Why do I need to know management history?
 Current management practices didn't just pop out of thin air. What we know today is the result of more than a century of research and an even longer period of practice. It helps to understand where we've been so you can see what hasn't worked before and what has.

For instance, with an understanding of history you realize that the empowerment trend of the last decade isn't really new. There were efforts in the 1940s and 1950s to empower workers. History also makes it clear that the overall framework we use for describing the managers' job was developed by Henri Fayol more than 80 years ago.

Personally, I think an awareness of history can help you put something like the current Asian problems into perspective. Go back to the 1980s and Japan was being held up as the model of effective management. At the time, U.S. Productivity was lagging and American manufacturing was considered dead. Today American manufacturing is booming. It has replaced Japan as the standard of efficiency. Over the past decade American managers have almost completely remade their organizations. They've cut out waste , introduced new technology, and retrained their work force. An understanding of this history makes you appreciate current practices and realize that, in today's global economy, success can be fleeting if managers become complacent. 

Why was Scientific Management even a Management Theory when it concentrated on laborers' jobs?
Remember, at the turn of the century, most people were still employed in agriculture. Factories were just developing. And the wide-spread creation of white-collar jobs was 50 years away.

Taylor's focus was on the factory floor because that's where he thought the greatest increase in productivity could be achieved. And, as an engineer, he was repulsed by seeing all the factory workers essentially doing their jobs haphazardly. He believed it was management's job to instruct workers in how to do their jobs "the one best way." So Scientific Management was a limited view of management-focusing exclusively on the foreman or supervisor's managerial activities. But it was, nevertheless, a management theory. 

It sure seems like Frederick Taylor viewed people negatively. Is that true?
It's probably a fair appraisal to say that Taylor viewed people negatively. He saw them as just another part of the production process-no different than machinery or materials. At a time when workers had little skills and were essentially hired for their strong backs, management didn't have to be concerned with issues like motivation, boredom, skill obsolescence, or high turnover. But by the 1930s and 40s, it was a different work place. Taylor's negative views of people were no longer functional. 

It would seem that Fayol's view of management is more in tune with how we look at management today than is Taylor's. Why isn't Fayol the father of modern management?
I think there are two reasons Taylor is seen as the father of modern management, rather than Fayol. First, Taylor used the scientific method while Fayol was just writing from his experience. Modern management tries to provide scientifically-supported evidence that can guide managerial actions. This evidence should replace intuition. 

Second, I think Taylor benefited from being an American and writing in English. Fayol's classic book, industrial and general administration, was published in French in 1916. It wasn't published in English until 1930. And it was the late 1940s before the U.S. Began to appreciate Fayol's ideas. 

Why were the Hawthorne studies so significant to management theory?
The Hawthorne studies were significant because they provided a counterpoint to the "people are machines" mentality created by advocates of Scientific Management. By the time the studies' results became widely published, from 1933 through the early 1940s, the world had changed a lot from the late 19th century. There was the depression, and then the war in Europe. The public was becoming much more sympathetic to the problems of people-from the unemployed to those laboring in unpleasant working environments. 

There was a need to offset the mechanistic view of workers with a more humanistic view. The Hawthorne studies provided that transition. As soon as WWII ended, there would be a massive expansion in the U.S. Economy. Organizations that failed to practice good human relations found it hard to find and keep good employees. 

Isn't the push for workforce diversity just a fancy way to give hiring preferences to women and minorities; and discriminate against white males?
Workforce diversity is often misinterpreted. You have to remember its goal. Just 40 years ago, discrimination was widely prevalent. Competent and qualified women and minorities were often being excluded from entry into many jobs and were being by-passed for promotions. Equal employment opportunity legislation was enacted to try to correct these injustices. 

Workforce-diversity efforts are an extension of this effort. Research evidence supports the value of diversity in organizations. It improves the quality of decisions. And it helps the organization better understand the needs of diverse customers. So the push for workforce diversity makes sense for management.

But does this workforce-diversity effort discriminate against white males? No. White males no longer get preferential treatment. But neither should women or minorities. 

Will future jobs be almost all of the "contingent" variety?
Future jobs will tend to fall into one of three categories. Core employees, long-term non-permanent employees, and contingent.

Organizations will still have a set of career core employees. Their jobs and career paths will look like the ones of the 1940s and 1950s. That is, employees will have the opportunity to spend their entire career with the organization. These employees will tend to be highly competent and fit almost perfectly into the organization's culture. In return for this essentially life-time security, the organization will expect these employees to learn company-specific skills-ones that have low transferability to other organizations. 

A large portion of future jobs will come with relatively permanent status. They won't have the implied tenure of core employees. But these people may end up spending their entire career with one organization. But the organization makes no long term promises to these workers. If times get tough and lay-offs have to be made, these people are vulnerable. 

The final category are contingent workers. The implied contract with these workers is "you have a job here as long as you contribute." If your skills become dated or market conditions change, your job is likely to be eliminated. 

Many new workers will start in an organization as contingent employees. After they've proven themselves, they may be moved into relatively permanent status. The core group will probably remain small and be reserved for just a limited number of people who have unique skills. 

Management seems to be a continual onslaught of new "quick fixes" or instant panaceas for whatever ails the manager. Why are managers so susceptible to these trendy solutions that rarely stand the test of time?
Managers are no different than many other consumers. They're enticed by "can't lose" propositions. They love the idea of simple and quick solutions to their problems.

In the 1960s, you had participative management, Theory Y, job enrichment, and sensitivity training.

In the 1970s, you had matrix structures, centralized strategic planning, management by committee, flextime, zero-based budgeting, and the BCG Matrix for strategic decision making.

In the 1980s, it was the one minute manager, the 8 core values of excellent companies, intrapraneurship, quality circles, Theory Z, just-in-time inventory systems, Deming's 14 principles, team-based work units, and lean-and-mean structures.

In the 1990s, we have strategic alliances, pay-for-performance, global integration, reengineering, TQM, empowerment, trust building, and charismatic leadership.

Intelligent managers treat these new ideas as additional tools in his or her tool chest, not as magic bullets. You can be assured that there will always be someone touting a new panacea to managers. And unfortunately, there will probably always be some managers who think that some new idea or concept is, by itself, going to quickly turn their organization into a high performer. 

