cycles from UTO and of starting the production itself. This activity entailed the issue of a ‘pilot note’, which represented the order in which to produce solely an initial partial lot. This thereby ensured that the agreed cycle worked properly. Once this was demonstrated there was the subsequent issue of other ‘ordinary notes’
.
Organisational flexibility

What I have just described is Necchi’s organisational structure as for the first phase of restructuring at the beginning of the 50’s. At the end of 1952, an initial relationship with the United States was established. Some workers from the new Technical Offices were sent to USA. Six young workers divided into two groups were sent to America under the International Technical Assistance Mission 45/96. This project, over three years, allowed 200 workers from various Italian mechanical industries, to enjoy a working and study experience abroad for one year.

The first group, which included Eugenio Alberici, Orlando Pagani, Bruno Villa and Andreoli, left during the first months of 1952, whereas the second group followed after six/seven months
. This group was composed of Serafino Vignati and Giovanni Nervetti, who subsequently stayed on in America
.
Once all the participants to the TA 45/96 project returned to Necchi, they took on specific roles in the new technical offices, which were at the time to deal with the development of the Supernova production lines. The research on Supernova started, in fact, during their stay in the USA. After their year in America, the first group was also sent for a few months to the Methods Engineering Council in Pittsburgh to attend a course in MTM. This course had been created by Harold Maynard, who was also the president of the Methods Engineering Council. In early 1952, Necchi tried to apply Maynard’s method by following the book he had written in collaboration with Stegemerten and Schwab
. It was soon realised that the book lacked some important elements necessary to apply MTM’s method properly. The company therefore decided to send some technicians to Pittsburgh.
The next international contact involved Martinoli directly. In the second half of 1950, the Commission for Investigations and Study on Mechanical Industry (CISIM) was founded by the Italian Ministry of Industry and Commerce. The Ministry in the first months of the following year drew up a contract with Stanford Research Institute in order to start research on the Italian mechanical industry and to produce a plan for its rebuilding after the difficulties encountered just after the Second World War.

Without going into too much detail I would like to mention that the CISIM experience gave rise to many controversial issues
. Some members of the same commission criticised the work of the Stanford Research Institute team, stressing its lack of practicality and its inadequacy to apply to the specific situation in Italy. However, CISIM, proved to be a positive event in terms of fostering the expansion of the international network of technicians.

In the specific case of Necchi, CISIM allowed the employment of Richard Miller, a member of the Stanford Research Institute, as an expert on production. In those years Miller played a central role in terms of facilitating international relationships. Before his collaboration with CISIM ended, he was employed by Pasquale Saraceno, also member of the Commission, as a consultant for the IRI mechanical sector
. Few mounths after, together with other promoters, Miller encouraged the Ford Foundation to give financial support to IPSOA and helped some Harvard professors to become involved in the Turin business school project
.
Through his collaboration with Martinoli, Miller held the position of consultant for Necchi’s DITEG for two years. His task was to organise this department with a view to the second organisational transformation of the entire company.

The analysis of the manufacturing cycles of the Supernova through the MTM’s method did not seem enough to solve the complex organisational problems. In fact, it appeared necessary at this stage to create a parallel structure that could be flexible enough to enable communication between the various departments of the company without impeding the ongoing production line.

Since Necchi’s archive was destroyed, it is impossible to evaluate Miller’s significant influence on the organisational structure of Necchi. It is however clear that his task was to create a flexible structure within the company. It is important to point out that this flexibility was not introduced into the production process itself. Production was in fact regulated by “scientific management” principles and was bound to the notion of production flux, which stretched from the entrance of the raw material to the final assembly lines. Flexibility, therefore, was required for the organisational structures, by introducing new routines according to the requirements that gradually occurred in the process, and by taking into account the needs from both the projecting and production offices, and from the market. This restructuring activity aimed to streamline the company structure without too many traumatic changes. 
A document dated 13th March 1954
 and minutes of a meeting held on 7th September 1954 may clarify how this flexibility plan was realized
. In 1954 the production of Supernova started. In spring the Group for Special Tests (GPS) began the production of certain parts of the new automatic machine in an experimental department, in order to test it on the market. In March 1954 they designed the manufacturing cycles and tested the machines in order to start the pilot production. The document dated 13th March mentioned above specified the tasks that the technical departments had to fulfil. It stressed that the Family Machines Management Office had to be considered as the main client of the Technical Staff Office. It also underlined that many inconveniences would occur due to the physical distance between the technicians of UTO and those of DIMA
. This distance in fact could impede the designers of the machine tools. They would fail to recognise “that direct contact with the production process was necessary to make sure that the machine tools produced would match the manufacturing requirements”
.
The UTO had to be considered as a staff body, like the Central Office for Times and Methods Analysis and the Quality Control Office. Some of the UTO designers had to be moved to DIMA in order to facilitate their collaboration with the technicians of the Cycles Team. The Cycle Team was appositely created for the production of the new style of sewing machine and was also moved to the DIMA. The problem of a lack of communication was a difficulty that had already been experienced. Two years before, in fact, Necchi had tried to solve the same issue between the UTO and the management of the Family Machines Plant. They did this through the creation of the Technical Office of Production Advancement (UTAP), which was supervised by the latter. UTAP’s task was to solve the misunderstandings that derived from the inability of the members of the UTO to foresee the problems connected to the actual phase of production. Their analysis of the manufacturing cycles and of the tools was, in fact, only based on the drawings coming from the projecting stage. They therefore could not entirely appreciate the difficulties that might occur in the production phase. UTAP was created following the DITEG report number 235, dated 29th January 1952. In March 1954 it was decided to embark on an alternative route because UTAP in fact turned out to be a copy of UTO, with which it should have actually interfaced
.
It was therefore decided to absorb part of the UTAP’s employees into the Technical Staff Office and to create a Technical Bureau for DIMA, which would continue to link the projecting offices with the production offices, with an obviously smaller number of technicians. In the meantime, UTO was completely redesigned. DIMA’s Cycles Group and Production Means Group were placed alongside the Supernova Cycle Group and the Supernova Machine Tools and Equipment Group. These latter two groups were in charge of defining the manufacturing cycles and the machine tools for the new Supernova machine. UTO was also composed of a Gauge Group, a Tools Group and a Facilities Group for DIMI. This group supervised the production of the industrial machines. 

As Eugenio Alberici, member of the Supernova Cycles Group, remembers: “Necchi took a big risk. They created a new product, and restructured their organisation. One day we would stop the production of a certain type of product and start a new one. One technical office would suddenly disappear and a new one would be created.” All this was done whilst attempting to maintain the channels of horizontal communication between the different offices and departments. Formal meetings were organised to facilitate this. For example, the Supernova Cycles Group was composed of Alberici, Guido Tesio and Bruno Villa. Tesio, previously employed by Olivetti and member of UTO and UTAP, played a central role in the production of Supernova. Villa, together with Alberici, had been one of the four technicians who had gone to the United States to study MTM, and formally was a member of DIMA’s Technical Bureau. He was placed in the Cycles Group in order to verify that the work would be carried out “maintaining a close connection with DIMA, and in order to adapt the manufacturing cycles to the production requirements”
. The attempt to preserve this communication between the different departments included the decision to assign specific tasks to different members of the technical department. In March 1954, Angelo Cerina, Cesare Mariani, Lino Tamarin and seven other technicians were assigned to the DIMA’s Production Means Group. Subsequently they were to take charge of the tool machines for pre-fitting and fitting of the Supernova. Franco Bossi, previously from the Gauge Group, was subsequently put in charge of clarifying the details of the manufacturing cycle of the head of the new sewing machine. 
Within a few months these new structural changes led to the specifications of the manufacturing cycles and the choice of the necessary equipment to start the production of the Supernova sewing machine. This resulted from a constant dialogue with the projecting office, which was also in charge of defining and updating the “principal list” of each of the component parts that were to make up the Supernova. At the previously mentioned meeting on 7th September 1954, reassurances were given that the time schedule would be respected. By the end of January 1955 the working lines were expected to start to produce the first of the new machines. However, this could only have happened by taking into account the fact that the schedule details were still to be defined and that it was to take two further months to put together the assembly lines
. By way of maintaining horizontal communication, the following key personnel were present at the meeting: Martinoli (DITEG), Giulio Borello (Technical Office for the Economy of Manufacture), Luigi Bono, who at the end of 1953 took up Alessandro Pagni’s position as head of the Technical Projecting Office
, the chief engineer Premuda, who was the new director of DIMA, a position previously held by Vittorio Scherillo till the end of 1953.
 Further participants included Pietro Sillano (Applied Research Service), Giulio Volta (Central Office for Times and Methods Analysis), Carlo Alghisi (Technical Staff Office), Tondinetti, who was responsible for the Machine Tools and Equipment Office, Ezio Bormida, Orlando Pagani and two other technicians, who worked for UCATM’s methods section; Bruno Villa, Guido Tesio, Eugenio Alberici, members of the Supernova Cycles Group, Franco Bossi and Andreoli from Gauges Group, and finally Richard Miller and Egidio Graziadei
, who were both directly collaborating with DITEG.

In the following months, “besides gathering all of the material to complete the manufacturing plan”, all of the options available to return to an ordinary management of production were analysed
. A number of different documents were produced: the “List of Operations”, the “Analytic Plan of Operations”, and “the Complete Manufacturing Cycle”. It was agreed that a provisional document known as the “Manufacturing Cycle”, as it had been called in the past, would be distributed within the factory. The Cycles Group was given the task to draw up this document and send it to DIMA’s Planning Office. The final “Complete Manufacturing Cycle” document would be drawn up by UCATM’s Methods Department, together with the branch of this office that was present in DIMA, which had employees who “could be rapidly instructed”
.
At this point the teams returned to the ordinary management of production, as demonstrated in the organisation chart on page 9 (fig. 1). They maintained the DIMA Technical Bureau and all of the branches of the central technical offices that had previously been dispersed within the production sector. These individual branches turned out to be important aspects of the complex system of decision-making within the company. Formal meetings were agreed in order to modify, if necessary, the production process. Angelo Cerina remembers that in that phase of the company’s existence all of the changes suggested by the UTO technicians and by the Projecting Office, or the alterations required as a result of the dialogue between these two departments, if accepted, were to take place in one or two pre-scheduled moments during the year. This was in order not to jeopardise the manufacturing process.

This new direction represented that “happy and functional coordination” that had been suggested three years before by the Stanford team in its report to CISIM, in which it had advised the Italian management to eliminate autocratic and army-like attitude
. Martinoli had supported this idea since his experience at Olivetti as a technical manager prior to the Second World War. In one of his articles, written some twenty years before, Martinoli had stated that in order to create a rational development of the company, it would be necessary to reconcile the conservative attitude of the manufacturing sector and the innovative attitude of the commercial sector
. And he added that this contrast was implicit in the nature of the production process. In fact, he wrote: “the existence itself of the product and the means employed to produce it were conservative elements that hindered any possibility of improvement, as a result of the technical progress”. Martinoli maintained that the commercial offices, on the other hand, were open to innovation as they were trying to satisfy their clients’ needs. He wrote: “an enlightened general management” had therefore the task to temper those opposing tendencies and had to “improve the product with the minimum costs and minimum problems for the production”
.
Spreading managerial culture

The organisation outlined above allowed Necchi to start the production of the Supernova sewing machine in the first months of 1955. In the following year Martinoli left Necchi because of disputes with the previous management and the owners. He went back to Milan where he set up SIPAI, a company belonging to the IRI. SIPAI was supposed to carry out a consultancy role for the IRI, taking part in international competitions, making use of the competencies within the IRI itself. After one year, Martinoli left SIPAI, having been nominated for the position of chief executive of AGIP Nucleare, a company belonging to ENI group. At the same time, many of the technicians that had worked for Necchi’s DITEG left. Some of them followed Martinoli to SIPAI. These included Angelo Cerina and Egidio Graziedei. Giulio Borello went to SIPAI and then to AGIP. He finally ended his career at Montecatini. Guido Tesio went to SNAM, another ENI’s company, subsequently followed by Evangelista Bianchi, Angelo Cerina and Egidio Graziadei. Elio Bormida went to Olivetti. Egidio Alberici and Bruno Persi gained experience in a variety of different mechanical sectors: tractors, motorbikes, and domestic appliance productions. 
It might be proposed that this transfer of personnel involved the movement of technical knowledge. However, in order to substantiate this suggestion, an investigation of the destination companies would need to be carried out. There is no doubt that Martinoli and his collaborators’ commitment to the spread of an innovative view on managerial practice persisted, particularly through the publication of specific journals such as the Rivista di organizzazione aziendale (Organisation of the Firm Journal), whose director was Martinoli himself. Some of the collaborators to this journal were Pietro Gennaro, ex-employee of Olivetti and IPSOA’s assistant in the 1950’s; Pierluigi Malinverni, son of the founder of ORGA, one of the first consultancy companies in Italy, Giuliano Coppola D’anna and Gabriele Morello, all of them assistants for IPSOA.

The link between IPSOA and the journal was not only through its collaborators that worked for IPSOA, but also related to the notion of general management principles that the journal wished to convey. The managerial role was not considered as strictly technical, but was presented within a multidisciplinary model, as had been the ethos of the Turin business school.
This was the journal’s principal underlying motif (with some minor variations) during the years. In the 1950’s, the journal insisted upon aspects related to method engineering and production engineering. In the 60’s, the focus shifted to wider organisational issues, and considered company restructuring and coordination methodologies. Issues related to finance and inspections were also tackled. In the 1970’s, with the associated rise of social tensions, the journal focussed on human relations. 

It is not the aim here to analyse in detail the evolution of this periodical. By considering the contents of its various issues, however, it is possible to note that the decrease in interest in themes strictly connected to manufacturing appears to have been due to a progressive diffusion of that specific knowledge that the post-war assistance projects had planned to disperse.

The initial tone of the journal never did change. The general management ideal remained as a constant throughout its existence. It was probably this commitment to general management that caused the magazine’s crisis in the 1970’s and its demise. In the issue dated December 1975 an anonymously written article declared the journal’s end. It was a short and sad editorial
. The article stated that the “difficult times” would have been a good enough reason to agree to “say goodbye with beautiful words and justifications”. The editor however decided to suspend the publication without the need for a lyrical bow.
Further information about the reasons for the journal’s crisis can be detected in the January issue of the same year. In that issue Martinoli himself wrote the editorial in which he maintained that “the managers’ bold confidence of the 1950’s that considered that mastery of organisational techniques was enough to run a company properly, was in fact vanishing. Those principles and theories were not enough to embrace a more complex and elusive reality”
. The rapid societal transformations were constantly creating new doubts. Martinoli wrote further: “It was possible to perceive how the basis on which the company was founded, its raison d’être, its relationship with the outside world, were constantly modifying and moving away from their points of reference. We were unable to recognise what tendencies they were following and which new horizons they were tending towards”
.

It is possible to perceive in this passage the awareness that the societal transformations had in fact changed the social perception of the enterprise. It is also possible, however, to recognise Martinoli’s auto-critical point of view that he had re-stated after few years, when he revised an analysis he had carried out some fifteen years before. In 1959, he took part in a research project funded by the Italian Ministry of Education. This research aimed to investigate the tasks that the various educational bodies would have to fulfil in the following fifteen years
. Without mentioning the figures, what Martinoli found out in 1975 was that the expectations were not reached. There had been an increase in the number of schools, but there was no comparable increase in their quality. There had been a rise in the numbers of graduates, but companies did not transform their structures to accommodate these numbers as they were supposed to have done. This therefore did not allow for the desired growth in the numbers of new technicians. Giuseppe De Rita, who met Martinoli during that research project, stated that the mistake they had made had been to consider the comments against those expectations as “an ideological result and not as a result of a social process”
. Martinoli himself stated that they had made a mistake in considering the socio-economic growth as if it were a “linear and positive process”, and thus not taking into account that “some social phenomena could have occurred, which provoked both discontinuity in progress and which caused regression and degradation of the institutions”
.
� See J.L. Alvarez (Ed.), The Diffusion and Consumption of Business Knowledge, London, MacMillan Press, 1998 and M.F. Guillén, Models of Management. Work, Authority, and Organization in a Comparative Perspective, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1994.


� On the process of Americanisation of the European Economy, see Mauro Guillén, Models of Management, cit.; J. Zeitlin & G. Herrigel (Eds.), Americanization and its Limits. Reworking US Technology and Management in Post-War Europe and Japan, Oxford University Press, New York, 2000 and J. McGlade, Lo zio Sam ingegnere industriale. Il programma americano per la produttività e la ripresa economica dell’Europa occidentale (1948-1958), in “Studi storici”, 1996, n. 1, pp. 9-40. On the development of the technical assistance plans in Italy see P.P. D'Attorre, Anche noi possiamo essere prosperi. Aiuti ERP e politiche della produttività negli anni Cinquanta in “Quaderni storici”, 1985, n. 1, pp. 55-93; L. Segreto, Americanizzare o modernizzare l'economia? Progetti americani e risposte italiane negli anni Cinquanta e Sessanta, in “Passato e Presente”, 1996, n. 37. pp. 55-83; S. Chillè, Il “Productivity and Thechnical Assistance Program” per l’economia italiana (1949-1954): accettazione e resistenze ai progetti statunitensi di rinnovamento del sistema produttivo nazionale, in “Annali della Fondazione Giulio Pastore”, 1993, n. 22, pp. 76-121 and G. Bianchi, Il Comitato Nazionale per la Produttività: 1951-1955, in “Annali della Fondazione Giulio Pastore”, 1993, n. 22, pp. 398-426.


� See M. Kipping, American Management Consulting Companies in Western Europe, 1920 to 1990: Product, Reputation and Relationship, in “Business History Review”, 1999, n. 73, pp. 190-220 and M. Kipping & L. Engwall (Eds), Management Consulting. Emergence and Dynamics of a Knowledge Industry, New York, Oxford University Press, 2002.


� See J. McGlade, From Business Reform Programme to Production Drive. The transformation of US technical assistance to Western Europe, in M. Kipping and O. Bjarnar (Eds.), The Americanization of European Business. The Marshal Plan and the transfer of US management models, Routledge, New York, 1998, pp. 18-32.


� Proper transfer machines were introduced only at the end of the 50’s.


� See D. Bigazzi, Modelli e pratiche organizzative nell’industrializzazione italiana, in “Storia d’Italia. Annali”, XV, Turin 1999, pp. 922-958 and G. Sapelli, Organizzazione, lavoro e innovazione industriale nell’Italia tra le due guerre, Turin, Rosenberg & Sellier, 1978.


� Among the 25 interviews the ones used in this paper are: interview with Eugenio Alberici, Pavia, 9th July 2003; interview with Evangelista Bianchi, Acqui Terme, 2nd October 2003; interview with Angelo Cerina, Bologna, 21st October 2003; interview with Egidio Graziadei, Ivrea, 9th December 2002; interview with Remo Rossi e Bruno Persi, Treviglio, 1st August 2003; interview with Elio Bormida, Siena, 10th February 2003; interview with Mario Manara, Usmate, 10th October 2003; interview with Igino Liberali and Piergentino Zatti, Pavia, 23rd October 2001; interview with Franco Bossi, Cesare Mariani and Lino Tramarin, Pavia, 29 July 2003; interview with Carlo Salvini, Pavia, 25th September 2003; interview with Ettore Sacchi, Pavia, 21st July 2003 and interview with Serafino Vignati, Pavia, 2nd July 2003.


� The only documents regarding the structure of the General Technical Office can be found in Martinoli’s Archive (Rome), b. 2, f. 6, G. Martinoli, Un “caso” di pratica esperienza aziendale, conference held on 6th April 1954 in Naples within the 1° Professional Course in Management, pp. 15-16 and in S.H Wellisz, Studies in the Italian Light Mechanical Industry: II. The Sewing Machine Industry, in “Rivista internazionale di scienze economiche e commerciali”, 1957, n. 12 (December), p. 1168; all the oral evidence agrees with the chart presented on the following page, fig. 1.


� The Machine Tools and Equipment Office was further divided into four sub-departments: General Equipment Office, Gauges Office, Moulding Office and Sharpening Office.


� Giulio Borello, having worked with Martinoli at Olivetti, joined him at the IRI: initially he worked for the Officine Meccaniche at Navalmeccanica in Naples and subsequently cooperate in the creation of the Office for the Organisation of Mechanical Companies.


� See Martinoli’s Archive (Rome), b. 2, f. 1, CNP, Sunti delle lezioni dell’ing. Gino Martinoli tenute al 1° corso nazionale per esperti in tecniche della remunerazione e della consultazione mista sul tema: “azienda e produttività” 10th and 11th January 1954 in Florence, pp. 36-39.


� Ibidem, pp.17-19.


� See S.H Wellisz, Studies in the Italian Light Mechanical Industry, cit., p. 1169.


� See G. Martinoli, Come un’azienda italiana ha migliorato la sua efficienza in “Produttività”, 1951, n. 10, p. 898.


� UPO together with UAL were in charge of verifying the ‘pilot note’ issued by the Machine Tools and Equipment Office and by the UCATM officers. All the departments involved took part in the final test.


� See Central State Archive (Rome), PCM, CIR, b. 74 “TA 45/96”, DELTEC letter to CIR, 17th February 1953.


� See Central State Archive (Rome), PCM, CIR, b. 74 “TA 45/96”, list of the participants to the second mission TA 45/96.


� H.B. Maynard, G.J. Stegemerten & J.L. Schwab, Methods-Time Measurement, New York, McGraw Hill, 1948; the book was translated into Italian by Edizioni di Comunità only in 1955. (H.B. Maynard, G.J. Stegemerten e J.L. Schwab, MTM: lo studio dei metodi e dei tempi di lavorazione, Milano, Edizioni di Comunità, 1955).


� See CISIM, Rilievi e proposte sulla industria meccanica italiana, Tivoli, Uff. Studi CISIM, 1952; CISIM, Economic and Industrial Problems of the Italian Mechanical Industries, Tivoli, Uff. Studi CISIM, 1952 and CISIM, L’ industria meccanica italiana alla fine dell'anno 1951, Tivoli, Uff. Studi CISIM, 1952.


� See F. Ricciardi, Lezioni dall’America. L’IRI, il piano Marshall e lo “scambio” di esperti con gli Stati Uniti durante gli anni ‘50, in “Imprese e storia”, 2003, n. 27 (January-June), pp. 33-66.


� See G. Gemelli, Un esperimento in vitro: l’Ipsoa di Torino (1952-1965), in G. Gemelli (Ed.), Scuole di management. Origini e primi sviluppi delle business schools in Italia, il Mulino, Bologna, 1997, pp. 55-106.


� DITEG Document, n. 279, dated 13th March 1954 (document provided by Cesare Mariani during my interview on 29th July 2003).


� Minutes of the DITEG meeting of 7th September 1954 (document provided by Cesare Mariani during my interview on 29th July 2003).


� UTO’s technicians were based in an old multi-storey building, which had also accommodated the entire production sector since 1950. DIMA’s technicians were moved to a new building known as “Capannone F” (the “F” Hangar). 


� DITEG Document, n. 279, cit.


� Ibidem.


� Ibidem.


� Minutes of Necchi’s DITEG meeting dated 7th September 1954. 


� Alessandro Pagni became the Director of Export Management; Ettore Sacchi took over Luigi Bono’s role as Manager of DIMI.


� Premuda arrived in Necchi in January 1954 from Ducati.


� Egidio Graziadei graduated in electronic engineering from Pisa. After his degree, he obtained a grant to work for Istituto Siderurgico Finsider in Genoa. In 1951 he took part in some of CISIM projects for the IRI, as assistant to the Stanford team. After this experience and thanks to the contacts he maintained with Martinoli, he started to work for Necchi.


� See Minutes of DITEG Necchi meeting of 17th September 1954, cit.


� Ibidem.


� See CISIM, Economic and Industrial Problems of the Italian Mechanical Industries, cit., p.448.


� See G. Levi, Rapporti fra la direzione della produzione e l'ufficio tecnico in una industria di serie, in “L’organizzazione Scientifica del Lavoro”, 1933, n. 7-8, pp. 337-342.


� Ibidem, p. 337.


� See G. Gemelli, Un esperimento in vitro: l’Ispoa di Torino (1952-1965), cit.


� See Editoriale, in “Rivista di organizzazione aziendale”, 1975, n. 10 (December), p. 3.


� See G. Martinoli, Nuova veste, in “Rivista di organizzazione aziendale”, 1975, n. 1 (January/February), pp. 3-4.


� Ibidem.


� See SVIMEZ, Mutamenti della struttura professionale e ruolo della scuola. Previsioni per il prossimo quindicennio, Rome, Giuffrè, 1961; and G. Martinoli, Tecnica, sviluppo economico, scuola, Milan, Edizioni di Comunità, 1962.


� Interview with Giuseppe De Rita, Rome, 13th November 2003. 


� See G. Martinoli, Le previsioni scolastiche: rendiconto di una esperienza, Rome, CENSIS, 1978, pp. 19-20.





PAGE  

