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PREFACE AND

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This is a book about family and business, success and disappointment, love and discord. At its heart is the dynasty, the succession and interaction of family members over generations; and the firm, the business unit that embodies and expresses this interaction.

Why “dynasty”? Say the word, and many images come to mind, exotic and dramatic, from the silken lineages of Chinese emperors to the soap-opera oil magnates of the 1980s television series of the same name. My interest in dynasties began with economic history— the review and analysis of economic trends and the deeds and achievements of economic actors. As a historian, I was quickly drawn into the drama of these stories and the larger-than-life quality of many of these competitors for wealth. These tales trace the tangled histories of legendary lineages such as the Fords, the Rockefellers, and the Guggenheims. But one need not be a Rothschild or a Toyoda1 to have use for the lessons in this book; our own families play central roles in most of our lives, and the successes, failures, and cautionary notes of these narratives can inform and inspire us all. We can learn a great deal about business from these dynasties; moreover, these are extraordinary men and women, full of eccentricities and genius, and they provide a wealth of entertaining tales.

Consider, by way of example, the legendary patriarch, the bold enterpriser who sets out to do well for himself and ends up founding an empire. Nathan Mayer Rothschild fits the bill. A child of the mid-eighteenth century, he was the third son of a German Jewish trader in “miscellany”— that is, whatever people were ready to sell or buy. He was not a handsome or imposing man. But this counted little next to a super-keen mind, a sharp tongue, and a sense of dignity and authority that some families need many generations to acquire. When a haughty English merchant threatened not to sell to him simply because the merchant disliked Rothschild’s attitude, Nathan responded that there were plenty of Englishmen he could buy from, and decided to leave for England the next day. Once there, he quickly moved from merchandise into banking, and outdid the best of his competitors. The Brits were not always ready or able to understand the force of this outsider, who ignored or repudiated the rules of proper behavior. One day a powerful, wealthy English dignitary pushed his way into Nathan’s office and interrupted the busy banker at his task. Nathan summarily told him to take a chair; he’d be with him in a minute. The man was offended: “Do you know who I am?” he said, pointing to the royal crest on the lining of his top hat. Nathan’s reply: “Take two chairs.” And back to work he went. Another time, some nosy type asked him how he had made his fortune. Answer: “Minding my own business.” It is from such brash, keen, dedicated material that great dynasties are founded.

Tales of money, power, and kinship inevitably entail drama and passion, especially with the passage of generations: as wealth grows, so do the opportunities for disagreement. Consider here the Gucci clan. The patriarch, Guccio Gucci (1881–1953), was the son of an Italian leather craftsman. As a young man, he traveled to Paris and then London, where he kept his eyes open and caught on to the commercial advantages of fine workmanship and fashionable elegance. In particular, he noted the customers’ hunger for the kind of luggage that announced its owner’s taste and status. So when he went back home in 1920, he borrowed money and opened a shop to sell such leather goods, meeting with tremendous success. In subsequent decades, his sons continued his work, opening branches in Italy and then abroad.

Guccio held the enterprise together, but after his death, his children and grandchildren engaged in protracted and costly disputes that made the fortunes of some of Italy’s busiest lawyers. The virulence and vindictiveness that characterized these quarrels are an embarrassment to the Gucci family and to Italian culture. Acrimony peaked when the divorced wife of Guccio’s grandchild Maurizio got angry enough to contemplate murder. She mentioned offhandedly to her housekeeper that she would love to be rid of her ex-husband. To the right person, that kind of careless remark was a business opportunity waiting for action—and the housekeeper was the right person. Soon thereafter, some hit men gunned Maurizio down on the steps of his office and then tried to blackmail his former wife. So much for the Maurizio branch of the family. The Gucci firm and name ended up in alien corporate hands, and the wife ended up behind bars, on the bad end of a twenty-six-year sentence.

THESE ARE JUST BRIEF EXAMPLES from an enormous body of case studies of family business achievement, from mom-and-pop shops and local gas stations to monuments of market renown. As compelling and informative as such studies are, today’s prevalent economic thinking has chosen to ignore the family firm as a subject of serious study and has all but written it off as obsolete and inconsequential. I believe that this view is both wrong and dangerously misleading.

Wrong because statistics show us that the great majority of the world’s enterprises today are family firms. In the European Union, family firms make up 60–90 percent of businesses, depending on the country, and they account for two thirds of GNP and jobs.2 In the United States in the mid-1990s, more than 90 percent of firms were family units, accounting for more than half the country’s goods and services; further, one third of the Fortune 500 (the country’s five hundred largest firms) were said to be family controlled or to have founding families involved in management. What’s more, these family firms tended to be the best performers, far outpacing on average their managerial (non-family) competitors.3

Dangerously misleading, because the nations of the developing world, particularly those most desperate for economic development, urgently need family enterprise. Their cultural, political, and economic circumstances are not mature enough for managerial business structures. In these places—Africa, the Arab Middle East, much of South Asia, much of South America—family firms are the best hope for successful development. Businesses in these regions need the trust and training that family makes possible, and the resources that family can mobilize. Failure to understand the nature and dynamics of family-based private capitalism would severely handicap economists and policy makers alike.

Still, the current economic orthodoxy sees family enterprise as inappropriate, ineffective, and essentially finished as a major economic engine, favoring instead corporate or joint-stock managerial models. Alfred D. Chandler, Jr., who stresses several factors in today’s business world that argue for managerial structures, has best expounded these views. First, he says, as companies grow, the increases in both production and distribution create problems that can be solved only by employees with functional specialization. The knowledge and skills required, he argues, go far beyond what any given family, however prolific, can muster. This compels firms to seek out appropriately trained outside personnel. (As we shall see in the pages that follow, even families with exceptional gene pools and numerous progeny have trouble keeping up with the demands of diversification, particularly in technology-intensive industries such as automobile manufacturing.) Second, over time, even family members who remain interested in the business generally prefer to leave the less exciting jobs to salaried execs and managers.

The world changes with the increase of knowledge. New discoveries prompt new ways of doing business that call for new personnel. The evolution of the chemical industry during the last two centuries offers a particularly good case study in the managerial revolution. The early examples of the chemical industry were found in the manufacture of acids and alkalis for use in textile and metals manufacture. Factories were located near the raw materials or near the users, and family-based firms held up well to competition. But research in the manufacture of synthetics, which were often superior to natural substances, opened the way to a whole range of new activities and technologies—dyes, drugs, and photographic aids (photography itself being a new technology), to begin with, then nitrogen, rubber, fuels, fibers, and light metals. These were to some extent outgrowths of science courses in institutions of higher education, which acted as magnets to candidates for careers in these new fields.

The new chemical firms thrived, especially in those societies where good instruction was available, such as Germany and France. Mostly the firms began as family enterprises, but the complexity and cost of the work called for heavy investment and early on led to mergers that took the form of joint-stock, limited-liability managerial corporations. The German company IG Farben (“Colors, Inc.”) is an excellent example of this kind of enterprise, having been built on trained personnel, research laboratories, and a progression of patents for ever-newer products.4 When shareholders complained of stingy dividends, Carl Bosch, first chairman of IG Farben, reminded them of higher duties: “IG is not here to give big profits to its stockholders. Our pride and our duty is to work for those who come after us, to establish the processes on which they will work.”5

Then, as the technology shifted, an industry that was once well suited to family enterprise became the perfect candidate for managerial capitalism. From there, it was a small step to join together family firms to form the conglomerates and trusts of turn-of-the-century America, which provided a big boost for the economy. The old style of growth called for building companies, at which the family firm excels. The new style called for buying and combining companies. Robert Sobel tells by way of illustration the story of a party of well-lubricated business types celebrating their mergers and acquisitions. One of them recalls that there is a steel mill nearby:

“Let’s buy it!”

“But it’s midnight.”

“So what?”

They get the owner out of bed, and he responds, “My plant is worth two hundred thousand dollars, and it’s not for sale.”

“Really? We’ll give you five.”

How could the owner say no?6

Or take the recent Hollywood version, as shown by this exchange between Julia Roberts and Richard Gere in Pretty Woman (1990):

“What do you do for a living?”

“I buy companies.”

“And what do you do with the companies?”

“I sell them, and if they don’t sell, I break them up into little pieces and sell the pieces.”

For the purposes of this study, I shall define a dynasty as three successive generations of family control. No small achievement. Growth, diversification, and technological advance can all work against the continuity of the family firm. To these factors I shall add another: success. Simply put, as the firm develops power and prestige, the heirs find many interesting and amusing thing to do rather than run the business. Many of the families profiled here persist in business despite these temptations. Others have largely handed over the reins and moved on to other pursuits. Typically, rather than wear the shirtsleeves of their forefathers, they finish in silks and velvets, and focus on politics, culture, or the unabashed pursuit of the good life.

AS A RESULT OF THESE PATTERNS, family firms are seen by economists and government planners as transitional and therefore obsolete—dinosaurs on the edge of extinction. Any seriously ambitious business, it is assumed, must take managerial form, even from the start. And yet, with all the arguments stacked against them, family firms continue to succeed. According to a recent BusinessWeek report, “One of the biggest strategic advantages a company can have, it turns out, is bloodlines. Companies in which the founders or their families have maintained a strong presence—in management, on the board, or as significant shareholders—do distinctly better than their managerial competitors. Such concerns averaged 15.6 percent return, as against 11.2 percent for non-family firms, with annual revenue growth at 23.4 percent against 10.8 percent.”7

Clearly, then, the family firm is not about to disappear. To ignore it would be foolish, if not irresponsible. Even where the absence or the desertion of suitable heirs leads to a firm’s sale, liquidation, dissolution, or conversion to a managerial unit, the fact remains that that family firm found and built a place in the world of trade and industry, and thereby played a role in the larger process of economic development. The vast majority of new businesses throughout the world remain family enterprises, and I believe this will remain the case for the foreseeable future.

The experience of Egypt under Mohammed Ali in the 1800s is a poignant historical illustration of the dangers of ignoring the family firm in favor of centralized and managerial models in economic planning. Ali was an Albanian lieutenant in the Ottoman army who followed the British into Egypt in the early nineteenth century. He took power, and later consolidated it by inviting to dinner 470 of the Mamelukes (the foreign occupiers who had ruled the land for several centuries), then closing the palace gates and shooting them down like dogs.

Once he was in charge, Ali set about modernizing his country based on top-down Western models. Egypt had many things going for it including rich soil, and Ali chose to use farming to raise the necessary funds for the industrial revolution he sought to launch. To do so, he shifted Egypt to cash-crop agriculture, with special emphasis on high-quality cotton. The crops flourished in the fertile Nile delta, and the state-controlled earnings were effectively reinvested in a massive educational and industrial effort, which included the building of schools to train technicians, and a wide variety of mills and shops for making textiles, metals and metal products, chemicals, and the like. Ali even moved to gain autonomy from European suppliers by buying models of machines and making copies of them in Egypt. His vision, in other words, was very much like the reaction of continental European countries to news of technological advance across the Channel: once Britain industrialized, they felt compelled to do the same.

In many ways this modernization plan was promising. The funds were available, and the final picture of a modern industrial economy seemed plausible. In Egypt, however, one critical factor was lacking: people. No native entrepreneurs, no potential managers, no volunteers. Ali brought in foreigners to run his plants and appointed Egyptians to watch over them—essentially to get in their way. As for workers, he began with slaves from the south (an old African tradition), but they died so fast in the brutal working and living conditions that he soon turned to corvée labor (temporary, generally seasonal, forced labor). Again the working conditions were so brutal that some peasants mutilated themselves to avoid conscription. Most others mutilated the machines instead. Before long there were more machines idle than in use, and standard repair took the form of cannibalizing one machine to fix another, until few machines remained working.

Egypt would have done a lot better had it focused on generating family enterprises to lay the foundation for a healthy economy, rather than attempting to leap directly into state-controlled top-down production models. So while it may be true that as most corporations, and indeed industries, grow, the appeal of managerial structures increases, nothing beats family enterprise for nurturing entrepreneurs and developing new business ventures.

Today, as the world economy progresses, our most underdeveloped countries in Africa, the Arab Middle East, and Latin America are falling even farther behind, and the current approach to growth and entrepreneurship is not helping. An influx of successful managerial corporations would certainly be a boon, but these societies are all characterized by ill-educated populations, marked sexual inequalities, and deep-seated attitudes of machismo. Why should rational enterprise move there? Generally, it does so for one reason only: to exploit cheap labor for manufacturing. These are the worst jobs, and they provide no real opportunity for advancement, or even hope. Ultimately the small influx of capital these wages bring does little to better the general economic foundation of these countries. The way I see it, these people need family capitalism.

Looking at the role of families in business, French historian Michel Hau feels that “the dynastic phenomenon has thus been neglected, more or less by accident.”8 His countryman Louis Bergeron thinks otherwise, believing that people have been too enthusiastic, pushing “the myth of the enterprise seen as an enlarged family”9 I disagree with both, and see neither neglect nor myth. Rather, I see opportunity.

THIS BOOK TAKES UP the story of family enterprise in modern times, from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to the present. One can certainly point to examples of families with great business acumen and legacies in earlier periods (the mere mention of the name Medici effectively summarizes both the role of private dynasties in trade and the links between wealth, status, and political power in late medieval Europe), but the more modern period follows a broad shift in the world economy that is of particular interest to the present-day reader. These modern dynasties transcend local and even national contexts, and have been instrumental in creating a global business environment.

Most of the examples treated here come from the West, specifically Western Europe and the United States. Why? These countries have in fact been the leaders of economic development and innovation, the makers of modernity—and much of this development, innovation, and modernity has been the work of family enterprise. One can certainly find important examples of transgenerational achievement in other parts of the world, but more often than not these are linked to Western operations and techniques. This explicit statement of Western leadership will undoubtedly arouse objections from those who feel that the West has gained its edge by domination and exploitation, and is smug enough in its wealth and good fortune without further compliments. To this age-old anti-imperialist lament I can only say that this is world history as it has played out, that this is what we are examining here, without any moral assessment of “good” or “bad,” “just” or “unjust.”

The topic of dynasty is broad, which presents the immediate problem of organization: how to choose, arrange, and approach these diverse and varied stories? What is the basis for selection? The longevity of a particular dynasty? The most compelling and instructive anecdotes? The economic importance of a given family? On the whole, I have been guided by the principle that dynastic performance is determined by two dominant factors, and I’ve tried to select examples that show the influence of these factors. The first is the nature of the business activity in question—let me briefly contrast, by way of illustration, the banking industry, which builds on personal connections (whom do you know? whom can you trust?), and the high-tech industry, which requires a constant influx of knowledge that no one family, however prolific, can keep up with. The second factor is how the particular society views the business activity. Is the pursuit of money and power lauded, or viewed as crass?

This book is divided into a number of broad categories based on the dynasties’primary business activity: banking, automobiles, and the mining and working of raw materials. Within these sections, I have chosen families from different places and, where feasible, different eras, the better to illustrate the relevance of environment and habit: Europe is not America, and within Europe, England is not France, France is not Holland, Holland is not Germany.

For each case treated, I have indicated the preferred sources. In some instances, I have come to know personally the family in question, even children and grandchildren. But these are the exception. My chief reliance is on printed material, usually published, also on private papers and conversations, and these are noted in the specific chapters. These sources do not always agree, nor will they or my interpretation thereof always satisfy, much less please, the persons and families concerned. But that is in the nature of history and historiography.
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Part One
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BANKING

PROLOGUE

Banking is uniquely rich ground for the family firm for two essential reasons. First, success in banking historically draws on personal connections—whom do you know, whom do you trust, and who trusts you? Second, unlike many of the industries we will look at later in this book, banking relies primarily on a single, homogeneous commodity: legal tender. In contrast to, say, the automobile industry, banking does not require the development of ever-more-efficient technologies, so there is less need to go outside of the family in constant search of the most skilled scientists to deal with that decade’s, or year’s, most important innovations.

To be sure, the world has a multitude of currencies, and one has to know and work with rates of exchange in order to know the value of debts and assets. But these rates are public, and eyeglasses and calculators will usually suffice to deal with questions of value. It is the human component, the character and intelligence of the people one works and deals with, that calls for art and judgment. Other fields of commercial and industrial activity, with their diversity of goods and services, call for a subtle and discriminating range of response to business opportunity, built around fundamental questions: Is the price right? Is the product good? The answer to those questions in banking is usually evident. The crucial question concerns risk: Can we count on these people to deliver? This, as we shall see, makes personal connections, handed down from generation to generation, paramount.

Banking is a natural outgrowth of trade. Some merchants find opportunities to help others by lending them money at interest or other form of profit, and other merchants in need of cash learn of and gain from such possibilities. Sometimes things do not work out as planned or hoped, and the lender loses, unless he holds some security to cover his risk. And sometimes one person’s loss is another’s fortune. Ultimately for some, these formal or informal lending relationships become more interesting or more profitable than trade, and the banker is born.

Banking, it has been said, is other people’s money. People who have command of liquid assets, generally not their own, make them available to others who need them, and charge those others for use and risk. Historically, the earliest such bankers began as merchants and eventually went from pursuing their own commercial ventures to financing those of others. Rich merchants, turned “merchant bankers,” found other kinds of clients as well: from simple landlords to the highest lords and rulers of the land where they operated. One could hardly say no to clients such as these, but lending to rulers had inherent risks, and the richest bankers, those with the most powerful clients, soon found themselves caught in the grip of their debtors. In the Middle Ages, for example, Italian merchants operating in such foreign lands as England became the ultimate resource of king and court. They certainly could not refuse to lend to the authority whose consent they needed to continue living and working in that country, could they? So Edward I (reigned 1272–1307) had his Ricciardi and Frescobaldi, and Edward III (1327–1377) his Bardi and Peruzzi. Some of these bankers became rich and famous for a time, but all of them ended insolvent, for they had no power to enforce repayment of their loans. Loans to kings were intrinsically risky. Sovereigns can delay, equivocate, repudiate, while business people are held to punctuality. Their reputation is everything, and the essence of reputation is exactitude. When Edward III defaulted in the 1350s—wars are expensive—it killed his bankers. Tant pis. Nonetheless, the pattern continued for centuries. Individual creditors would inevitably go under, but royalty could always find other creditors. The shrewder bankers knew how to turn the connections they made in court to advantage elsewhere, and each one felt that he would not repeat the mistakes of his predecessors.1

At the extreme, the ruler could not only seize but imprison, even kill. The best-known example in European history, perhaps, is the sorry fate of Nicolas Fouquet, financial counselor to the king of France. The young Louis XIV did not trust this man he had inherited from his predecessors. In the king’s eyes, Fouquet was a commoner by origin, excessively wealthy—how had he gotten so rich without stealing?— and, with his private army, potentially seditious. And then Fouquet exaggerated his implicit impertinence by inviting the king to a banquet in his honor, a banquet that surpassed the quality and elegance of the royal court itself. Big mistake. The lavishness of Fouquet’s hospitality simply infuriated Louis, and Fouquet found himself in jail for his efforts.

The comparable Chinese case was a minister named Heshen, favorite of the Qianlong emperor (reigned 1735–1795), who was executed and had his fortune confiscated on the death of his master. In these autocracies, death was an alarm bell, because it reopened all contracts and understandings. A rich man died and his family had to come to new terms with the ruler or his henchmen. A ruler died and every deal was. The safest precaution was to hide wealth, which meant sterilization. Immobilization by concealment was the curse of Asian economies.2

The biggest threat to continuity, remember, was enrichment and success. We will see this story repeated across industries, but it is most pronounced in banking. Once the bankers, or their children, had the wherewithal to indulge their inflated ambitions, they tended to copy their “betters”— that is, to buy landed estates, purchase honors and titles, live the life of idleness and self-indulgence that was the salient mark of gentility. Or they converted merchant wealth into political power, put their descendants into the highest places, and married them to rank. The most prominent example is the Medici, medical doctors or apothecaries to start with (hence the name), then makers of woolens, then merchants, moneylenders, and competitors for power in Florence, then rulers in Florence, then members of the French royal family on the distaff side, with kings in the belly By the time we get to know them, they are no longer in trade; they are lenders. The earliest representatives are shrewd, keen, appropriately ruthless and vindictive. But genetics has its ups and downs: the later Medici were vain, bigoted and/or pleasure loving, fundamentally incapable; after some two hundred years (1737), the Florentine line discreetly died out with nary a whimper. In the words of Pasquale Villari: “Such was the end of the younger branch of the Medici, which had found Tuscany a prosperous country, where art, letters, commerce, industry and agriculture flourished, and left her poor and decayed in all ways, drained by taxation, and oppressed by laws contrary to every principle of sound economy, downtrodden by the clergy, and burdened by a weak and vicious aristocracy”3

The Medici were not alone. Consider the example of the great German merchant dynasty the Fuggers of Augsburg in Bavaria. We first hear of them in the fourteenth century. They began as weavers, perhaps as putters-out, then moved into international trade (silk, wool, linen, spices), then into moneylending. They lent money at rates often above 20 percent. (What ever had happened to the prohibition of interest [usury]?) They also worked mining concessions in the Tyrol (silver) and Hungary (copper).4 The Fuggers helped finance the election of Charles V to the throne of the Holy Roman Empire, receiving in return for these and other services leases of the quicksilver mines at Almaden (crucial to the separation of silver from dross) and the silver mines at Guadalcanal—both in Spain. The links to Spain via Charles opened the door to commercial and mining interests in the New World; by the second quarter of the sixteenth century the Fuggers had become the closest thing to a worldwide multinational. Meanwhile the family established close ties to the Roman Church—what else in Bavaria?— which paid off in honors and a highly lucrative trade in indulgences. (Can salvation ever be too dear?) No wonder Jacob Fugger, when urged to retire and enjoy his wealth, said he had no intention of quitting. For many businessmen l’appétit vient en mangeant.

The commercial and financial fortune of the Fuggers was closely linked, first, to a burgeoning central European trading world comprising the Rhenish and Danubian basins, the transalpine industrial centers, and the Slavic borderlands; and second, and increasingly, to the prosperity of Antwerp and its central role as pivot/ link between transatlantic, Spanish, and central and northern European trade.5 Antwerp’s role anticipated and warned of the shift of the center of European economic and cultural-intellectual gravity from south to north, from Mediterranean to transalpine, from Catholic orthodoxy to Protestant sectarianism. The city itself was predominantly Catholic but put trade before faith—until, that is, religious troubles and nationalist agitation in the Low Countries led the Spanish rulers to crack down on what the Catholic Church defined as heresy. The city did not crash, but each setback, such as the Spanish bankruptcy of 1557, was aggravated by bad feelings. In the end, Protestant and Jewish businessmen left for Amsterdam or places north, while Catholics retreated to France and Italy. The glory days of the Fuggers, Welsers, and other south German business dynasties were over. Land and rank would offer consolation.

Wealth was not always favorable to reproduction; several of the most important Fugger lines died without issue. But in 1530 two of the Fuggers were elevated to the rank of count; in 1534 they were granted the right to coin money; and in 1541 they were awarded jurisdiction over their lands and their inhabitants. Given the values of the day and place, none of this was really compatible with trade. One or two of the descendants were drawn by what we may call intellectual or artistic activity: genealogy, a study of horse breeding, the collection of books and manuscripts, and of course art purchases and patronage. These were the practices of gentility, the signs of status, wealth, and taste, and, with growing interest and demand, could pay off. No one did these things better than these nouvelles dynasties.

In the centuries that followed, the landed Fuggers quietly multiplied on their estates, a living recollection of better times. Two of the Fugger branches, incidentally, still survive. One of the members is even engaged in preparing a doctoral thesis in economics. And some of them have returned to commerce and business in the twentieth century: idleness chafes and opportunity beckons. They are no different in this from other scions of fortune, trading name, education, and manners for good jobs. And the family holds periodic reunions in the public foundations of its ancestors by way of celebrating dynastic pride.

IN BANKING, connections count. That means family, continuity, good marriages, dynastic succession. This is well stated by Walter Bagehot, a well-known popular economist of the nineteenth century: “The banker’s calling is hereditary; the credit of the bank descends from father to son; this inherited wealth brings inherited refinement.” Or, as a chairman of the Hambros bank put it, “Our job is to breed wisely”6

Historically this has been a field, then, where name was the assurance of experience, honor, business acumen, and mutual confidence. The reigning assumptions were that the customer dealt with one bank and did not shop around for better terms. For the bank’s part, it kept the customer’s circumstances confidential and would not accept any new business that would create a conflict of interest with that client.

Character and connections foremost, then. Technical knowledge matters somewhat—increasingly so as banks have found themselves accepting paper from, or lending money to, industrial and commercial enterprises of a scientific bent. But banks can always hire expert appraisers and advisers when needed. They have continued to rely primarily on their sense of the borrower’s reliability and intelligence, reinforced by the kind of security (land, buildings, stocks of raw materials and finished goods) that would cover the debt in the event of disaster. Even so, business has its ups and downs, and family-held banks have often let personal relations lure them into crisis—or worse, into a crisis involving many banks, as these firms are often linked by collective obligations. The irony is that these links were designed to divide and diminish risk; yet in time of a business crash they had the opposite effect.

Another irony is that while banking judgments and performance rest largely on character, it seems clear that banking is bad for bankers’ character. It is one thing to have to go out into the marketplace and solicit customers, and quite another to let the customers come and solicit your help and favor. The first pattern encourages businessmen to be polite and considerate; the second promotes arrogance and condescension. If bankers do not go into electoral politics, it is because few if any people like them. They are just not likable. On the other hand, many of them have used their money to buy office, even nominally “elected” office. What’s the point of being rich if you can’t buy what you want?

This privilege of self-indulgence turns out to be the greatest threat to continuity in a profession that dotes and thrives on continuity. Most of the major dynastic banks have not wanted for potential heirs, even when inheritance is limited to males. Entrepreneur bankers, proud men that they are, have tended to wed obedient, prolific spouses who know and do their motherly “duty.” But who says the male heirs will do theirs, especially when their wealth provides for so many distractions?

As stipulated above, this volume really begins in modern times with the story of European, particularly Western European, economic development—the preparation and completion of an industrial revolution and the transformation of the techniques and organization of trade. This was the process that made us and the rest of the world what we are. So we find our banking dynasties sometime after the Medici and Fuggers, beginning in the eighteenth century.

The British story is the most important, given Britain’s priority in this process. Great Britain was a country ruled by a monarchy of feudal antecedents and by an elite composed of landowners and gentlemen similarly drawn from seigneurial or faux-seigneurial ancestry. It was also a nation successful in trade and precocious in invention and industrial technology. Under the circumstances, one might reasonably have expected British businessmen to enjoy high status and general admiration. They had made Britain what it was: the richest country in Europe, indeed the world, and implicitly the most powerful. And yet the older elite looked down on these saucy, greedy chasers after money and social status and made it a point of pride and decency to put them down. And the tradesmen and manufacturers in their turn sought to use their wealth to buy land, make pompous marriages, and leave business to lesser beings. Rather than assert themselves as a new and higher breed, they sold out, accommodating themselves “to an elite culture blended of preindustrial aristocratic and religious values and more recent professional and bureaucratic values that inhibited their quest for expansion, productivity, and profit.”7

Within this business world, banking held top rank, and international and large-scale commerce generally enjoyed greater respect than industrial endeavors. Merchants and shippers after all could do their business while staying clean: orders and receipts, bills and remittances, paper and more paper. But manufacturers had to soil their clothes, get down on their backs and bellies and knees, callus their palms and work their muscles. Their very handshake announced their grubby calling. That was the hierarchy.

So families like the Barings, the Barclays, and the Rothschilds stayed on in banking, “becoming indistinguishable [but not quite] from the old aristocracy.” They sent their children to the best private schools, Eton and Harrow, then on to Oxford or Cambridge if these heirs were interested and willing. They, the money dealers, strove to put money down, to put it in its “right subsidiary place in the scale of values,” to transcend it in the pursuit of elegance and good marital alliances, in the maintenance of tradition and higher civilization. And if some go-getter made a success by violating these tacit rules of proper behavior, just turn away and let him take the money. In the view of these self-appointed cultural arbiters, the higher, tacit purpose of these rogues was to make a world where they themselves would be out of place.

The dominant model was the gentlemen’s club, the kind of place that turned potential into actual. This was where hard talent was appropriately softened, where scientists could escape the vulgarity of plastic zippers, where oilmen could avoid talking about dirty liquid, money, and profit. This was where one learned the gestures and tones of haughty superiority and humble deference; where one put manners before achievement. Hasty acceptance of improvement was deprecated; quick scrapping of old equipment showed want of respect for one’s forebears, want of discretion. Competition could drive the laggards out of business, whereas they should be cherished. The British had once seen the free market as a guarantee of performance; genteel continuity now made it socially undesirable.

Between 1880 and 1914, some three dozen families with important merchant banking interests succeeded in getting accepted into the upper reaches of British society8 Social histories give the impression that these crass newcomers brought with them bad habits—the gross self-indulgence of a new plutocracy. But study of these dynasties shows them to be ever concerned to make the right impression. As they acquired the means, they spent large sums to buy country estates and luxury town houses, and to play the well-defined role of gentry—to do those things that were seen as a contribution to order and decency. If anything, they were stricter in governance and etiquette than the older aristocratic families. They felt more comfortable that way.


One


THE BARINGS

THE RISE OF MODERN BANKING

[image: image]

ALEXANDER BARING, 1ST BARON ASHBURTON (1774–1848)

The Baring Bank was the first of its kind: a modern all-around merchant bank that traded in commodities and lent money to other traders. This family of British bankers rose quickly to wealth and prominence, exerted remarkable financial and social power for some generations, and then ultimately suffocated on its own success, as the few offspring who might have proved worthy successors were drawn off to more appealing pursuits made possible by their wealth and station. This is a model that is repeated time and time again throughout the history of family dynasties, and it is one we will encounter in other parts of this study.

The issue of continuity is a constant problem for family firms. Failure will, of course, kill the business. But so will success, with all the diversions and temptations of fortune. How did the Barings avoid this fate? Answer: they were philoprogenitive, meaning they had lots of children, enough that there were usually some eager and talented offspring who wanted a chance at fortune in business. If they turned out inept, they could be exiled to lesser jobs. The family was strict in these matters and, if necessary, would bring in outsiders as needed, until some good Baring would turn up.

The Barings can be traced back to the late fifteenth century in Groningen, in what is today the Netherlands. They first rose in status as Protestant clergy in the now-German city of Bremen. Then, through marriage and inheritance, they became partial owners of one of the area’s leading wool mills. At a young age, Johann Baring found himself destined for business rather than a pastoral career; in 1717 he was apprenticed to a major wool-exporting house in Exeter, in England’s West Country, selling Bremen linen in England and English woolens in Germany. He did so well that one of the leading merchants of Exeter, a dealer in tea, coffee, spices, sugar, and similar groceries, allowed this bright young foreigner to marry his daughter and sealed the union with a substantial dowry. When this grocer father-in-law died, the dowry became a small fortune, some five million dollars in today’s money.

Johann, who eventually changed his name to John, set the wheels of dynasty in motion. He did well with his money, and developed both a name and many material assets. When he died of consumption in 1748 at the young age of fifty-one, he left behind his widow, four sons, a daughter, a large house, a carriage, an estate of some 40,000 pounds (ten million in today’s dollars), and a prosperous, reputable business. His eldest son got fifteen thousand pounds; the other children, two thousand pounds each. His widow took over the business and promoted their wool manufacture and export so assiduously that by the time of her death in 1766, the family fortune had increased to seventy thousand pounds. She also kept a close eye on the children, sent them off for schooling and apprenticeship without sentiment, and never let herself be deceived as to their talents and prospects. As the youngest son put it, she was a mother “excellent in many respects, but very severe.”1

The family firm had been established, and in the process of being passed down to the next generation began to show signs of being what we can call a dynasty. That generation, however, was quite uneven in both its business acumen and ambition. John, the eldest, upon whom the greatest sum of money had been bestowed (and perhaps because of this great sum), was the least interested in trade. An easygoing gentleman, he bought himself a country estate and nursed political ambitions. Though nominally a partner in the business, he left his younger brothers, Francis in London and Charles in Exeter, to their own devices. It was the new London branch that made the best going. Francis was smart and sharp, and he leapt at the burgeoning opportunities of international commerce. He knew wools and cloths best, but he made many connections that led him into other commodities: dyes, cochineal, copper, diamonds—whatever could be bought and sold at a profit. Some of this he did for others; some of it he bought and shipped on his own account.

Trade entailed finance—especially long-distance trade, where bills of exchange could not be realized until commodities were sold and delivered. Here an intermediary, ready to accept (endorse and guarantee) commercial paper, made all the difference in a trader’s ability and readiness to ship and receive. Francis quickly recognized the fortune to be made here; he began to trade less and facilitate more. The liabilities he thus incurred frightened his mother, but they could be handled so long as the paper acceptances rested on real transactions and were not simply cover for a loan—what the bankers called accommodation paper. After all, goods were goods, and English buyers wanted and had use for these exotic commodities.

Francis’s mother gave him sharp warnings against the temptation of quick profit, and tried to keep him focused on manufacturing. After all, the family had a constant and profitable stream of business: the workers in the factory at Exeter toiled from five in the morning to nine at night and still could not keep up with the overwhelming demand. So she counseled patience, and she had a point. But Francis could smell the fortune that awaited the well-informed merchant banker. What he needed was knowledge—about commodities, people, politics, even weather. And as he gathered it, he made both mistakes and coups de fortune.

While Francis honed his own skills, he still had family to work with and think about. John, remember, had given up trade for gentility. Brother Charles, the youngest, was put in charge of the Exeter operation, and no one could have been more poorly suited to the monotony of industry. Charles was a dreamer and an avid shopper for opportunities. His ability to discern golden propositions from trash, however, was poor. Every time he traveled and left the prudent presence of mother and brothers, he fell victim to charlatans and schemers.

It may be, however, that Charles was not always wrong. A case in point: in 1776 he arrived in London accompanied by, in Francis’s words, “three low persons, projectors, who had offered a plan for spinning Wool by Machinery”2 Francis, who was under the weather, pressed for money, and skeptical as always of Charles’s projects, gave the visitors a cool welcome, especially when he learned that they wanted to build spinning mills in Devon. What a strange notion! Might as well build castles in Spain. The eager promoters then went off to Lancashire, which was certainly the right place. On learning that Charles was ready to put twenty thousand pounds into this venture, Francis told him that he was on his own. The London-Exeter partnership was then dissolved. Barings would start over.

Students of the British industrial revolution will recognize here the kind of ambition that made the fortune of Arkwright and other pioneers of the factory system. True, these heroes of industrial history made their fortunes in cotton, as the techniques for machine spinning of wool were not yet ready. But who is to say that Charles Baring and associates would not quickly have realized this and moved over to cotton, exactly as the spinning industry had already done?

In the end, Francis helped Charles out of this financial mire, but he did it with petulance and resentment. He made his brother a loan, but never expected to be repaid and took the occasion to patronize and scold. Charles felt aggrieved: “Your letter,” he wrote, “is a cruel one. I have never deserved from you such expressions.”3 Francis was in no mood to back off. You’ve made a mess of things, he wrote back, and you want to blame your want of success on bad luck. Luck, my eye, he seemed to respond, writing that he had never known a bad outcome “in which ultimate miscarriage was not to be discovered in the outset.”4

Some people grow kinder with age. Francis Baring grew grumpier, to the degree it seems that he must have worked at it. Writing in 1803, when he was getting ready to retire, he reflected on the uncertainty of continuity in business. Money yielded no assurance, he stated, pointing out that one generation makes it but cannot count on the wisdom of the next. The younger offspring tend toward spending—otherwise they are seen as mean, which no one wants. The achievements of one prudent man could not last more than some sixty years. The posterity of merchants, he wrote, see the pursuits of their predecessor as beneath them, or they turn the business over to agents, “which is only a more rapid road to ruin.”5 (Clearly Francis was not a fan of managerial capitalism!)6

In his latter years, Francis was not pleased with his replacements. He could stand frivolity in the young, he said, but when they turn it into habit, “I must withdraw that indulgence, for it—merits none.”7 He was hard. His oldest, Thomas, was certainly not cut out for business. He liked the country life, politics, the gentility of a knighthood. You couldn’t really blame him. In the England of those days, rich people could buy office, even elected office—hence the term “pocket borough.” The second son, Alexander, however, was made for the counting house. In Philip Ziegler’s well-chosen phrase, he “was born middle-aged.” Nonetheless, his father found him disappointing. Francis wanted him to take up a partnership with the Hopes of Amsterdam, which would have made a powerful international combination. But Alexander wanted to live and work at home, preferring the pleasures of the moment to “the most brilliant prospects.” In Francis’s view, this made Alexander a fool and an ingrate.

His brother Henry is said to have been an inveterate, obsessive gambler. Ziegler calls him a successful one, who several times broke the bank in Paris. I have my doubts; the cardinal rule of rational gambling is, once you break the bank, never go back. In any event, the family kept Henry, though nominally a partner, far away from management.

The two younger brothers were sent east for seasoning. William looked promising, but his health and temper were fragile, and he died in 1820 aged forty. George, the youngest, married for love, against the family’s will (thus breaking another cardinal rule of family management: marry for money), lost a fortune in opium speculation, and went bankrupt. His older brothers saved him, albeit reluctantly, and packed him off to a villa in Tuscany, where he smoked cigars, drank too much, and sank into do-nothing euphoria.

Meanwhile, with all his grumpy complaints, Francis Baring took leave of the business. In 1796 he bought at auction for some twenty thousand pounds a reversionary interest in an estate and manor house whose pedigree ran back to Saxon times. When the occupant with life interest, Mrs. Angerstein, died unexpectedly four years later, Francis Baring found that he had picked up this major property at a bargain price (some three to five million in our money) and therefore insisted on paying an additional seven thousand pounds to the owner, who was a friend of his. He said this additional payment was “absolutely necessary for his peace of mind,” and stipulated that the money should not be returned, not even in his friend’s will. I call that uncommon decency and generosity. The old grump, it seems, had a generous side, and could not always live up (or down) to his reputation.

As he aged, he continued to acquire. In 1801 he spent the enormous sum of £150,000 on another estate, hired a leading architect to redo the house for some £25,000, and spent another £40,000 to plant and landscape the grounds, all the while picking up adjoining properties as they became available. Ever more the lord, he kept a large flock of prizewinning sheep and bought fine specimens of Dutch and Flemish art—Rembrandt, Rubens, van Dyck, Cuyp. He liked his Rembrandts not too dark and his Rubens ladies modest. Francis was one smart investor.

Historians suggest that Francis would have liked a peerage, but he settled instead for indirect social promotion by marrying his children into aristocratic families. (There lay the path of social promotion and commercial demotion in a society that confused rank with merit and sacrificed achievement to eminence. The story has it that when Francis’s son Alexander got elected to a snooty, fastidious Whig dining club, it was on condition that he lend fifty pounds to any member who asked. That’s what bankers were good for.)

BY THE TIME of his death in 1810, Francis himself was “the first merchant in Europe; first in knowledge and talents, and first in character and opulence.”9 How did he climb so high? By financing war.

Bankers, Ziegler tells us, do not like war. Too much risk of accident, violence, miscalculation, political stupidity, and military idiocy. But risk works both ways, and the potential for big profits accompanies the risk of big losses. The best opportunities for Barings and other bankers during the years of French Revolution (1789–1799) and Empire (1804–1814) lay in lending to the British government, which needed funds for its own military activities and for subsidies and loans to continental allies. With the war machine revving at high speed, there was no end to demand for the Barings’ money. The hard part was collecting coins and paper acceptable in the receiving country. Francis Baring pointed out correctly that constraints on trade made it hard for Britain to mobilize the necessary instruments. Even so, Barings made a yeoman’s effort to gather the necessary currencies and deliver, using Hamburg as exchange bridge and pivot.10 In such transactions, however, Barings was no match for a firm then rising on the Continent and uncommonly resourceful and energetic in matters of exchange. This was the Rothschilds of Frankfurt, with whom the Barings were destined to clash repeatedly. Still, at the time, Barings had the upper hand, and as the saying goes, they made hay while the sun was shining. Yes, there was great risk involved in financing war. But state borrowers were the best kind: they might be short one day, but in the long run they could pay with interest. And no nation was a better bet from this point of view than the United Kingdom. No country had a richer, more active economy; no country was better placed to protect its maritime commerce.

It should be no surprise that bankers were also the ideal intermediaries when remitting funds to other countries, including one’s enemies. None were so resourceful. The issue came up, for example, in regard to the Louisiana Purchase. France was ready to sell the enormous swath of land to the United States, by way of building up the new republic as an adversary to the British. And Britain was happier to see the land in American than in French hands. The bank best suited to finance the deal was Barings, with its especially close American connections. At the time of the agreement Britain and France were momentarily at peace, so there appeared to be no conflict between the business and national interests. But the terms of payment provided for monthly remittances over a period of years, so an ethical and political question was raised: Was it right for a loyal British firm to send funds to its country’s hereditary enemy in a time of unrest and, eventually, war? Barings got an informal governmental go-ahead, but this permission still left them exposed to hostile criticism by political dissenters, ever-angry William Cobbett, for example. So Barings deftly handled this loan through Hopes in Amsterdam, with the same result for the bank. Similar devices made it possible to bypass restraints of trade, which Barings opposed in principle. How sweet it is to make money while adhering to principle!

Fortunately for the bankers, the end of the war and the restoration of the French monarchy were not the end of the story. France had to indemnify its enemies and victims for the damages of battle and Napoleonic occupation. But how could France raise the money? The French banker Gabriel-Julien Ouvrard put forward the suggestion that Hope and Baring might supply the funds. The duke of Wellington liked the idea; so did the duc de Richelieu. Barings were ready to lend the money, but they were again concerned that the British government would look askance at them for lending to their enemy the French.11 Yet British foreign secretary Viscount Castlereagh, initially opposed to France’s paying its obligations with other people’s money had now changed his mind and approved the idea. By the end of 1816, British-Dutch financial intervention was seen as the answer to everyone’s problems: pay up, get the allied troops out, return to the normalcy of a restored French monarchy. Ironically the only opponent seems to have been France’s Prince Talleyrand, who found it beneath French dignity to rely on a British banker.

Barings handled the operation with passionate prudence. They tried to get the allied governments to guarantee the bonds but were told that this was out of the question. The very symbolism was unacceptable: Why should the creditors guarantee the debt? Barings quickly yielded; it had been worth a try. But they stipulated that they would not be contractors and thus liable for the operation. They would be intermediaries and take a commission—no more, no less. The allies agreed, but in fact Barings expected to hold the bonds against a rise as international peace took hold and the French regime stabilized. Their expectations were confirmed, and they made a large capital gain. It is not hard to guess what they would have said had things gone the other way: “Remember, we told you we were not contractors.” That is banking at its best: heads, I win; tails, you lose.

It was in this connection, though, that Barings made a grave error in judgment. They helped raise some 315 million francs for the French government in 1817, with the value of bonds rising with each issue. Even the bonds marketed in London and Paris ended up in Paris. Nothing testified so well to the recovery of French credit. Even so, Alexander Baring lamented to Wellington that sales were getting harder, that credit was overstretched. Wellington shrugged him off, thinking that once again Barings were trying to subscribe at a cut-rate price. They were near the end, and the upcoming bond issue was to be the last: pay up and get those troops out. Sensitive to criticism that they were exporting capital at a time when British industry and agriculture were caught in a depression, Barings said they would like to yield the leadership to French bankers—to anyone, that is, except the Paris Rothschilds. Alexander Baring told the French banker Laffitte that he had no objection to working with Rothschilds, in spite of these newcomers’presumptuous intrusion into Barings’ spheres of influence. But then he reversed himself and said his associates would not allow him to do business with Jews. Hopes, he said, felt that their honor would suffer if they had to work as equals with a bunch of Frankfurter Yidden.

Rothschilds learned of the exclusion and shared their bitterness with David Parish, Anglo-German banker from Hamburg. It is always hard to keep secrets in banking; and besides, other bankers wanted Rothschilds to know; and besides, Rothschilds wanted to shout their rage. Parish told them not to blame it all on Hopes. Barings had also told him (Parish) that Jews were different, that you couldn’t work with them. Jews were greedy, Barings said, worked on twenty transactions at a time like a bunch of stock jobbers. All they wanted to do was churn and make money12 As though Barings were above that kind of thing.

What’s more, the Barings almost had reason to regret the operation. They had been too optimistic. The market was tired; sales were poor; and they might well have found themselves in default. Fortunately the great statesmen of Europe had themselves bought into the loan and had good personal reasons for altering the terms to their advantage. They comforted themselves with the feeling that they had done their duty to their country and the world at large. How much better to do it while benefiting personally!

The end of this particular venture was an enormous financial payday, as Barings made a spectacular £720,000 ($150 million today), perhaps the greatest profit ever from a single banking operation. But they also had made themselves an unforgiving enemy in the Rothschilds.

It was here that success began to catch up with the Barings. They were now seen by many as a world power—indeed in Europe they had earned the nickname “The Sixth Great Power”— and could influence, or even control, the fate of nations. But now the primary partners of the bank began to retire to lives of gentility and ease. At the time, although England was the great capitalist industrial nation of the world, business was seen in Britain as a crude, second-class activity, beneath the dignity of the aristocracy. Francis Baring, son of Sir Thomas, never felt that his own firstborn son, Thomas,13 should go into the bank. This young man, heir to a great fortune, could aspire to a baronetcy or better. Ideally, then, Thomas should go into public life and lead the larger community. Shy of that, even a quiet existence as country gentleman was preferable to money grubbing in London.

Needless to say, such self-indulgent sentiments were not conducive to banking success. And while Francis saw Thomas as fit for a different life, he also hoped his other sons would continue to lead the bank. Just as Francis himself had done, his children began buying estates, hiring small armies of gardeners and domestics, lavishing hospitality on friends and connections. Knighthoods, which they had earned, were not enough. The Barings “owned” seats in the House of Commons and spent an uncommon share of their time there. Some would say that such activity brought them influence and information, which then helped the bank. Others would say that maybe the bank would have been better off without these opinionated amateurs.

In any event, the bank became increasingly dependent during the post-Napoleonic years on non-Baring partners, such as Swinton Holland, Humphrey St. John–Mildmay (son-in-law to Alexander Baring and a petulant, fearful milquetoast), and particularly Joshua Bates. Ziegler describes Bates as “the most imaginative” of Alexander Baring’s appointments. But Baring’s imagination lay in appreciating Bates’s lack thereof. Born in the United States, Bates spent much of his early business life in the counting house of a Boston merchant who traded with Russia and India. Bates had an intimate knowledge of American business and businessmen. Dour, dry, and dull, he was a tireless workhorse who earned the respect, if not the love, of business friends and rivals. He was the ideal specialist in commercial credit and paper. Cautious by nature, he was not a man to put Barings in debt in order to make money. When the great panic of 1837, brought about by overspeculation in the American markets, shook British and French banking to the core, Bates could congratulate himself on never having discounted a bill with the Bank of England.14

Bates himself pinched pennies. He fired his gardener because the man could not keep up with his own personal expenses: “He has too many children, which is the great difficulty with all labouring men. I must discharge him.” He fired two servants who conceived a child (even though they were ready to marry), feeling perhaps that it was better to set a cautionary example for the rest of the help. And he held his own wife to an allowance figured down to buttons, thread, and charity. He himself was seduced by rank, and finding high-status Britons economical















































Dynasties/images/9780140281880_Dynasties_IMG_002.jpg





Dynasties/images/9780140281880_Dynasties_IMG_013.jpg






Dynasties/images/9780140281880_Dynasties_IMG_001.jpg







Dynasties/styles/page-template.xpgt
 

   

     
       
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





Dynasties/page-map.xml
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




