If many traditional workers' jobs now include managerial activities, why are managers needed in organizations?
Even though many traditional workers' jobs now include managerial activities such as planning what jobs get done when or controlling work performance using appropriate quality standards, managers are still needed in organizations. Why? Because someone must coordinate and integrate the work activities of organizational members. Managers are that "someone". Managers work with and through other people to accomplish the organization's goals even if those people are engaging in what we typically think are the responsibilities of managers. 

Why are organizations visualized as pyramids? Does this pyramidal shape reflect the new realities of what organizations are like? 

Yes, it's true that organizations are often shown in the shape of a pyramid. The reason is that an organization usually consists of different layers or levels of jobs. At the lowest level of the organization are organizational members with no managerial responsibilities. Since most organizational members fit into this category, they form the base or widest part of the pyramid. Then at the next level, we have organizational members who have these non-managers as subordinates-these are the first-line managers. There are fewer numbers of these positions. At the next level are the middle managers who have the first-line managers as subordinates. Again there are fewer numbers of these positions. This relationship is true also as we move to the highest levels of the organization. Because there is a limited number of top managers, that level represents the apex and narrowest part of the pyramid. The pyramid gets narrower as you move up the levels of the organization because fewer numbers of organizational members are needed from one organizational level to the next. 

The second part of this question was: Is this pyramidal shape appropriate given the new realities of what organizations are like? This pyramidal shape may not accurately depict the way organizational work gets done especially as organizations become more flexible, adaptive, and dynamic. These "new" organizations often have designs in the shape of chain links, concentric circles, or even a flat pancake. These organizational designs are believed to contribute to a more open and flexible exchange of information and work. However, no matter how the organization is structured or shaped, one constant remains. Even in organizations whose structures may be designed in shapes other than a pyramid, managers are still needed to coordinate and integrate the work being done by organizational members

My uncle is a manager but he doesn't have anyone reporting to him. I thought all managers have employees that they supervise. Don't they?
A manager is someone who coordinates and integrates the work of other people. However, as this question shows, a person may have the title of manager but not actually be responsible for supervising-that is, coordinating and integrating the work of-other people. Is that person a manager? According to the definition we've just used, no. But in the eyes of the organization of which that person is a member, yes, he is a manager. 

Are effective organizations also efficient? Are efficient organizations effective?
The concepts of effectiveness and efficiency can be quite confusing! Remember that efficiency describes how well an organization uses its resources, and effectiveness refers to how well the organization meets its goals. To answer the question, effective organizations are not necessarily efficient. An organization can achieve its goals (that is, be effective) but do so by being wasteful and using an excessive amount of resources (that is, being inefficient). Likewise, an organization may be efficient in its use of resources but not be able to meet its goals. Both efficiency and effectiveness are important for successful management. 

Why is the systems perspective a good way to view organizations?
The systems perspective is a good way to view organizations because it reflects how organizations really work. Organizations are not self-sufficient and do not operate in a vacuum. They need resources-what we call inputs-in order to function. These resources are used (or processed) as organizational members do the organization's work. The results of the organization's work activities are called outputs and include, among other things, the organization's products that it sells or services it provides. If consumers purchase or use the organization's outputs, the organization can make a profit. Profit allows the organization to continue acquiring needed resources so that more products or services can be produced. So what you have is this continuous cycle of input, process, output, input, process, output, and so on. Let's use Microsoft as an example. Some of its resources (inputs) include programmers, designers, computers, desks, financial capital, and pencils. The programmers use the material resources to create the software products (outputs) that Microsoft markets. If consumers purchase the outputs, financial resources flow back to Microsoft so that additional resources can be obtained. Using the systems perspective, that's a pretty descriptive way to explain how Microsoft operates. One other aspect of the systems perspective you need to know about that's important for understanding how organizations function is the concept of open systems. Organizations are open, not closed, systems. What we mean by this is that the organization interacts with and influences its environment. The resources an organization needs to function are obtained from its environment and the outputs the organization creates are placed in the environment. The organization is interacting with and influencing its environment. So, all in all, the systems perspective is a good way to view organizations. 

I don't understand what the organization's environment is. Can you explain it?
I'm going to assume here that we're talking about the organization's external environment. The external environment consists of all the individuals, groups, organizations, and political and social entities outside the organization. That would seem to cover a lot of territory, wouldn't it? It does! But, fortunately, not all the external forces out there in the environment are equally important. In assessing the organization's environment, managers need to understand who is in their external environment and how these various external forces interact with and influence the way the organization does its work. 

If situations are all different, how can we have a common body of knowledge about it?
Yes, this does seem confusing, doesn't it? Having a common body of knowledge when all situations are different. But that's what contingency theory is all about: a common body of knowledge about different situations. Contingency theory forces us to realize that all situations are not the same. Managing a university is not like managing Dell Computer. And managing the local chapter of the American Cancer Society is different from managing the local McDonald's fast-food restaurant. But just because these managerial situations are different doesn't mean that we can't develop common information, that is, a common body of knowledge, for understanding how best to manage in those situations. And that's what contingency theory is attempting to do. 

How can the contingency perspective be valuable to managers if it merely tells them "it all depends"?
The contingency perspective-which simply recognizes that situations are different-can be valuable because it forces managers to recognize that there are no simple recipes, no cookbooks, to follow in management. There are no step-by-step instructions that show managers the one and only correct way to manage in all situations. Instead effective and efficient managers need to understand the situation and then choose the best course of action based upon the characteristics of that situation. That's the beauty of the contingency perspective. It, in effect says, "if this is the way my situation is, then this is the best way for me to respond." 

I know some very successful managers who never took a course in management. Can't you just learn this stuff on the job?
Couldn't a heart surgeon just learn about heart surgery on the job? Couldn't airline pilots learn how to fly and land planes and to handle emergency situations on the job? Although these examples may be extreme-after all, managers typically don't deal with these critical, life-and-death situations-they, too, can't learn everything they need to know on the job. There's a lot to be gained from taking management courses. What can a course in management provide that can't be learned on the job? It can show you what management is all about, what managers do, and the issues managers must deal with. It can provide you with a basis for understanding different managerial situations, how to analyze those situations, and possible responses. Although experience can be a great teacher, and you will learn a lot about management by actually "doing it" on-the-job, you can enhance and increase your managerial skills by also taking management courses.

