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Executive Summary
This report conducts a systematic ethical assessment of serious issues within NexusTech Global, including employee burnout, a crisis of trust, and rigid management. The analysis reveals that the problems stem from the company's rigid application of mainstream management theories (such as Taylorism and bureaucracy), fostering a culture of high control and low trust, and severely neglecting employee welfare.
Through critical management theories (such as Foucault's power perspective and post-bureaucracy), the report exposes the power imbalance and false values ​​within the company's management practices. An assessment based on Carroll's Corporate Social Responsibility Pyramid and other ethical frameworks confirms significant deficiencies in the company's ethical and philanthropic responsibilities.
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[bookmark: _Toc214561145]1.0 Introduction
NexusTech Global, a UK-based technology company, is a leader in AI-based analytics tools. Over the past 18 months, the company has doubled its headcount along with rapid investment growth. However, this rapid growth has been hampered by internal complaints highlighting serious issues such as toxic management practices, a pervasive culture of overwork, and a lack of transparency in decision-making processes. Commissioned by the CEO, this report aims to conduct an in-depth investigation into these management issues. The goal is to systematically assess how mainstream and critical management theories jointly shape and explain current organizational culture, and then, based on ethical considerations, propose a practical reform plan. To achieve this important objective, this report will first identify management problems from the aforementioned theoretical perspectives, then evaluate them using Carroll's Corporate Social Responsibility Pyramid Framework, and finally propose a set of standardized recommendations aimed at addressing employee dissatisfaction and ensuring the organization's long-term stability in a volatile and competitive environment.



[bookmark: _Toc214561146]2.0 Main Findings
[bookmark: _Toc214561147]2.1 Key Management Complaints at NexusTech
Internal investigations revealed several areas of conflict: a highly controlled, performance-driven culture was widely adopted by middle managers, leading to increased employee burnout and talent loss	(Ahsan 2024); a company-wide survey showed a 38% drop in employee trust in senior management in a short period, indicating a serious crisis of management authority. However, the company's publicly stated core value of "designed for agility" was contradicted in practice by a complex bureaucratic approval system and frequent micromanagement(Muller&Brandt 2024), resulting in a discrepancy between company values ​​and daily practices. Furthermore, the fragmented and inconsistent implementation of diversification measures across regions raised internal questions about fairness and negatively impacted the company's reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc214561148]2.2 Mainstream Management Theory Analysis
Mainstream management theories can help understand NexusTech's current management structure.
Scientific management theory (Taylorism) is reflected in the company's current performance-driven culture. It is essentially a modern replication of Frederick Taylor's scientific management principles. This theory emphasizes breaking tasks down into the smallest units, seeking the "single best method" through time and motion studies, and linking economic returns with output. This has created a work environment where efficiency outweighs humanity within the company. From an ethical perspective, this approach of treating employees as tools to be optimized rather than as autonomous and creative individuals is one of the root causes of employee burnout and dissatisfaction, as documented in the staff survey (Bridgman et al., 2020).
Bureaucratic management theory (Weber), proposed by Max Weber, is an ideal bureaucracy characterized by formal rules, hierarchical authority, and impersonation. This theory is reflected in NexusTech's approval processes and micromanagement practices. The original intention of this system was to ensure consistency and predictability in organizational operations(Weber 1978). However, if this theory is applied to a rapidly evolving technology company, it can lead to insufficient company dynamism, stagnant innovation, and contradict the company's agility goals. This can also result in employee frustration and hinder project progress.
The core argument of contingency theory is that there is no single best management style; effective management depends on the specific environment (Luthans & Stewart, 2023). Applying this theory to NexusTech reveals that the company operates in an unstable, fast-paced technological environment, requiring a highly flexible and adaptable management model. However, the company has chosen a Taylorist and bureaucratic management model that is incompatible with its current situation. This mismatch between the company's circumstances and its management style, from a contingency theory perspective, precisely reflects the performance and talent crisis the company is currently facing.

[bookmark: _Toc214561149]2.3 Critical Management Theory Analysis
Using Foucault's power theory, NexusTech's management can be viewed as a sophisticated "disciplinary technique." For example, performance indicators, continuous monitoring, and micromanagement are used as power mechanisms to monitor, regulate, and refine employee behavior. These create a state of constant visibility, causing employees to internalize management pressure, thus fostering a profound sense of powerlessness and alienation (McKinlay & Starkey, 2021). This reflects the company's internal trust problems stemming from power operating in a way that undermines individual autonomy.
From a post-bureaucratic perspective, NexusTech exhibits a significant gap between rhetoric and practice. The stark contrast between the company's stated "agile" values ​​and its actual bureaucratic operations not only leads to inefficiency but also represents ethical hypocrisy. This severely damages the organization's credibility and generates widespread negativity among employees (Grey, 2022).
Stakeholder theory (Freeman) argues that corporate managers have a responsibility to balance the interests of all stakeholders, among whom employees are a crucial party (Freeman et al., 2020). Looking at NexusTech's current actions, the pursuit of short-term financial performance and growth metrics, prioritizing shareholder interests while neglecting employee well-being and career development needs, reflects a failure of management.

[bookmark: _Toc214561150]2.4 A View of Management Reality
I believe the root of NexusTech's problems lies in its one-sided and out-of-context application of mainstream theories, while completely ignoring the cautionary tales of critical theory.
Taylorism's extreme pursuit of efficiency and critical theory's concern about the alienation of human nature constitute a fundamental and difficult-to-eliminate tension in management practice. NexusTech's failure was not due to the pursuit of efficiency itself, but rather to treating efficiency as the sole criterion, completely sacrificing employee autonomy and welfare. Companies can balance these two aspects, viewing efficiency as a means to achieve mutual progress for the organization and its employees, not as the ultimate goal. For example, moderate work standardization can eliminate chaos, but it must be combined with employees' autonomy in decision-making.
Weber warned that bureaucracy could evolve into an "iron cage" that restricts human nature. NexusTech found itself in this predicament. However, fully implementing the idealized model of post-bureaucracy can also lead to chaos and unclear accountability in large organizations. Therefore, when choosing a solution, one can try to find a "smart bureaucracy," establishing the fewest but most critical rules to ensure fairness and compliance, while granting teams greater autonomy at the execution level (Adler & Borys, 1996). NexusTech's "agile" slogan was supposed to be a process of achieving goals, but actual management practice was the opposite.
Critical theory excels at deconstructing problems but lacks constructive solutions. However, in the NexusTech case, critical theory pointed the way to establishing a new management system. Foucault's analysis of power warns us that the design of any control system must include checks and balances against the abuse of power. Post-bureaucracy's critique of "inconsistency between words and deeds" clearly points out that the establishment of organizational trust must be based on a high degree of consistency between values ​​and daily practices. Therefore, critical theory is not the enemy of management, but rather provides necessary ethical warnings.

[bookmark: _Toc214561151]3.0 Ethical Evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc214561152]3.1 Carroll Pyramid Model
Using Carroll's (1991) Corporate Social Responsibility Pyramid Model as an evaluation framework, we can see NexusTech's ethical issues.
From an economic and legal responsibility perspective, while the company superficially fulfills its basic economic responsibility of profitability, the recruitment, training, and knowledge loss costs resulting from employee turnover are impacting the company's long-term economic health. It is necessary to examine whether the company's management practices comply with labor regulations regarding working hours, occupational health and safety, and fulfill its legal responsibilities.
Ethical responsibility requires companies to go beyond legal provisions and act justly, fairly, and in accordance with ethical expectations. However, NexusTech violated these principles in several ways: decision-making lacked transparency and fairness; employee welfare was sacrificed for efficiency, failing to achieve fairness; and the prevailing micromanagement failed to respect employees' autonomy and dignity (Fraedrich & Ferrell, 2021).
From a philanthropic responsibility perspective, as an aspiring technology company, the inconsistent implementation of its diversified initiatives in different regions may be seen as a "vanity project," reflecting a lack of genuine commitment to society and potentially damaging the company's internal environment and brand image.

[bookmark: _Toc214561153]3.2 Utilitarianism and Deontology
To more comprehensively assess the ethical impact of management practices, I reiterate two classic ethical theories: utilitarianism and deontology.
Utilitarianism argues that the rightness or wrongness of an action depends on whether the leader can bring the greatest happiness to the greatest number. From this standard, NexusTech's current management model is clearly flawed. While it may bring short-term economic benefits to a minority of shareholders, it leads to widespread employee burnout, weakened organizational capabilities due to high employee turnover, and potential delays in innovation and a decline in service quality. In the long run, it significantly reduces overall well-being (including for employees, customers, and even shareholders). This flawed management model is unwise and unethical.
Deontology, on the other hand, focuses on the motivation and principles behind actions, emphasizing that people must be seen as ends in themselves, not merely means. According to this theory, NexusTech's management practices exhibit a more direct ethical error: the company treats employees as tools to achieve performance goals, sacrificing their autonomy through monitoring and high-pressure policies, which directly violates the basic dignity of employees. Regardless of whether the company ultimately achieves high performance, treating people as tools is morally wrong. The fact that employee trust dropped by 38% reflects employees' feeling of lacking basic dignity.
Through these two complementary ethical frameworks, NexusTech's management style not only produced negative consequences—a failure of utilitarianism—but was also built on flawed principles—a failure of deontology. These two failures further confirm the conclusions drawn from Carroll's pyramid and highlight the company's ethical deficiencies.

[bookmark: _Toc214561154]4.0 Conclusion
The management challenges facing NexusTech Global are not merely superficial issues, but a profound management crisis. Mainstream management theory has created a framework detrimental to the company's development and is ethically flawed. Critical management theory acts as a mirror, allowing us to see the serious problems arising from this system, such as power imbalances, inconsistencies between words and actions, and neglect of human nature. The ethical assessment using the Carroll Pyramid reveals a serious dereliction of duty by the company in fulfilling its responsibilities to its key stakeholders, employees. For NexusTech to achieve stable development in the future, it must reformulate its management theory, elevating ethical considerations to a core guiding strategy, thereby achieving comprehensive management reform.

[bookmark: _Toc214561155]5.0 Recommendations
To drive a cultural transformation towards psychological safety, the company's primary task is to shift its organizational culture from a controlling to an enabling one. Provide professional training to managers at all levels, focusing on cultivating the company's ability to build team psychological safety, enabling every employee to express their ideas, demonstrate their innovation, take risks, and admit mistakes without fear of punishment (Edmondson, 2019). The effectiveness of the reforms should also be quantitatively evaluated and tracked through professional surveys.
To achieve truly agile structural reforms, it is necessary to break down bureaucratic controls. It is recommended to fully implement a true agile management framework (such as Scrum or Kanban) in core product and technology teams. These teams can be given greater autonomy in project execution, budgeting, and other decision-making processes, and key approval processes can be simplified to achieve "agile" management.
An Ethical Leadership Development Programme can also be implemented. Leadership is key to change, and leaders should implement a comprehensive leadership development program that deeply integrates transformational leadership, ethical decision-making models, and training on unconscious biases. This program should revise managers’ performance indicators (KPIs) and incorporate team health indicators such as employee engagement, talent retention and development rates, linking leadership success with team well-being.
Furthermore, it's necessary to establish transparent accountability and feedback mechanisms. To regain employee trust, the company can create an independent, secure, and anonymous channel for reporting ethical issues. Management must commit to regularly providing employees with transparent feedback reports, ensuring no privacy is compromised, detailing the improvement suggestions received and the corrective actions taken. This "closed-loop communication" allows employees to see that the company is gradually adopting their suggestions, helping them regain trust.
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