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1. Introduction

Business groups (that is clusters of legally independent companies linked together through
formal and informal linkages) have been a constant presence in the Italian economy since the
beginning of the process of industrialization in late 19" century. Since those times, companies in a
vast array of sectors followed a pattern of growth and expansion by means of the acquisition of
partial control of other companies in the same or closely-related areas of activity, followed later
on by unrelated diversification. The purpose of these strategies was only seldom risk
diversification. Indeed, from time to time, entrepreneurs chose the pattern of growth based upon
the creation of business groups for various reasons. Additionally, this was a process which,
contrarily to which is predicted in the dominant literature largely based upon East Asian
experiences, continued to prosper well after the country reached a level of development which
can be considered truly modern. Business groups were in sum not a temporary measure in order
to accelerate the process of growth at the same time diversifying risk. In the Italian case, their
steady presence was motivated by a vast array of reasons which varied according to different
periods. This chapter offers a long-term analysis of the diffusion, relevance and rationales of
business groups in Italy in the long run. The next Section will frame their diffusion in the context of
the industrial modernization of the country, a process that lasted for almost all the twentieth
century. Section 3 will assess the impact of their presence on economic analysis through a review
of the existing literature, in order to detect the main explanations for their existence, proposing a
taxonomy which will be fully presented in Section 4. A relevant issue is also to understand the
guantitative relevance of the phenomenon, which in the long run has been possible only through
the use of inductive methodology provided by the use of network analysis based on interlocking
directorship: Section 5 proposes such measures. In Section 6 we finally put forward some of the
main rationales giving account of the stubborn presence of business groups in the Italian

corporate landscape. Section 7 concludes.

2. The development of big business and business groups in Italy

Italy reached, rather early after its political unification in 1861, a level of industrial
development which granted her a position among the advanced nations in the western world. This
was achieved starting from humble beginnings - in 1861 Italy was still more a kind of

“geographical meaning” than a modern, unified, and developed country. Notwithstanding a
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persistent lack of economic, social and cultural integration between the Northern and the
Southern part of the Peninsula which persistently affected the economic dynamics of the country’s
economic growth, she successfully fought in the First World War. This remarkable success was the
consequence of a modernization effort concentrated in a relatively short span of time. After all,
Fiat, the automotive company destined to be for almost a century the most important symbol of
the Italian manufacturing industry, had been founded only in 1899. However, before the 1890s,
and in the years immediately after the Unification, the country had created the essential premises
for the industrial take-off, starting from the basis of a virtuous relationship between a dominant
primary sector and the artisanal creativity present among peasants and in the dense web of
commercial activities and competencies dating from the Middle Ages.

The post-Unification economic policies aimed at the creation of an efficient administrative
sector, at the improvement of the transportation network (railways above all) and at the
attraction of foreign direct investments in technologically-intensive industries as for instance
urban transportation, gas, water, and electricity production and distribution, which witnessed the
full involvement of the country into the first wave of globalization. Together with this, the State
put in place a mix of protectionist policies both for agriculture and industry starting from the end
of the 1870s," followed by the creation of a banking system modelled on the German one of the
universal bank which put the financial resource at disposal of entrepreneurs willing to grow
through a process of intense investments. The result of such process of growth was that, on the
eve of the First World War, Italy could be considered one of the World’s industrial nations. Its
manufacturing industry included also a section of large companies, specialized in capital and
technology intensive industries such as automotive, shipbuilding, steel, building materials, heavy
mechanics and electro-mechanics, but also in other mass-production industries such as cotton.
The degree of concentration in these industries was very high and in line with what was happening
in other first-row economies (Giannetti and Vasta 2006), although the weight of the top 200
manufacturing firms, measured on their total asset on GDP was, in 1913, only 11.6 per cent
(Giannetti and Vasta 2010: 29). As the case in other European countries, if one looks at the
dominant forms of business enterprise particularly in the fast-rising industries as steel and
mechanics, it emerges also quite clearly the tendency to self-regulate the process of expansion

through the creation of collusive agreements, sometimes shaped in the form of trusts and cartels,

! For a recent account of protectionism in Italy, see Federico and Vasta (2015).
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as for instance happened in the case of the steel industry which grew under the umbrella of an
horizontal trust characterised by a dense network of cross-shareholdings (Bonelli 1982). The War,
introduced another variable in this process. Particularly in industries most affected by War’s
procurement, companies started an intense process of vertical and horizontal growth, carried on
reinvesting their huge returns. Companies like Fiat in automotives and Montecatini in chemicals,
for instance, during the War years and immediately after expanded their boundaries acquiring
major stakes in other companies, sometimes competitors, in other cases strategic suppliers. At the
same time, the largest firms accumulated shares of the main banks, acquiring their stakes in order
to get control over the sources of financial resources. In their turn, banks were progressively
increasing their shareholdings in the most important customers, becoming at the same time
lenders and owners. In the case of the country’s largest bank, the Banca Commerciale Italiana, one
can see at the end of the War it as a sort of financial holding with shareholdings of a wide range of
equity stakes — in some cases conspicuous — in many companies in almost all the relevant
industries (Confalonieri 1982).

The basic guidelines of this process of growth and consolidation of big business went on during
the interwar period, characterised by two relevant phenomena. The first was the full consolidation
of technology and capital intensive industries of the Second Industrial Revolution, in particular
chemicals — even though with a marked specialization in fertilizers — electro-mechanics, electricity
production, steel and shipbuilding and, of course, automotive. Even in a declining phase of
globalization, foreign presence remained relevant in advanced industries, such as electro-
mechanicals and oil refining. A relevant aspect of the consolidation of big business was, however,
its tendency to stick to the domestic market enjoying monopolistic positions, something which
strengthened further its relations with the political power, i.e. the Fascist dictatorship, but also put
structural limit to their dimensional growth. In addition, the financial system continued to be
shaped in the German way, influencing heavily the way in which large corporation were getting
their own resources. Universal ‘German style’ banks provided a significant financial support and a
qualified managerial advice to the major industrial companies of the country, especially in modern
capital-intensive sectors such as steel, heavy engineering, electricity, shipping and so on. The stock
exchange, was in fact seriously weak and not attractive for both companies and investors, due also
to a frail regulatory framework. This resulted in a marked incentive for the main block-holders to

leverage on control-enhancing mechanisms and low transparency in order to keep high control
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levels with limited investment. Looking more closely at this process of expansion, differently from
what theory predicts (and historical experience shows) in the case of developing countries
(Khanna and Palepu 2010), even if with some notable exception, it appears driven by instances of
vertical and horizontal growth in the same, or related, industries. One standard case is that of the
electrical industry. Here the main companies carried on a process of horizontal growth acquiring
majority stakes in other smaller firms, consolidating their geographic presence and creating a sort
of regional or macro-regional monopolies. At the same time, they were actively pursuing a process
of vertical, forward integration acquiring controlling stakes for instance in local transportation
networks, as for instance tramway companies. In all the main capital-intensive industries, in sum,
the pursuit of growth in order to reach a minimum standard scale of operations prevailed over
strategies of risk diversification, confirming the relevance of technological stances over other
strategic purposes.

A second relevant event was the massive intervention of the State in the economy, following
an emergency situation created by the Great Depression. In the early 1930s, the largest universal
banks found their balance sheets heavily burdened by toxic assets: credits towards the distressed
industrial systems, plus the shares of failing big business. The solution, a giant bailout of the
nation’s three largest banks (Banca Commerciale, Credito Italiano and Banco di Roma) brought in
the hand of a state agency, the Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale (IRl), a considerable portion
of the whole share capital of Italian stock companies. In 1936, a new Banking Law allowed banks
to provide only short term credit to the industrial sector, explicitly prohibiting them to act as
shareholders and to provide long and medium term credit to industrial firms, which was left to
State-owned agencies set up with this explicit purpose. Since, as said above, the main banks had
amassed a huge portfolio of minor, and often major, stakes in the countries” most significant
companies, in the end the Agency — originally designed as a temporary bailout measure, but soon
became permanent — resembled a sort of giant conglomerate, which was however internally
reorganized through a system of specialized sub-holdings (see Figure 2).

The State intervention marked a major event in the Nation’s industrial history. From that
moment on, and in particular after the end of the Second World War, such a huge complex of
State-owned enterprises speeded up the growth of the industries of the Second Industrial
Revolution. As a result, the weight (as a share of total industrial output) and sector composition of

Italian big business converged with those of the most industrialized countries. Private, mostly
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family owned big business prospered as well, even if always in a clearly, monopolistic situation on
the internal market. At the beginning of the Golden age, in 1952, the weight of the total assets of
the top 200 manufacturing firms on GDP was doubled respect to 1913 reaching 25.7 per cent. This
ratio showed a rising curve and reached its highest point at the beginning of the 1970s with a
value of 38.5 per cent (Giannetti and Vasta 2010: 29). At the apex of the economic miracle in the
early 1960s, the top Italian manufacturing industry was thus composed by a number of large
companies. They were shaped in a form of both well-structured business groups — such as the
state-owned ones — and in loosely associated hierarchy-type business groups characterised by a
certain degree of related diversification, in general the consequence of strategies of vertical
integration. Two of the largest companies by far of the country were shaped this way. As for the
public group, ENI (a State-owned Agency, created in 1953, for energy) was shaped as an operative
holding company controlling a vertical chain of operation from drilling to refining and distribution,
with a very limited diversification process in non-related fields. In the private sector, Fiat
(automotive) had completed a process of vertical integration and related diversification (with very
little degree of diversification in related business fields). The 1960s, however, witnhessed also a
new phenomenon, that is the undertaking of technologically-unrelated strategies of expansion,
due also to the willingness to expand in profitable industries particularly when the growth process
started to slow down, that is in the second half of the decade and exactly after 1963.

The general framework changed progressively since the oil crisis of the 1970s and the first
signs of ICT revolution. Since then, the weight of big business,— both in term of total assets and
employment — decreased in Italy more than in the other advanced economies, with a much
smaller weight of ICT-related industries in Italy than in other developed countries. The decline of
big business since the 1970s was accompanied by the rise of other forms of enterprise, already
existing but less relevant than big business in terms of contribution to GDP formation. These were
small firms (often clustered in industrial districts), co-operative firms, municipalized firms,
medium-sized enterprises (the Italian Mittelstand), and foreign-owned firms, which increased
their share of both total employees and manufacturing output. Notably, as we will see in detail in
the following sections, also these forms of enterprises showed a strong tendency towards the
progressive agglomeration of companies, that is the formation of different typologies of business
groups. Indeed, hierarchy-type business groups can today be found almost everywhere in the

Italian industrial landscape, and involve companies of different size, legal status, ownership and
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sectors. Instead of vanishing or weakening, the business group, as a governance and
organizational device, seems to further root and diffuse among Italian enterprises as time goes by,

that is over the nation’s whole industrial history.

3. Business groups in Italy: a review of the literature

As the most recent literature about the forms of enterprises in emerging markets stress, the
early phases of the Italian industrialization were characterized by the widespread presence of
business groups, defined as clusters of independent companies linked together, or to a major
holding, by significant share ownership enough to exert some control on the strategic behaviour of
the companies themselves. However, a significant trait of the Italian industrialization — which has
been quite surprisingly taken for granted by even the most recent studies on Italian corporate
development (see e.g. Colli and Vasta 2010) — has been the fact that the group, as a form of
corporate development, has established itself as a permanent feature of business enterprises of
every size and sector along the country’s whole industrial history until today. Of course, the
tendency of Italian companies —and, up to the early 1930s, of the country’s main banks —to
establish control linkages through share ownership in order to expand their borders was well
known for instance to coeval commentators, worried by the fact that such a “unregulated”
behaviour would lead simultaneously to monopolistic situations and to the exploitation and
expropriation of minority shareholders (see for instance, Zorzini 1925). The existence of business
groups which resulted in monopolistic or oligopolistic positions in almost all the strategic,
technology and capital-intensive industries of the Second Industrial Revolution (from steel, to
chemicals, from electricity production to shipbuilding, from automotives to heavy mechanics)
became clear — and scrutinized in detail — for instance immediately after the Second World War,
when the presence of such oligopolistic positions, both in the private and in the State-controlled
business, became an overheated issue in the political debate against the concentration of
economic power (Radar 1948, Rossi 1955). From a completely different intellectual perspective, at
the beginning of the Seventies other scholars started to become interested in the diffusion of
business groups particularly among large firms in Italy; namely, Italy was one of the countries
analysed by a group of Harvard Business School researchers lead by Bruce Scott and supervised by
Alfred Chandler between the end of the 1960s and the beginning of the following decade. The
purpose of the research group was to verify the degree of diffusion of the multidivisional, or M-
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form, organizational structure, widespread among the US enterprises, on the Continent. Italy was
one of the cases analysed together with France, Germany, and UK (Dyas and Tanheiser 1976;
Channon 1973). The analysis made clear that in Europe, and in Italy in particular, the privileged
way to grow was through the creation of legally independent subsidiaries. The creation of internal
divisions dependent to a central headquarter was a far less common practice, incentivised both by
legal ad strategic reasons. Fiscal arrangements which avoided double taxation emphasized the
benefits from the creation of groups instead of centralized M-Form organizations, while the
presence of partially-controlled subsidiaries both allowed the decentralization of power and the
exploitation of leverage (Pavan 1976; 1978). The present status of our research does not allow to
assess the issue of the degree and quality of the administrative control exerted by the
headquarters over the subsidiaries. An analysis like this can be done in different ways with
different degrees of precision. For instance, a careful prosopographic research could illuminate the
intensity of control exerted by the headquarters over some of the companies of the group. For
instance, a recently published research on the history of the IRl group has described in detail the
control practices which occurred between the main holding, the sectorial holdings and the
operating companies in the pyramidal structure which was characterizing the group since its very
beginning in the 1930s, concluding that the nature of the control was basically financial and not
strategic, being the operative companies largely free to decide about their policies (Colli 2013).
Another, more feasible way, could be the identification of proxies for the intensity and direction of
these linkages. For instance, the size of the shareholding is a clear indicator of the willingness to
establish a close control which could be probably also be translated into a strategic influence of
the controller over the controlled company. Also in this case, however, and particularly in the
long-run, the identification of the size of ownership quotas is not easy to achieve on a
homogeneous scale. Again, network analysis could be a way to solve the problem, assuming that
some typologies of interlocking directorship links symbolize the willingness of exerting a strategic
control, more than a merely financial one. With the data available, however, it is difficult to
provide even superficial insights. One impression derived from the analysis of the existing
literature is that the overall intensity of financial control instead of a pure strategic one grew
progressively reaching its maximum level in the early 1980s when the principal purpose of the
creation of business groups was the maximization of stock exchange listings and thus of the

opportunities for tunneling resources from the market.

8



Business historiography, which stated to flourish in Italy at the beginning of the 1970s and
immediately became interested in the contribution that big business gave to the country's
economic growth became aware of the existence of the dominant organizational arrangements,
that is the creation and consolidation of large firms through the creation of legally independent
subsidiaries. The first studies on the steel industry (Bonelli 1975), on the electric industry (VV.AA
1992-1994), on the chemical industry and the dominant player, Montecatini (Amatori and Bezza
1990), on the banking industry (Confalonieri 1974-1976; 1982; 1992), on the cotton industry
(Romano 1992) and on other, capital and technology intensive industries, both private and State-
owned, clearly showed the dominant pattern of growth through loosely-coupled hierarchy-type
business groups mostly in focused or related industries. Very little, if nothing, was devoted
however to the understanding of their administrative functioning, also in consequence of the fact
that this was rarely integrated and centrally planned.

In synthesis, the Italian manufacturing industry, after its first take off before the First World
War, flourished during the conflict and consolidated during the interwar period expanding its
range of activity in all the industries of this technological wave, in order to prepare its definitive
affirmation in the years of the economic miracle after the Second World War. Not differently from
other advanced nations, large firms shared a marked tendency to grow, even if, in comparison
with other European and American counterparts, a weaker approach to internationalization.
Growth was both achieved through a process of consolidation (i.e. taking over competitors in the
same industry), through a policy of internal expansion but, more often, through the acquisition,
spin-off or ex-novo creation of legally-independent companies which enlarged the boundaries of
the company itself. Even if quite well known, and common to all companies in all capital intensive
industries, however, this phenomenon has not been systematically studied in terms of its nature,
determinants and outcomes. One of the first attempts to treat in a more systematic way the issue
of business groups has been done by Amatori (1997) who, explaining the peculiarities of the
process of growth among the largest Italian companies in the long run, stressed the policy of
group creation as a way to hyper-inflate the company's dimension in an expansionist strategy
finalized more to achieve a strong bargaining position in front of the political power than to
pursue rational strategies of growth in order to exploit scale and scope economies.

Even if well aware of the existence of business groups as dominant form of organization and

control in the history of Italian capitalism, business historians, as well as management scholars,
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have however limited themselves to reconstruct their composition and formation over time,

avoiding any systematization of the issue. In particular, four questions still remain to be answered:

i. ~ Which are the main typologies of business groups in the Italian context? Are they all the

same or display different characteristics, both in a cross sectional and longitudinal way?

ii. ~ What has been their relevance (in terms of sales, assets, employment and other size-
measures) on the whole economy?

ji. ~ Are these organizational forms diffused only among big business or do they affect other
forms of enterprise diffused in the country?

iv.  Last but not least, does historical analysis allow us to say something more about the
rationales behind their existence and persistence in the long run, i.e. not only in the initial
phases of the country's development but also when Italy reached a sort of “industrial

maturity”, if any?

Since the 1990s, there has been a sort of revival of interest about the presence of business
groups, especially of the pyramidal-variety, in the process of Italian industrialization. Research in
the area of corporate governance, both contemporary (Barca et al. 1994; Bianchi Bianco and
Enriques 2001) and oriented in the long run (Brioschi, Buzzacchi and Colombo 1990; Aganin and
Volpin 2005; Amatori and Colli 1999) have been highlighting the role played by the pyramidal
business groups as mechanisms set up in order to leverage control by relevant shareholders. In
this perspective, the analysis follows a precise logic in terms of corporate finance, and again
concentrates on listed private and state-owned big business; the diffusion and persistence of
business groups is explained by the presence of weak governance institutions, allowing the
exploitation of minority shareholder and the magnification of the logic of pyramidal control.
Controlling shareholders - families, individuals, but also the State were thus able to retain a firm
control on their business empires recurring to multiple listing of companies inside the same
groups.

Another, even more recent stream of research is trying to provide a more detailed answer to
the questions outlined above, suggesting an approach to the issue of business groups which
explicitly takes into account the variety of the forms of enterprise which can be found in the

process of Italian industrialization (Colli and Vasta 2010). Quite recently, Colli and Vasta (2015)
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offered a taxonomy of business groups — basically referred to large firms — distinguishing between
coalitional and vertical business groups, family and State-owned, specialized or diversified,
showing how in different periods of the country's economic history in the twentieth century
business groups were always resilient, but changing progressively their rationales and
“demography”. The same authors, recurring to a proxy determined by the analysis of interlocking
directorship, try also to measure the size, and thus the impact of the largest 15 groups across six
benchmark years in the 20th century, concluding that their weight in terms of share capital and
total assets on the population of joint stock companies was consistently very large. This research,
which confirms the persistence of the organizational forms based upon a holding controlling
legally (and sometimes, de facto) independent units during the whole process of growth, maturity
- and eventually decline - of the Italian economy, and not only in the initial phases of
development, paved even more recently the way for another research which started to deal with
the diffusion of the form of the group not only among large companies, but also among other legal
and dimensional typologies of enterprises in Italy. Colli, Rinaldi and Vasta (2015) have thus
extended the study of business groups including the diffusion of this organizational form among
small and medium-sized enterprises, municipalized companies and, last but not least,
cooperatives. This research has highlighted that the instrument of the group as a way to manage
the process of growth and expansion (both geographical and dimensional) is common to various

III

business forms despite their legal structure and orientation, and not only to “traditional” big
business (see Figure 1). The institutional environment, that is the basic rules of the game, had, in
the course of time, played a role in facilitating the application and consolidation of this
organizational device to different business forms and situations, showing how across time, the
rationales behind the decision to adopt the business group form based on a controlling holding
company (H-form) instead of other more centralized structures, as the U-form, or the M-form
have been different according to different situations and contexts. This concept will probably

constitute also the basis for future research into what could be defined as the “variety of business

groups” inside a defined domestic environment.
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Figure 1. Forms of Business Groups in 20th century Italy
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Source: Colli, Rinaldi and Vasta (2015, fig. 2).
Note: circles’ size represents a broad estimate of their relevance.

4. Variety of business groups in Italy

In order to understand in depth the characteristics and mechanisms of business groups in the
Italian context, we introduce a taxonomy which emphasizes two main dimensions, namely
ownership and strategy. Although, these dimensions are not exclusive and can be reconstructed
mainly by stylized facts, they are crucial in shaping business groups. Of course, in this
reconstruction a single business group can simultaneously belong to more than one typology, or
transform over time from one to another. According to ownership, we can identify two main

categories: family-controlled groups and state owned-controlled groups.

4.1. Family-controlled business groups

Family controlled groups represents one of the most important typologies within the Italian
capitalism. Accordingly, it is possible to include some of the “long survivor” groups, such as Fiat,

Pirelli, and Falck, controlled by the founding families in almost all the crucial phases of the

12



economic history of the country. By WWI, all three companies were already important first movers
in their respective industries. Fiat, founded in 1899, immediately emerged as a first mover, totally
different from the small workshops which crowded the automotive industry at the beginning of
the twentieth century. Founded in 1872, Pirelli quickly developed as a domestic leader in the
production of caoutchouc, also establishing operations abroad, and benefiting to a significant
extent from public and military procurement, especially in the case of cables. Falck, incorporated
in 1906, rapidly became the national leader in steel production from scrap iron with the electric
smelting technique. All these three companies took advantage from the increase of procurement
due to WWI, and were able to re-invest their profits in order to finance a process of horizontal and
vertical expansion in related fields. During the interwar period, this process continued steadily for
all the largest private business groups, including another leader in chemicals, Montecatini, under
the leadership of the Donegani family. For instance, in the case of Fiat, the number of companies
belonging to the group grew in the different branches of the mechanical industry, or in
components such as glass or aluminum, or in related activities, such as motorways. The number of
Pirelli’s affiliates also increased in the same period, in a logic of vertical downward integration: for
instance, in telephone and telegraph cable communication companies. The expansion of Fiat and
Pirelli is so relevant that, in both cases, the founding families already felt the necessity of
increasing their control leverage through the creation, during the interwar period, of pure holdings
(IFI'in the case of Fiat, Pirelli & C. in the case of Pirelli); a process which, however, did not happen
in the cases of Falck, notwithstanding their growing dimensions and diversification. The trend of
the enlargement of the dimensions of family-controlled groups continued during the 1950s, but
subsequently declined in the following decades. The renewal of the expansion of private groups in
the most recent period has been underlined by some studies (Brioschi, Buzzacchi and Colombo
1990; Bianchi et al. 2005). During the 1980s, private groups expanded their boundaries through
acquisitions both by the holdings and by the operating companies. The expansion was often driven
by financial goals and speculative purposes, as in the case of the Fiat group or in that of Cofide, the
holding of Carlo De Benedetti, a tycoon aggressively active on the market since the beginning of
the 1980s (Borsa 1992). In the case of family-controlled groups, the dynamic of their expansion
was quite linear. The operating companies, which were already established leaders by WWI,
started to accelerate their expansion both during and after WWI, pursuing a process of both

vertical and horizontal integration, a process which continued at least until the first half of the
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1960s. The process was carried on through the creation of subsidiaries, controlled by the
operating company and progressively by pure financial holdings. During the crisis of the 1970s,
and the first half of the 1980s, these groups shrunk in their size, expanding again in the second
half of the 1980s, in many cases, benefiting of the effervescence of the stock market in order to
collect resources for acquisitions both at home and abroad often undertaken for speculative

purposes.

4.2. State-controlled business groups

The tradition of state-intervention goes far back in the history of Italian capitalism:
immediately after the country’s political unification in 1861; the state played an important and
supportive role in fostering the Italian economic development, building the necessary
infrastructures, providing military procurement and introducing protection. In some strategic
industries, such as steel, the intervention of the state went further, when companies in difficulty
were rescued by the central bank in order to ensure their survival (Amatori and Colli 1999). But
the state involvement in the direct ownership of companies started in 1933 with the creation of
the IRI. IRl was basically an emergency measure, but ended up representing the permanent, direct
involvement of the state in the ownership of companies for nearly seventy years, until its
dissolution in 2002. In the mid-1930s, /RI took over the banks shareholdings at their book value,
becoming the majority owner in a vast array of companies in different industries, from real estate
to steel, from shipbuilding to mechanics, from textiles to utilities. /Rl was originally conceived as a
temporary measure, but it soon became clear that the private domestic capitalism was unable to
re-purchase what the state had bought. Thus, four years after its creation, /IRl was declared
permanent. It was enormous: according to some recent estimates /R/ controlled around 12 per
cent of the total share capital of Italian joint stock companies (Toninelli and Vasta 2010: 74). In
addition, after the bail-out the three largest banks of the country also belonged to the state-
owned conglomerate. A complex architecture was designed in order to give some order to the
vast array of companies under the control of /RI (Figure 2): the group was based upon a head
company, a “super-holding” (/RI) under the direct control of the government. The super-holding
controlled (by Statute, at least with the 50.01 per cent of the capital) some financial holdings
which were characterised by sectorial specialisation: for instance, Finsider (steel), Finmeccanica

(mechanics and engineering), Finelettrica (electric energy). These financial holdings — some of
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which listed — were, in their turn, controlling (in some cases, with less than the 50 per cent of the
share capital), companies (in Figure 2 as exemplification: X1...X4 and in a lower level Y1...Y3 and

Z1...Z23) belonging to that specific industry, some of which listed as well.

Figure 2. The structure of Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale (IRl) group (schematized and
simplified)

IRI
50,1% 77,3% 100%
Financial holding Financial holding )
Holding company
company company

60% 60% 40% 90% 100%
X1 X2 e X3 X4

80% 30% 25% 20%
Y1 Y2 Y3

| | |

I I I

P ? P2 | ?

| | |
Z1 Z2 Z3

Source: Toninelli and Vasta (2010: 56).

This pyramidal structure built progressively over time, and which took a definitive shape in the
second half of the 1950s, allowed IRI not only to benefit from the leverage effects of the pyramidal
control, but also — more importantly — to start a process of rationalisation in some industries, and
of expansion in others. During the late 1950s, and especially during the 1960s, IR/ played a key role
in the country’s fast economic growth and modernisation, through the creation of infrastructures
and a pervasive investment policy in capital-intensive industries such as steel and heavy
mechanics, also trying to put in place some synergies and inter-dependencies across companies in
different industries. Behind the pyramidal architecture, however, IRl was characterised by a

peculiar kind of governance and distribution of power inside the organisation.
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Another relevant example of state-controlled business groups is offered by the Ente Nazionale
Idrocarburi (ENI), created in 1953 in order to manage the country’s needs in the fields of oil and
gas, which already had some active companies such as Agip. ENI was much smaller than /RI, but
with a similar vertical organisation, re-inforced by interlocking ownership across the companies of
the group: the Agip Mineraria (drilling), ANIC (refining), Agip (distribution), Snam (gas), and other
minor as Nuovo Pignone and Saipem (engineering).

Beyond some obvious similarities (including an intensive use of leverage and other control-
enhancing mechanisms), state-controlled groups also show at least three main differences with
private ones. The first is the use of multi-level organisational architectures (longer chains of
companies control), more sophisticated than those of groups under family control — also due to
their much larger dimensions. The second, is the presence of strong linkages with the country’s
largest banks, which put the companies of the group in a better position than the private
enterprises regarding access to credit. The third one is the propensity of state-controlled groups
(both IRl and ENIJ) to build resilient links with private firms (Rinaldi and Vasta 2005; 2012; 2014). In
fact, there were a large amount of cross-participations between different groups — both private
and state-owned — achieved through bridging companies. More generally, private companies and
SOEs were induced to have strong links, because they play an essential function in ensuring
strategic co-ordination and stabilisation of managerial control. More generally, we can observe
another relevant difference which is related to the different genesis: while private groups
expanded progressively from the interwar period onwards, the state-controlled ones were largely
the effect of the re-organisations of companies already in the hands of the state, which were
assembled in order to give them a more rational structure, particularly in the period after WWII. In
the mid-1950s, IRl and ENI controlled a little less than a quarter of the total share capital of Italian
joint-stock companies, but this weight in the early 1980s rose to one-third (Toninelli and Vasta

2010).

4.3 Specialized business groups®

The strategy of the business groups is the second dimension for our taxonomy to be settled. In
this sense, Italian business groups refer to their degree of specialisation/diversification in terms of

core production activities. Specialised (single-product, or characterised by a low degree of

? Here we are using the term “specialized business groups” to label holding companies controlling autonomous
subsidiaries involved in related activities (see Table 2 in Colpan and Hikino’s introduction to this volume).
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production diversification) and loosely-coupled groups (without systematically integrated
administrative mechanism) are widely present in the period preceding WWII. Probably its epitome
can be found amongst the producers and providers of electric energy, which, until the
nationalisation of the whole industry in 1963, were dominant among Italian joint stock companies.
The process of the expansion of business groups in the electric industry followed a relatively
standard procedure, based upon a progressive expansion both before and after the WWI through
the acquisition of the relevant shareholdings in smaller electricity producers. The process of
horizontal expansion continued throughout the 1920s and 1930s, when the largest companies also
started some diversification initiatives in utilities, or downward integration in local transports,
tramways and small-gauge railways. The progressive aggregation of smaller companies upon a
regional basis led to the creation of regional monopolies each one under the control of a single
large business group (Galasso 1993). Until the 1960s, the dominant business groups in the electric
industry progressively enlarged their boundaries through the acquisition of companies operating
in the same industry, or in closely-related field. The “specialisation” of the groups in the electric
industry changes, however, on the eve of the nationalisation of the industry, in 1963, basically in
two directions. The first concerns the shareholdings in the portfolios of the electricity companies:
many of them, foreseeing the nationalisation of their core business, started to invest in non- or
only partially-related activities. For instance, during the 1950s, Edison, the largest and most
powerful Italian electric company, started a process of diversification in chemicals and in retail
distribution by opening a supermarket chain (Pavan 1976). The second concerns the shareholdings
in the main companies of the groups. There was a relevant presence of linkages amongst groups,
particularly with the major role played by the electric companies. The high profitability of
electricity providers, due to various reasons, including their monopolistic position, had a relevant
effect on their governance. Since the interwar years, these companies had an increasing number
of shareholders, many of which, including those central to the groups considered, were apparently
public companies, characterised by a concentrated ownership. However, in reality, the
fragmentation of the share capital was accompanied by the practice, followed by minority
shareholders, of delegating their administrative rights to the top management, led to an unique
situation in which basically top management controlled itself. Specialised groups, similar to those
in the electric industry, were prevalent, as already stated, in the interwar period and in the phase

of the economic miracle. Manufacturing companies such as Fiat, Pirelli and Falck also show a low
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tendency towards diversification. Clearly, a notable exception is the state-owned conglomerate
IRI, which was characterised by an overall high degree of diversification. However, if one takes into
account the level of control below the super-holding IR/ (Figure 2) and focuses on the sectorial
sub-holdings heading the activities of IR/ in the various industries, the high degree of specialisation
clearly emerges. This was surely due to the intimate reason of /IRI’s existence, conceived more as
an instruments for industrial policy than as a standard business group free to undertake strategies

of diversification for instance driven by reasons linked to financial performances.

4.4. Diversified business groups

Aside from the case of the state-owned business groups such as IRl and ENI, diversified groups
began to appear since the 1970s, but increasingly during the 1980s, enlarging their boundaries
through a policy of acquisitions, pursued through the use of control-enhancing mechanisms going
from different categories of shares, to pyramidal structures based upon several listed companies,
albeit to a minor extent, cross shareholdings. One example is Fiat, which, after the 1970s, started
a progressive diversification in fields that were markedly different from their core business, such
as distribution (La Rinascente), insurance, synthetic fibres and even food. The availability of legal
control-enhancing mechanisms such as the creation of pyramidal groups composed of several
listed companies and an increasing separation between ownership and control through the
issuance of privileged stocks with limited administrative rights provided further incentives to the
creation of complex architectures designed in order to gain resources from the stock market,
characterised by an unusual effervescence during the 1980s (Siciliano 2001; Consob 2011). This
process of related, but increasingly unrelated, diversification can be seen, in some ways, as an
“Italian” version of the conglomeration wave occurring at international level. The available
gualitative evidence suggests that the process of diversification through the addition of companies
continued throughout the 1990s, also due to the privatisation programme which allowed Italian
private companies to take over activities previously under the control of the state (Goldstein 2003;
Barucci and Pierobon 2007). In some cases, this promoted a process of related and unrelated
diversification, as, for instance, in the case of the Benetton group which from the original core in
textiles expanded in retail distribution and in motorways through the acquisition of former state-

owned SME and Societa Autostrade.
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As said, all these forms of business groups play a crucial role in the Italian process of economic
growth at least since the last decade of the nineteenth century when Italy started its transition
from the periphery to the centre of the European economy. Starting to the evidence provided in a
related work (Colli and Vasta 2015), in Table 1 we sum up the main phases which characterized the
dynamics of Italian business groups in the period under investigation. Comparing the evidence
emerging from the taxonomy described above, it clearly appears how the strategies and structures

of business groups dynamically changed over time. Accordingly, the relevance of the different

forms followed the nature and the evolution of national and international framework.

Table 1. Dynamics of business groups in Italy

P |
Phase Period Strategy Tactics Main actor revalent
typology
Cross-shareholdings Single Coalitional
1 (coII.uswe Prior to 1914 CoIIuspn a'nd co- among Fompanles companies of groups;
logic) ordination belonging to the the cartel; banking
same cartel cartel HQ groups
24 nglzqntal anq Acquisition of 'Vertlcally
. vertical integration . . integrated
(expansionistic | 1914s-1920s . companies in Operating
. among privately- - . groups;
logic) . related activities; companies .
held companies and L. banking
joint ventures
banks groups
Horizontal and .
.. . Acquisition of .
2b vertical integration companies in Operatin Vertically
(Leviathan’s 1930s-1960s among privately- P L P .g integrated
. unrelated activities; companies
logic) held and state- . groups
; joint ventures
owned companies
De-
stric(trjr_in De-centralisation Operatin Cenzr:tl:llsed
. & 1970s with some degree of Spin-offs P . &
logic) companies unrelated
control . o
diversified
groups
Acquisition of
4 financial resources Multiple listing of .
_— . Pyramidal
(opportunistic 1980s from the stock- old and new Holdings
. . . e groups
logic) market; Financial subsidiaries
speculation
5 C lidation; Acquisiti f
. 1990s and ) ons.ollda. on; cquisttion © . Pyramidal
(consolidation Diversification (in privatised Holdings
. afterwards . groups
logic) some cases) companies

Source: Based on Colli and Vasta (2015).

The five phases presented in the Table 1 need to be clarified briefly. The first phase (collusive

logic) sees the rise of relatively large companies in the early start of the industrial sectors of the
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Second Industrial Revolution. The best example is the cartel-type agreement of the so-called “steel
trust” created in 1903 by the main iron and steel producers of the country (Amatori 1997). The
logic was to adopt for the large part of the country’s steel production a collusive behavior aiming
at the co-ordination efforts prevailed over competitive attitudes. The second phase (catching up
with the Second Industrial Revolution) can be divided in two sub-phases, namely expansionistic
logic and Leviathans’ logic. In the former phase, groups are mainly formed through a process of
progressive aggregation of companies, listed and not listed, active largely in the same industry or
in related fields, very often under a logic of technologically-driven vertical integration. In this
phase, the logic was clearly to pursue growth, market control, and control over critical inputs.
Examples can be found in the process of the expansion of companies of the electric industry which
we have shown previously. The phase of the Leviathan is mainly characterized by the formation
and the consolidation of the two main state owned groups, IRl and ENI which we have described
above. In this phase emerged clearly the attempt for a latecomer country to close the gap with the
technological frontier represented by both the technological waves of electricity and steel and
that of oil, automobiles and mass production (e.g. Freeman and Soete 1997; Freeman and Louca
2001). The third phase (re-structuring logic) is the period of the oil crisis of the 1970s which was
faced by a large process of re-structuring of large companies. In several cases, the creation of
business groups was the outcome of a strategy of de-centralisation and the downsizing of
vertically-integrated firms in order to enhance their flexibility, to minimise control costs and to
dilute tensions in industrial labour relations. The process of disintegration went on until the
beginning of the 1980s and found a sort of “institutional” justification in the system of incentives
to investments provided by the State in the economically-backward areas of the country, which
encouraged companies to create several spin-offs and subsidiaries, each one entitled to access
public funds for investments. The epitome of this behaviour was Societa Italiana Resine (SIR), a
chemical company run by a tycoon, Nino Rovelli, who created hundreds of companies in order to
obtain the state resources for investing in Sardinia (Zamagni 2007). The fourth phase
(opportunistic logic) took place during the 1980s and was characterized by both the process of
creation of new groups and of the expansion of the boundaries of those already existing. These
processes was incentivised by two concurring phenomena: i) The abolishment of double taxation

of inter-corporate income of the transactions inside the group eliminated a powerful incentive
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towards merging subsidiaries into a multidivisional structure (Coltorti 1988);3 ii) a sudden
effervescence, after years of stagnation, of the stock market, which made possible of obtaining
financial resources by listing some subsidiaries. This strategy was followed by all the major groups,
both private and state-owned, such as Fiat, De Benedetti, Ferruzzi, and IRl (Brioschi, Buzzacchi and
Colombo, 1990). Thus, there was a generalized diffusion of the pyramidal structure jointly with a
process of both related and unrelated diversification, carried out mainly during the 1990s, when
global leaders (famous the example of General Electric) were, in contrast, moving in the opposite
direction, that of re-focusing and de-conglomeration (Amatori and Colli 2011). In the fifth phase
(consolidation logic), private groups further enlarged their activities also following the intense
wave of privatization which, during the 1990s, brought a massive sale-off of state-owned
companies. In some cases, acquisitions were made in related activities — for instance, in steel
(Lucchini, Riva and Marcegaglia), in chemicals (Mapei), in construction and publishing. In other
cases, the opportunities stemming from the privatization process brought existing groups to
enhance their degree of diversification, as in the case of Benetton, with the acquisition of the

Societa Autostrade (motorways) and of Autogrill (mass distribution).

5. Boundaries of business groups in Italy

The empirically historical research on business groups in Italy, their typologies and structures,
their composition and relevance has always been problematical because of the scarcity of
information. Until the mid-1980s (when a change in the legislation concerning corporate
information disclosure occurred), it is extremely uncommon to find consolidated statement
accounts, nor detailed information about the effective composition of a group, in terms of the

companies belonging to it. If we return to the interwar period, this kind of information is totally

? The issue of the impact of double taxation as a disincentive towards the formation of business groups, and its
subsequent progressive abolishment by a series of laws starting at the end of the 1970s, is still debated. In theory, in
fact, double taxation of the dividends of the companies belonging to a group — was present, as said, until the end of
the 1970s — should have acted as a powerful disincentive towards the formation of business groups, something that,
as described in this chapter, did not happen. The reason for this apparent contradiction is probably the result of a mix
of elements, among which the most relevant was the possibility for controlling owners of leveraging on the resources
invested by minority shareholders. To establish a multi-divisional enterprise means that entrepreneurs need a full
control on the incorporated assets, and therefore that owners have to provide all the necessary resources. In the case
of partially-owned subsidiaries, they can get the same result (that is a control over the subsidiary’s activity) but
without committing themselves for the entire amount of the resources needed. Probably, this possibility made the
disincentives implicit in double taxation strategically much less important than the incentives embedded in the
possibility of enjoying the benefits of the business group as a mechanism for enhancing the dominant shareholders’
control.
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absent, even if the phenomenon of business groups was, as said above, known and discussed since
the 1920s (Zorzini 1925; Luzzatto Fegiz 1928). Valuable, but random and non-homogeneous,
information is available also for the post WWII period (Zerini 1947; Radar 1948; Benedetti and
Toniolli 1963). The introduction of the European Directive about large holdings (Large Holdings
Directive 88/627/EEC) has made new information available, but it is limited to the most recent
years (Barca et al. 1994; Barca and Becht 2001; Bianchi et al. 2005). Recently, the availability of a
comprehensive dataset (Imita.db) on Italian joint stock companies has allowed us to extend the
systematic analysis of Italian big business from different perspectives.* Starting from this source,
and by using the network analysis approach (e.g. Wasserman and Faust 1994), which can
represent a new tool, we can understand better the dynamics of business groups in Italy and,
more generally, in different institutional contexts.’

By focusing on six benchmark years (1921, 1936, 1951, 1961, 1971 and 1983) of the Imita.db,
we can offer a (rough) estimate of the boundaries and relevance of the largest 15 manufacturing-
centered business groups of the country.6 After having identified the 15 largest companies, by
total assets, for each of the benchmark years, our (strong) hypothesis (corroborated, however,
also by the recent qualitative business-history literature) is that each of them was leading a group,
the extension of which had to be re-constructed.” We thus take interlocking directorates as a
proxy of the existence of a formal link between two companies.? Clearly, this methodology has
some limitations, mainly because it allows us to identify the existence of relationships amongst
different firms, but cannot provide the exact representation of the ownership structure of a
business group. However, we consider it as the only possible way of obtaining precious and

reliable information about the shareholdings of the single companies.

* Imita.db is one of the largest datasets on joint-stock companies in historical perspective in the world. In particular, it
contains information regarding companies, boards of directors, and balance sheets for a very large sample of Italian
joint-stock companies for several benchmark years covering a wide time span of the 20" century. On the whole,
the dataset contains data on more than 38,000 companies, almost 300,000 directors, and more than 100,000 balance
sheets. Representativeness, in terms of capital, is very high as the sample covers well over 90 per cent of the total corporate
universe in all but the first two benchmark years (1911 and 1913) and the last one (1983), for which the proportion is around
85 per cent. For a detailed description of this dataset, see Vasta (2006a). The dataset is available on line at:
imitadb.unisi.it/en.
> For a comparative study of 14 different countries, see David and Westerhuis (2014).
® The rest of this Section is abridged version of Colli and Vasta (2015).
’ The full list of the BGs we have selected is presented in Appendix 1, where a rough measure of their boundaries is
also provided.
® The interlocking directorates technique is based upon the analysis of the links created between two units (i.e., two
firms) when an individual belongs to both; that is, a director of two or more companies in the case of ownership
structure. The analysis comprises the re-construction of the articulation of inter-company links by quantitative
techniques of varying complexities.
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In order to find a proxy measure of the weight of each single group, we identified two
methodologies, both based upon the network analysis, which allows us to estimate a lower and an
upper boundary of the group extension. When the presence of a possible link between the
companies belonging to the group has been identified, the Imita.db database enables us to
identify the relevance of the group, by number of companies, total assets and share capital, on the
universe of Italian joint-stock companies. We do this in two ways: first we say that a firm is
“controlled” by a group if at least one board member is shared by the group and by the firm (all
roles — AR); secondly, in order to identify the lower boundary of the networks’ boundaries, the
whole exercise is repeated on the sub-network when two firms are linked if, and only if, they share
at least one “qualified” board member, that is President, Vice-President or CEO in one of the two
boards (leading role — LR).

Table 2 presents the average number of firms belonging to a group for the two methods we
have illustrated. As appears clear in all periods, the average boundaries of each group is always
large showing an inverted U shape form with an apex reached in the 1960. In order to provide a
rough estimate of the relevance of the top 15 business groups, we have chosen to use total assets,
information which is available for each single company included in Imita.db. In order to define the
size of the single group, we first calculated its boundaries with the two methodologies described

above: namely, all roles (AR) and leading roles (LR).

Table 2. Average number of companies belonging to a group, by benchmark year (1921-1983)

AR LR
Years All Weighted All Weighted
shares (As) shares (Ws) shares (As) shares (Ws)
1921 58.1 36.9 35.7 26.5
1936 71.7 38.8 49.1 31.8
1952 74.2 39.8 43.1 27.9
1960 79.3 42,5 56.7 36.7
1972 57.8 37.7 39.0 29.2
1983 33.8 24.9 21.7 17.9

Source: Colli and Vasta (2015).

However, this method, which takes into account all shares (As), suffers from double counting
because the same firm could be controlled by more than one group. For this reason, to solve the
double counting problem, a second approach has been developed. It allows us to split the firm
into as many equal shares as the board members that are also in the holding, and then assign one

share to each group (for example, if group 1 has two board members, and groups 2 and 3 have
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one board member each, group 1 will get one-half of the firm, while the other two groups will get
one-fourth each). We call this latter approach weighted shares (Ws). This reduced approach will
give us a lower boundary to the previous one, because now each firm that was previously
controlled by one or more groups may be controlled by fewer.

Figure 3 reports the average weight by total assets of each of the first 15 groups on the total of
the joint-stock companies included in Imita.db, by each benchmark, calculated with the two
different methodologies described above and both for all shares (As) and, in order to avoid

duplication, for weighted shares (Ws).

Figure 3. Average weight (per cent) of the total assets of the first 15 groups on the total of joint
stock companies in Imita.db
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Source: Colli and Vasta (2015, fig. 4).

After having illustrated the average weight of the groups, in Figure 4, we report the total
weight of the top 15 groups, for total assets and share capital, on the Italian joint-stock companies
for the lower and the upper boundaries. It is worth noticing that the values are calculated
following the weighted-share method, which allows us to avoid duplications. The trend is quite
evident. The relevance of business groups in the Italian economy is confirmed: both private and
under the control of the state, grows steadily in the interwar period, and again after the WWII
until the 1960s. This is the phase of the catching-up to the Second Industrial Revolution
trajectories in which the strategy is to reach the minimum efficient size following the
technologically-driven vertical integration. This is particularly true both for the private electrical
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business groups - including Sade and Edison — which proceeded through the aggregation of
smaller companies previously operating upon a local basis and for state-owned business groups
which, being active in a wide variety of sectors, followed the “Leviathan’s logic”. In the following
years, this relevance steadily vanishes, although its weight still remains considerable. Whatever
the calculation methodology used for 1983, the incidence of the first 15 business groups on the
universe of joint-stock companies considered is lower by 30-40 per cent of that registered in 1960.
Definitely, the crisis and re-structuring processes of the late 1960s, the 1970s and the early 1980s

impacted heavily on business groups, weakening the internal cohesion of companies.

Figure 4. Weight of the top 15 groups on the total capital and assets of companies included in
Imita.db
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Source: Colli and Vasta (2015, fig. 6).

More specifically we can observe that before WWII private family-controlled groups prevailed,
as Fiat, and Montecatini, both in terms of capital and assets. The phase between the 1950s and
the end of the 1960s is characterised by the overwhelming relevance of the state-controlled
groups, particularly of the largest and very articulated, /RI. From the early 1970s, the situation
changes again. As can be seen above, the overall relevance of the largest groups diminishes, while
that of state-controlled groups remains higher than the average — also due to the fact that the
crisis brought them to enlarge their boundaries through rescues and acquisitions.

The dynamics of the largest business groups allows other considerations, for instance,
concerning the longevity of the leading enterprises in the sample. The overall number of leading
companies, present at least once in the sample, is 43 (see Appendix 1). Of them, 25 are present
only once, something which suggests a relative instability and turbulence in the top ranks of Italian
capitalism, where big business seems to be relatively unstable in the long run, whatever the

reason for this may be. The sole company present in all the six benchmark years considered is Fiat,
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followed, with less occurrences, by Pirelli, Snia (synthetic fibres) Stet (telephones) and Edison
(electricity, in the last two benchmark years merged with another big group, Montecatini, giving
birth to Montedison, the largest chemical group of the country). This picture is fully consistent
with the dynamics detected among the top 200 Italian firms (Vasta 2006b: 99ff).

The relevance of the business groups in the Italian capitalism has emerged clearly above.
Although it decreased throughout the period, its crucial role is still evident in the 1980s, too.
Moreover, it must be said that the empirical analysis has offered a prudential estimate of the
relevance of business groups in the Italian economy. Indeed, we have always only considered, with
different methodologies, the link at distance one between the holding and other firms. The
capacity of a holding to influence the strategy of the firms in the holding goes well beyond the
direct link, and thus it must be considered that the influence of business groups is probably larger
than our estimate. In order to offer a case of the pervasiveness of the influence of the groups, in
Figure 5, we present an example of the boundaries of the Fiat group. In particular, Figure 5a shows
the network between one of the most important groups in the country throughout the period
under consideration, Fiat (holding), and its “neighbourhood”, to wit, those firms which share at
least one member on their board with Fiat. This is the method used in this chapter so far. In Figure
5b, we add to these “direct” links also those firms which share at least one member on their board
with a firm in the “neighbourhood” of Fiat. In the language of network theory, this set of nodes
(i.e., firms) is called the “neighbourhood” of distance two of the Fiat node. It clearly emerges how
the influence of the business group could be larger than what we have offered in our “prudential”

estimates.
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Figure 5. Fiat and its “neighbourhood” (distance 1 and 2) in 1960
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b) “Neighbourhood” (distance 2)
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The importance of business groups in the Italian capitalism is still considerable today. Table 3

presents the top 15 Italian non-financial business groups for turnover in 2013. First of all we can

notice that all the main most important private firms are represented: Fiat (controlled by the

holding Exor), Benetton (Edizione), Moratti’s family (Saras), Del Vecchio’s family (Luxottica), Pirelli

(Prysmian) and Caprotti’s family (Supermarkets Italiani). Secondly, it appears clearly the huge

importance of state-controlled business groups considering that they are the majority in the list (8

on 15) and that, amongst the top 6, there are 4 public enterprises. Moreover, their size is

impressive in comparison with other private groups, but Exor.

Table 3. Business groups (non-financial) by turnover in 2013

, . . Type of Turnover Number of
# Group’s name Sector of main activity -
owner |(billions of euro)| employees
1 |Eni Petroleum fuels', natural gas, mineral oils State- 114.7 82,289
and petrochemicals controlled
2 | Exor Vehicles Private 113.7 305,963
3 | Enel Produ.c'Flon, distribution and trade of State- 781 71,394
electricity and gas controlled
4 Gse - GgsFore dei Servizi Produ.ct.lon, distribution and trade of State- 343 1277
Energetici electricity and gas controlled
5 | Telecom ltalia Telecommunications Private 22.9 59,527
. . . State-
6 | Finmeccanica Aerospace, defence and security 16.0 63,835
controlled
7 | Edison Produ.c'Flon, distribution and trade of Private 123 3,250
electricity and gas
3 | Edizione Mlscellaneo.us industries, mainly Private 123 71,257
manufacturing
9 | Saras - Raffinerie Sarde Petroleum fuels.’ natural gas, mineral oils Private 11.1 1,837
and petrochemicals
. . . State-
10 | Poste Italiane Public services 9.4 145,431
controlled
11 | Kuwait Petroleum Italia Petroleum fuels_, natural gas, mineral oils Private 7.8 904
and petrochemicals
Ferrovie dello Stato Airlines, shipping, road and rail transport State-
12 . . . . 7.6 69,425
Italiane undertakings and ancillary services controlled
13 | Luxottica Group Eyewear, frames and lenses Private 7.3 73,415
14 | Prysmian Rubber, cables and allied products Private 7.3 19,374
15 | Supermarkets Italiani Retailing and wholesale in general Private 6.8 20,605

Source: Compiled from Mediobanca (2014, tab. I).

The case of the business group related to the Benetton family (depicted in Figure 6) looks

particularly effective in explaining the recent process of growth of business groups in Italy. The
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Benetton started as a family-run small business in the early 1950s and rapidly expanded and
consolidated particularly in the 1980s, when it inaugurated a process of related diversification in
the field of apparel and sport gear accompanied by a strategy of horizontal and vertical
integration, which resulted in the creation of subsidiaries, partially of fully controlled (Figure 6.b).
Towards the end of the 1980s, the Benetton family started a strategy of non-related
diversification, investing in very different areas. This strategy was boosted by the privatization
process inaugurated by the Italian government at the beginning of the 1990s. The Benetton family
acquired the control of former state-owned enterprises, in food retail and distribution (Autogrill),
motorways (Societa Autostrade) and infrastructures (Aeroporti di Roma). Initially, the
diversification process was managed through a holding (Edizione Holding) which acted as a final
“strongbox” of the various investments undertaken by the company. More recently, Edizione
Holding changed its name in Edizione (Figure 6.a) and a process of reorganization took place.
Edizione is now controlling a serie of sub-holdings, each one in charge of a segment of the whole
group’s activity, ranging from cloth retailing (Benetton Group), textiles production (Olimpias
Group), duty free and retailing (Autogrill and, until very recently, World Duty Free), real estate,
infrastructures (Sintonia spa) and miscellaneous minority holdings.

Figure 6.a. Edizione group (Benetton family)

BENETTON FAMILY
EDIZIONE
100%

SCHEMAI7 Srl™ SCHEMA38 Sl ™ SCHEMA34 SpA. SCHEMA33 SpA ™
003 00 00 0.94¢
BENETTON OLIMPIAS AUTOGRILL S.pA. EDIZIONE MEDIOBANCA S.p.A.
GROUP S.rl GROUP S.rl PROPERTY Sp.A.
0

CIA DE TIERRAS SUD ILSOLE 24 ORE S.p.A.
ARGENTING SA.
00% 00%
MACCARESE S.pA. CALTAGIRONE AERCPORTI
EDITORE Sp.A DIROMA SpA.
100% E

GRUPPO BANCA EUROSTAZIONI
LEONARDO Sp.A. S.pA.
83% %
VERDERSPORT GRANDI STAZIONI
SpA. SpA
100% 40.00%

ASSICURAZIONI SINTONIA S p.A
GENERALIS.pA.

MANUFACTURING FOOD & BEVERAGE REAL ESTATE, OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE
AGRICULTURE AND TRAVEL
SERVICES

[ LISTED COMPAMIES Last updated November 2015

VSince January 1, 2015 the demerger of Benatton Group S.p.A. in three different legal entities is effective.
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Figure 6.b. Edizione group (Benetton group family)

Benetton Group S.r.l, Ponzano Veneto

100%
MILANO REPORT S.r..
Milan (ltaly)

oo
BENETTON RETAIL ITALIA S.rl
Ponzano Veneto (ltaly)

100%
—

FABRICA SpA.
Ponzano Veneto (laly)

65% [u]

BEMSEC S.c.arl
- Ponzano Veneto (jaly)

100%
—

PONZANO CHILDREN S.rl.
Ponzano Veneto (lualy)

100%
VILLA MINELLI -

_ SOCIETA AGRICOLA ARL.
Ponzano Veneto (ltly)
100%

BENETTON INTERNATIONAL SA.
Luxembourg (Luxembourg)

100
BENETTOMN FRANCE
COMMERCIAL SAS.
Paris (France)

100%

BEN-MODE AG.
Zurich (Switzerland)

100%

BENETTON GIYIM SANAYI
VETICARET AS.

Istanbul ( Turkey)

100%

BENETTON RUSSIA ©.0.0.
Moscow (Russa)

100%
e

BENETTON CANADA INC.
Montréal (Canada)

100%

BENETTON SERVICES SA. de CV.
Mexco Cry (Mexco)

1007%
BEMNETTOM SERVICES Il S.A. de C.V.
Mexico City (Mexica)

doox

BENETTON COMERCIO DE
PRODUTOS TEXTEIS DO BRASIL Ltda.
San Paclo (Brazl)

(*) Benetton Group S owns also indirectly the 13%
of the cpaal stodk: the remaning 277 & owned

by cormpuanies connected 1o Fdisone Sd

100%
—

BENETTOM RETAIL
DEUTSCHLAND GmbH
Frankfurt am Main (Germany)
100%
UNITED COLORS
COMMURNICATION SA.
Paradiso (Switzertand)
oo%
BEMETTON RETAIL (1988) Lrd.

_ London (United Kingdom)

dox

BENETTON AGENCY IRELAND Led.
Dubkin (Ireland)

100%
BEMETTOM TRADING
UNGHERIA Kft.
Magykills (Hungary)
100%

BEMNETTOM RETAIL
POLAND Sp.z 0.0
Warsaw (Poland)

100%
BENETTON DEMMARK A p5.

_ Copenhagen (Denmark)

100%
—

BEMETTOM RETAIL SPAIN S.L.
Barcelona (Spain)

100%

BEMETTON 2 RETAIL COMERCIO DE
PRODUTOS TEXTEIS S.A.

Porto (Porugal)

100%

BEMETTOM HELLAS AGENCY OF
CLOTHING E.PE.

Tawos (Greece)

100%

BENETTON BEOGRAD D.O.0.
Belgrade (Serbia)

Ao0x
BENETTON DE COMMERCE
INTERNATIONAL TUNISIE S4.rL
Sahline (Tunisia)

100%
BENETTOM INDIA Pt Ltd.
Gurgaon (India)

100%
—

BEMETTON TRADING USA Inc.
Lawrenceville (LISA)

100%
BENETTON MEXICANA S.A. de C.V.

- Mexico City (Mexico)

Joox
BEMETTON JAPAN Co. Lid.
Tokyo (Japan)

100%
—

BEMETTOM ASIA PACIFIC Led.
Hong Kong (China)

100%

BEMETTON TRADING TAIWAN Lrd.
 Taipei (Taiwan)

100%
—

BENETTON PARS PJS.C.
Tehran (jran)

Source: www.edizione.it and www.benetton.it. Last access 15 November 2015.
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100%

NEW BEN GmbH
Frankfurt am Main
(Germany)

100%
—

BENETTOM COMMERCIALE
——— TUNISIE S.4.rl.
Sousse (Tunisia)

5%

BENETTON KOREA Inc.
Seoul (South Korea)

100%
—

SHANGHAI BENETTON TRADING
COMPANY Ltd.
Shanghai (China)



6. Why business groups are so resilient in the Italian economy?

After having proposed a taxonomy of different business groups, and a very rough estimation of
their relevance over the whole national economy in the long run, this section discusses the
reasons why ltalian entrepreneurs (in all forms of enterprise) preferred to grow by creating
business groups with legally independent-subsidiaries rather than trying to develop large M-form
corporations with integrated internal divisions. A longitudinal analysis of the persisting diffusion of
business groups in Italy highlights at least six relevant determinants of the diffusion and
persistence of business groups in ltaly along the 20" and even in the beginning of 21° century.

A first reason refers to business group as an instrument to enhance the control of the
dominant shareholders with a limited investment of their own resources through pyramidal
arrangements, an explanation which, in its turn, is connected to institutional determinants, among
which the presence of a favourable legislation, or at least the absence of rules limiting some kind
of leverage effect. Above all — and in the case of Italy this seems particularly evident — the limits in
the dimension and in the quality of the domestic financial markets, and the absence of specialized
financial institutions, play a relevant role in incentivizing the formation of business groups through
which the dominant shareholders obtain resources from the stock market without losing much of
their decisional power. This happened several times in the course of the history of Italian
capitalism. Initially, up to the Second World War, when private big business created multi-layered
business groups to catch up the technological paradigm of the Second Industrial Revolution, a
strategy followed also after the war by state-owned enterprises (Colli 2013). Similarly, benefitting
of a sudden vitality of the stock market during the 1980s, many private corporations, as for
instance Fiat, spun off divisions and listed them in order to collect financial resources from an
effervescent stock market, de facto the perimeter of already existing groups (Brioschi, Buzzacchi
and Colombo 1990).

Secondly, business groups provide more freedom and incentives to the subsidiaries’
management, something which is more difficult in an integrated organization in which the
headquarter has a strong grip on the divisions and in which the management’s decisional power is
severely constrained. This is a crucial point, which deserves a more detailed explanation. The
existence of this potential incentive to the formation of business groups was already noticed by
one of the components of the above mentioned Harvard group, Robert J. Pavan, in an obscure

piece following up his major research on the strategies and structures of the Italian corporations
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(Pavan 1978). Extending his longitudinal analysis which originally extended from 1945 to 1970 to
the period going to 1977, he found that the trend towards diversification of the activities among
large firms, which led to an increasing (even if still insufficient) adoption of divisional structures,
was giving room to a new situation, which saw divisions progressively transformed into legally
independent subsidiaries coordinated by a corporate office (in its turn, the holding company). On
its side, the fiscal and legal system allowed and incentivized the process; but behind this,
according to Pavan (1978, pp. 5-6), “it was necessary to proceed beyond divisions, entrusting to
separate companies the management of most important sectors, with the aim of attaining a major
level of productive and sales efficiency, through an autonomous management, more flexible and
sensitive to the specific market problems and their tendencies”. The creation of legally
independent subsidiaries, sometimes specialized and of smaller dimensions, was the Italian
solution to the problem of coping with diversification, flexibility and management independence.
What Pavan pointed out was, to a certain extent, a sort of global trait: independence of divisions
was ensured by separate legal status more than a mature managerial culture resulting in a real
autonomy of professional management, at least in the Italian case. The trait of management
independence is a leitmotiv also in the case of medium-sized companies, a quite recent
protagonist in the Italian corporate landscape which, as recalled before, largely use group forms to
manage their business. In this case, a determinant element is the presence of an owner-family: the
creation of a group allows quite easily to separate power and responsibilities across the members
of the family in this way avoiding conflicts among them and, at the same time, providing a sort of
equal “endowment” to siblings.

Thirdly the group structure is simply the only possible structure when, for some reasons, it is
necessary to maintain a legal separation among companies. A couple of examples will clarify this
point. The first one refers to the case of the family firm Luigi Fontana Spa, one bolt and screws
producer which progressively became, since the 1960s, one of the most important suppliers of the
expanding automotive industry (Colli and Merlo 2006). Together with a strategy of internal
growth, the company started to make a number of acquisitions taking over smaller,
entrepreneurial companies in the same industry. These companies were, however, not merged
into the main one, nor transformed into divisions. The Luigi Fontana SpA transformed itself into a
sort of “operating holding company”, at the same time exerting the role of producer and that of a

central office of the subsidiaries, each one characterised by a high degree of independence which
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largely reflected their previous status of independent companies. The reasons put forward in
order to explain this behaviour were basically two: to preserve the autonomy of the acquired
company's management (in some cases, the former owners transformed into managers) and to
approach the automotive companies with different brands and products, which had not to be
perceived as part of one single company. A second example refers to the creation of joint ventures
among different companies. Joint ventures involve by definition a partial share-ownership quota in
companies which are by definition independent companies, and not divisions. The more a country
is characterized by the presence of joint ventures (for instance, between local domestic companies
and more technologically advanced foreign ones) the more this will result into the creation of
partially-owned subsidiaries. Looking for instance at the history of the most important Italian oil
and gas producer, the State-owned ENI, it becomes clear how a large section of the ENI's
subsidiaries are de facto joint ventures with foreign companies in order to get new technologies,
for instance in the field of chemicals, plastics and polymers. A third example of “forced” creation
of a group is the case of cooperatives expanding their boundaries. The incorporation of new
activities into the boundaries of the cooperative with a simple process of merger, integration and
internal growth would mean that the new activities were going to be subject to the corporate
regulation of the cooperative sector: for instance, the fundamental pillar that one vote
corresponds not to a share, but to a head. With the progressive dilution of the last decades of the
strong ideological push, both of socialist/communist and catholic inspiration, the incentive for the
top management of the most important cooperatives - sometimes of relevant size to get a firm
control over the new activities becomes high.9 This, added to the presence of favourable
legislation which, from the early 1970s allowed cooperatives to own shares, brought to the
progressive creation of business groups, composed by a cluster of joint-stock companies headed
by a holding/operative company, i.e. the former original cooperative.

A fourth possible explanation for the diffusion of business group lies in the fact that this form
proved very effective in accommodating the pressure of both local shareholders and stakeholders.
This was particularly the case for specialized business groups that were formed in the public
utilities from the aggregation of the former municipalized companies. In this case the setting-up of

a separate subsidiary — with its own staff and board of directors — in each local context (a province

°1n 2010 co-ops accounted for 10 per cent of all the Italian enterprises with more than 500 employees. Larger co-ops
have become the market leaders in Italy in some sectors, i.e., large scale retailing, constructions, and agro-food. For
further details, see Battilani and Zamagni (2010; 2012).
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or a union of municipalities) it is used by the business group to create new offices for individuals
connected with local politics and, as a wider scope, for the interaction between the business group
and the local community.

Fifth, fiscal policies play a relevant role, especially when they neutralize the difference between
business group and other forms of organization (i.e. the M-form). Large business groups can have
a better access to credit than large integrated organizations, leveraging on and redistributing the
resources and value created by the most profitable subsidiaries. Moreover, the business group
structure better allows, both for private and public business groups, the tunnelling of resources
from companies where the holding has low cash rights to companies where it has high cash rights.
Another peculiar situation is where the multiplication of subsidiaries is due to the possibility to
obtain resources in the form of incentives and subsidies from public institutions. In the case of
Italy, the policies aiming at fostering the industrialization of the South were largely based on the
concession of tax exemptions, loans, but also of direct subsidies. This led some private
entrepreneurs to create business groups characterized by a wide number of subsidiaries, each one
separately asking for public support, as happened in the case of the Rovelli group, a chemical
company which invested in Sardinia opening in a few years hundreds of subsidiaries each one
getting funds from the State.

A (sixth) far less unplanned case happens when a company is acquired, or becomes part of an
existing group, by chance, or following an unplanned event, and in particular when the buyer is
allowed to buy only partial, even significant, stake of the company, something which does not
allow a full integration of the acquired company into a division. This was in Italy quite frequent in
the case of banks, which up to the early 1930s were frequently becoming controlling shareholders
after having taking over a distressed company (Confalonieri 1992) or of larger companies called to
rescue minor ones thanks to their close do ut des relationships with the political power interested
in such rescues for social reasons - as happened in the case of a chemical company, Montecatini,
which into the 1930s transformed into a conglomerate group after having rescued (under the
pressure of the Government) companies in mining or in the textile industries (Amatori and Bezza
1990). The problem with this process was the presence of a variable number of minority
shareholders in the acquired company, something which could in principle create some
governance problem, and finally made more complex a full takeover of the rescued company

which had to be left as a legal independent entity. Probably the most evident example of this
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practice was the already mentioned creation, almost overnight, of the largest Italian business
conglomerate, IRI, under the control of the State. As said above, the strategy at the basis of the
creation of IRl was to manage the emergency situation of the financial crisis of the largest three
banks of the country. In short, the State acquired all the shares of companies in the banks’
portfolios - in this way de facto rescuing the banks, putting them into one single large portfolio,
the one of the big holding IRI. In this way, IRI directly controlled, as it has been calculated, one
quarter of the nominal capital of Italian joint stock companies. This was rarely, however, a full
ownership, which meant the impossibility of creating a standard-type M form with internal
divisions. In addition, it was soon clear that this situation allowed IRI to leverage control, in
particular of listed companies, exactly as happened to private companies. Of course, the IRI
formula, started as a sort of emerging strategy became soon a standard for almost all the large

SOE concerns in many sectors.

7. Conclusion

This chapter has shown that business groups are not a static component of the Italian
industrial landscape even if the rationale for their existence constantly modifies over time
according to institutional and technological changes. Notwithstanding the changes in the rationale
for their existence, the relevance of business groups within the Italian capitalism, measured by the
network analysis, has been, even using a prudential approach, constant and significant whatever
proxy measures (companies involved, share capital and assets) are taken into account, even if a
declining trend is certainly evident in the last decades.

Even if the different streams of literature were well aware, at least since the 1930s, of the
existence of business group as dominant form of organization and control in the history of Italian
capitalism, much of these studies have mainly provided blurred pictures or detailed
reconstruction, avoiding any systematization of the issue. Starting in the 1990s, with the diffusion
of new theoretical approach in corporate governance, some studies on Italy have also highlighted
the role played by pyramidal groups as mechanisms set up in order to leverage control by relevant
shareholders. Along this pattern, and by adopting an approach which explicitly takes into account
the variety of the forms of enterprise, in this chapter we have introduced both a taxonomy and a

periodization of business groups within the Italian capitalism.
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Finally, this chapter shows that business groups are present not only among large firms, but in
almost all the dimensional and juridical forms of the Italian firms. This challenges the conventional
wisdom which assumed that business groups are simply an (maybe less, or not) alternative to the
M-form characterizing big business around the world.

Concluding, we can sum up this chapter saying that, in the Italian case, business groups as an
organizational model looks particularly flexible, adapting itself to different ownership and market
conditions. In absence of hurdles of legal or fiscal nature, this flexibility is probably the main
reason for its resilience. This suggests to further investigate the institutional determinants of its
adoption, i.e., if, why, and how, the policy-makers incentivized, or at least did not hinder, the
formation of business groups instead of integrated, divisional structures. An analysis of this is

beyond the scope of the present chapter.
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Appendix 1: list of the Italian business groups with their boundaries for number of companies
[Leading roles (LR) — left side — and All roles (AR) — right side — methods]

1921

20 CANTIERE MAVALE TRIESTINO

49 FLAT.
ILVA ALTI FORMI E ACCIAIERIE
CYITALIA

ITALIANA ERNESTO BREDA FER
COSTRUZIONI MECCANICHE

19 ITALIANA GIO. ANSALDO & C.
18 LLOYD MEDITERRANED
71 MONTECATINI
46 MAVIGAZIONE GENERALE ITALIANA
26 MAVIGAZIONE LIBERA TRIESTINA
25 FIRELLI

37 ROMA SOCIETA DI NAVIGAZIONE

SNIA VISCOSA SOCIETA NAZIOMALE
INDUSTRIE APPLICAZIONI VISCOSA
SOCIETA ITALIANA FER LE STRADE
FERRATE DEL MEDITERRANEC
TERNI SOCIETA FER LINDUSTRIA E

o L'ELETTRICITA

14 TRANSATLANTICA ITALIANA

1936

ERIDANIAZUCCHERIFICI

= NAZIONALI

76 FILAT.

65 GEMERALE ELETTRICA CISALPINA

GEMERALE ELETTRICA DELLA
SICILIA
I.R.LISTITUTO PER LA
RICOSTRUZIONE INDUSTRIALE

61 MONTECATINI

36 PIRELLI

SADE SOCIETA ADRIATICADI
ELETTRICITA
SMESOCIETA MERIDIONALE DI
ELETTRICITA
SOCIETAELETTRICA DEL
VALDARNO
SOCIETAGENERALE ITALIANA
EDISON DI ELETTRICITA

89 SOCIETAITALIANA PER ILGAS

STET SOCIETATORINESE ESERCIZI
TELEFOMNICI
TETI SOCIETATELEFONICA

TIRRENA
VIZZOLASOCIETALOMBARDA PER

39 DISTRIBUZIONE D ENERGIA
ELETTRICA

14

57
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75

SOCIETA GEMERALE ITALIANA EDISON

1952

AGIF AZIENDA GEMERALE ITALIANA
FETROLI

CIELI COMPAGNIA IMPRESE
ELETTRICHE LIGURI

ERIDANIA ZUCCHERIFICI NAZIONALI

F.LAT.

FINELETTRICA FINANZIARIA
ELETTRICA NAZIONALE
FINMECCANICA SOCIETA

FINANZIARIA MECCANICA

FINSIDER SOCIETA FINANZIARIA

SIDERURGICA
MONTECATINI SOCIETA GEMERALE

PER L'INDUSTRIA MINERARIA E
CHIMICA

FIRELLI

S.R.E. SOCIETA ROMANA DI
ELETTRICITA.

SADE SDCIETA ADRIATICA DI
ELETTRICITA.
SNIA VISCOSA SOCIETA NAZIONALE
INDUSTRIE APPLICAZIONI VISCOSA.

SOCIETA ELETTRICA SELT VALDARNO

Ol ELETTRICITA.

STET SOCIETA TORINESE ESERCIZI
TELEFONICI

1960

ACCIAIERIE E FERRIERE LOMBARDE
FALCK

E.N.I. ENTE NAZIONALE
IDROCARBURI
FIAT
FINANZIARIA CANTIERI MAVALI
FINCANTIERI

FINELETTRICA FINANZIARIA
ELETTRICA NAZIONALE

FINSIDER SOCIETA FINANZIARIA
SIDERURGICA

LRI ISTITUTO PER LA
RICOSTRUZIONE INDUSTRIALE

MONTECATINI SOCIETA GENERALE PER
L'INDUSTRIA MINERARIA E CHIMICA

FIRELLI
5.R.E. SOCIETA ROMANA DI

ELETTRICITA.

SADE SDCIETA ADRIATICA DI
ELETTRICITA.

SNIA VISCOSA SOCIETA NAZIONALE
INDUSTRIE APPLICAZIONI VISCOSA.
SOCIETA ELETTRICA SELT VALDARNO
SOCIETA GENERALE ITALIANA EDISON
Ol ELETTRICITA.

STET SOCIETA FINANZIARIA
TELEFONICA
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1972
ACCIAIERIE E FERRIERE LOMBARDE
FALCK
51 AUTOSTRADA DEI FIORI

E.N.I. ENTE NAZIONALE
IDROCARBURI

39 ERIDANIA ZUCCHERIFICI NAZIDNALI

27 FIAT
FINANZIARIA CANTIERI NAVALI
FINCANTIERI

FINMECCANICA SOCIETA
FINANZIARIA MECCANICA

FINSIDER SOCIETA FINANZIARIA
SIDERURGICA
LR ISTITUTO PER LA
RICOSTRUZIONE INDUSTRIALE

41 ING. C. OLIVETTI &C.
57 MONTEDISON

50 FIRELLI
SINCAT SOCIETA INDUSTRIALE
CATANESE
SNIA VISCOSA SOCIETA NAZIONALE
INDUSTRIE APFLICAZION] VISCOSA
STET SOCIETA FINANZIARIA
TELEFONICA

74

1983
ACCIAIERIE E FERRIERE
LOMBARDE FALCK

18 AGUSTA

35 BASTOGI IRBS

E.M.I. ENTE NAZIONALE
IDROCARBURI

15 FERRUZZI

25 FIAT

FINANZIARIA CANTIERI NAVALI
FINCANTIERI
FINMECCANICASOCIETA
FINANZIARIAMECCANICA
FINSIDER SOCIETA FINANZIARIA
SIDERURGICA
I.R.LISTITUTO PER LA
RICOSTRUZIONE INDUSTRIALE

14

14

23 INDUSTRIEZANUSSI

ING.C. OLIVETTI & C.
29 MONTEDISON

a7 SNIABPD

STET SOCIETAFINANZIARLA
TELEFOMICA

Source: Colli and Vasta (2015).
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