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[bookmark: _Toc653460983]Introduction

For many decades, scholars have passionately debated the similarities and differences between leaders and managers. Swanwick (2019) defines leadership as the process of influencing others within a group context to achieve a common goal, highlighting its relational and goal-oriented nature and emphasizing team dynamics and collective success.
In contrast, recent literature has begun to clearly distinguish between the roles of leaders and managers. Swanwick (2019, p.99) describes management as being primarily focused on the present and immediate operational environment. Management involves core tasks such as planning, allocating resources, coordinating work, monitoring output, and taking responsibility for the entire process. 
Kolodziejczyk (2015) underscores the importance of planning in management, particularly for short- and mid-term goals that align with an organization's specific objectives. This comparison reveals that while leadership is about guiding and inspiring teams towards a shared vision, management is centred on executing practical tasks. Northouse 
Academic approaches to leadership include trait, behavioural, situational, and transformational theories. Conger and Kanungo (1987) note that trait theory, originating from Stogdill's Handbook of Leadership (1981), focuses on the inherent characteristics of leaders. Stogdill identified key traits such as intelligence, self-confidence, and determination that effective leaders often possess. 
Behavioural theory, introduced by the Ohio State Studies (1940s-1950s), examines specific actions and behaviours of leaders, categorizing them into two dimensions: initiating structure (task-oriented) and consideration (relationship-oriented).
Situational theory, based on Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Model (1969), proposes that leaders adjust their style—directive or supportive—based on the maturity and competence of followers, suggesting that leadership effectiveness depends on context and circumstances.
Transformational theory, introduced by Burns (1978), highlights leaders who inspire and motivate followers through vision, charisma, and individualized consideration, with figures like Nelson Mandela exemplifying this approach. Additionally, leadership can be analysed through task vs. relationship orientation, where task-oriented leaders focus on achieving goals and objectives, while relationship-oriented leaders prioritize building formidable team dynamics and interpersonal relationships.
This report aims to provide a detailed examination of Theories X, Y, and Z, which outline different leadership and management styles. Originating from Douglas McGregor's seminal work in 1960, Theories X and Y present contrasting views on workforce motivation and management. Theory X suggests a controlling, authoritative approach based on the assumption that employees inherently dislike work and require strict supervision (Braha, 2018; Markwell, 2004; Sahin, 2012). In contrast, Theory Y promotes a more participative style, assuming that employees are self-motivated and thrive on responsibility. Expanding on Theories X and Y, William Ouchi's Theory Z incorporates elements of Japanese management practices, emphasizing long-term employment, collective decision-making, and holistic employee development.
Furthermore, this report critically analyses the assertion that “A leader does not have to apply one style for all situations. The situation may determine the leadership style,” supported by organizational examples explored within researching leadership management styles such as Theories X, Y, and Z. By comprehending these theories and the situational adaptability of leadership styles, organizations can more effectively manage the complexities of workforce dynamics and refine their leadership strategies to boost productivity and employee satisfaction.
[bookmark: _Toc940654975]Management Theories

Theories X, Y, and Z are models that describe various leadership and management styles, highlighting different approaches to workforce development, motivation, and management. Douglas McGregor introduced Theory X and Theory Y in a speech in around 1957 and later published it in his 1960 book, "The Human Side of Enterprise." (Braha, 2018; McGregor, 2000). The fundamental premise of these theories is straightforward: McGregor posited that underlying every managerial decision or action are certain assumptions about human nature and behaviour. Consequently, Theory X and Theory Y illustrate scientific management approaches shaped by the assumptions managers hold about their subordinates, thereby influencing their overall management style. Theory Z is a management philosophy popularized by William Ouchi in the early 1980s. It represents a hybrid approach, combining the best aspects of traditional Theory X and Theory Y management practices. Theory Z emphasizes long-term employment, collective decision-making, and a focus on the well-being of employees both inside and outside the workplace. 
Theory X is predicated on a pessimistic view of human nature. According to McGregor (2000), Theory X assumes that employees are inherently lazy, lack ambition, and prefer to avoid responsibility (Braha, 2018; Markwell, 2004; Sahin, 2012). Theory X was developed to highlight the shortcomings of traditional autocratic management practices and to stimulate thinking about alternative approaches to managing people. This view suggests that workers must be closely supervised and controlled through coercion, threats, and punishment to achieve organizational goals. Managers who adopt Theory X tend to implement strict rules, detailed instructions, and tight controls to ensure compliance and productivity (McGregor, 2000). This approach is often associated with authoritarian leadership styles, where the emphasis is on task completion rather than employee well-being.

Theory Y, in contrast, offers a more optimistic view of human nature. Theory Y was intended to challenge the prevailing assumptions of Theory X and promote a more humanistic and effective approach to management. McGregor proposed that employees are self-motivated, enjoy their work, and seek out responsibility under the right conditions. Theory Y assumes that, given the opportunity, people will take initiative, be creative, and contribute meaningfully to the organization. Managers who subscribe to Theory Y believe in fostering a supportive work environment, providing opportunities for personal and professional growth, and encouraging participative decision-making (Braha, 2018; McGregor, 2000). This approach aligns with democratic leadership styles, emphasizing trust, collaboration, and empowerment.

Theory Z is a management philosophy popularized by William Ouchi in the early 1980s. Ouchi developed Theory Z in response to the success of Japanese companies, which were outperforming their American counterparts by fostering strong organizational cultures and long-term employment relationships. It represents a hybrid approach, combining the best aspects of traditional Theory X and Theory Y management practices. Theory Z emphasizes long-term employment, collective decision-making, and a focus on the well-being of employees both inside and outside the workplace (Ouchi, 1981). It integrates American management principles with Japanese work culture, promoting a holistic view of the organization where employee loyalty, job security, and strong company culture are paramount.

Theories X, Y, and Z have significantly influenced management practices and organizational development. Theory X is often used in environments requiring strict control and oversight, such as manufacturing or military settings. Theory Y has shaped modern management practices by promoting employee engagement, collaboration, and innovation. Theory Z has been adopted by companies seeking to build strong organizational cultures and long-term employee relationships, balancing efficiency with employee satisfaction (Markwell, 2004; Sahin, 2012; Ouchi, 1981). This approach emphasizes a holistic view of employee well-being, integrating practices that support job security, collective decision-making, and personal development. Companies that lead with theory z style management benefit from a stable and motivated workforce by providing a sense of loyalty and belonging to employees. Theory Z Leaders recognize the importance of investing in their employees' long-term growth and satisfaction, so they can achieve sustained performance and adaptability in a rapidly changing market.

Theories X, Y, and Z offer distinct perspectives on management and leadership, yet they share some similarities and exhibit notable differences. Theory X and Theory Y are fundamentally opposed in their assumptions about human nature. Theory X views employees as inherently unmotivated and in need of control, while Theory Y sees them as self-motivated and capable of self-direction. This dichotomy highlights the different approaches to task and relationship focus on management (McGregor, 2000). Theory X emphasizes task completion and efficiency, often at the expense of employee satisfaction, whereas Theory Y focuses on relationship building, trust, and empowerment, fostering a more engaged and innovative workforce (Braha, 2018; Markwell, 2004; Sahin, 2012).

Theory Z builds on the foundations of Theories X and Y but adds a cultural dimension, combining American and Japanese management practices. Like Theory Y, Theory Z emphasizes trust, collaboration, and employee well-being but extends this to include long-term employment and holistic care for employees' professional and personal lives. Theory Z's approach aligns closely with relationship-oriented leadership, aiming to create a strong organizational culture and high employee loyalty (Ouchi, 1981). This cultural integration makes Theory Z particularly relevant in diverse and multinational work environments.

While Theories X and Y focus primarily on the managerial assumptions and behaviours within an organization, Theory Z incorporates broader cultural and social elements. This makes Theory Z more comprehensive in addressing the needs and motivations of employees in a globalized economy. However, Theory Z’s reliance on long-term employment and strong company culture may not be feasible for all businesses, especially smaller ones with limited resources and higher turnover rates (Luthans, 2011).

[bookmark: _Toc645607277]Practical Examples in Small Businesses

Drawing on the research of Braha (2018) in "Larry Page: From X to Y," this section of the report illustrates practical examples of Theories X, Y, and Z as applied by the CEO of Google. Initially, the leadership at Google adopted a Theory X approach, characterized by strict oversight and rigid performance metrics to ensure productivity. According to Braha (2018), employees felt Larry Page always had the last word despite not managing closely. This management style led to short-term gains in task completion; however, it also resulted in high employee turnover and low morale, demonstrating a task-oriented leadership style that prioritizes efficiency over employee engagement.
 In response to the issues of low employee retention and satisfaction within the organization, Page transitioned to a Theory Y approach. This shift involved fostering a collaborative work environment and encouraging employee input in decision-making processes. The new management style emphasized trust and autonomy, aligning with McGregor’s Theory Y principles that suggest employees are self-motivated and seek responsibility when given the right conditions (McGregor, 2000).
 This change led to significant improvements in job satisfaction, creativity, and innovation, as employees felt more trusted and empowered to take initiative. The collaborative environment fostered by Theory Y allowed employees to share ideas more freely, leading to more innovative solutions and a stronger sense of ownership over their work. However, as Northouse (2021) notes, the transition from Theory X to Theory Y requires substantial investment in training and development to equip managers with the skills necessary to adopt a more democratic, relationship-based leadership style. Managers needed to learn how to delegate effectively, encourage participation, and provide constructive feedback, which required time and resources. 
Recognizing the benefits of both approaches, Google then integrated Theory Z principles by focusing on long-term employment and holistic employee well-being. Theory Z, as described by Ouchi (1981), combines aspects of both Theory X and Theory Y but places a greater emphasis on employee loyalty and long-term engagement. At Google, this was manifested through the introduction of flexible working hours, professional development programs, and wellness initiatives aimed at supporting employees both professionally and personally.
[bookmark: _Toc1541739915]Evaluation of leadership theory.
When considering culture and personal differences, Theory Y and Theory Z are particularly noteworthy due to their adaptability and emphasis on employee well-being and inclusion. Theory Y's flexibility and focus on employee empowerment make it suitable for a diverse and dynamic workforce. It encourages innovation and values the input of employees, leading to increased job satisfaction and motivation (Markwell, 2004; McGregor, 2000). This approach is especially effective in managing multicultural and multigenerational workforces, where diverse perspectives are valued.
 
Theory Z, on the other hand, provides a balanced approach that fosters long-term commitment and a supportive organizational culture. This can be especially beneficial for maintaining a stable and inclusive work environment. Theory Z emphasizes long-term employment, collective decision-making, and employee well-being both inside and outside the workplace. This approach promotes loyalty and productivity by creating a work environment that respects and leverages cultural and personal differences, fostering an inclusive and productive organizational culture.
 
Despite its drawbacks, Theory X has strengths that make it indispensable in certain contexts. It is particularly effective in industries that require repetitive and routine tasks to be performed efficiently. By providing clear instructions and goal-oriented leadership, Theory X can significantly boost productivity (Braha, 2018; McGregor, 2000). However, the disadvantages of this approach are significant. The lack of employee motivation and morale often leads to high turnover rates. The rigid structure of Theory X can also stifle creativity and innovation, making it less suitable for dynamic and evolving industries.
 
Theory Y, with its emphasis on innovation and employee input, fosters a collaborative and engaging work environment. This approach leads to higher job satisfaction and motivation, making it increasingly popular in the management of diverse workforces. However, Theory Y also presents challenges. The emphasis on employee autonomy and empowerment can sometimes lead to unclear structures and responsibilities within the workforce. Managers must balance the need for flexibility with the necessity of maintaining clear roles and expectations to avoid confusion and inefficiency.
Theory X is effective for ensuring efficiency in routine tasks but can negatively impact employee morale and retention. Theory Y promotes a more innovative and satisfying work environment but can result in ambiguity regarding roles and responsibilities. Theory Z offers a comprehensive approach that enhances loyalty and well-being but requires significant resource investment. For modern organizations, especially those with diverse and dynamic workforces, the adaptability and inclusive focus of Theories Y and Z make them particularly valuable. These theories help create work environments that respect cultural and personal differences, fostering a more inclusive and productive organizational culture.

[bookmark: _Toc96407294]Situation or contingency leadership
When considering leadership, many contingency theories provide various approaches to leading teams. Transformational leadership, for instance, motivates and inspires followers by setting elevated expectations through motivational words and concise, clear conversations (Syabanasyah, Rachmawati, and Hartono, 2023; Northouse, 2021). This style is particularly effective during times of organizational change, innovation, or when a team needs to unite under a common vision due to its versatility and capacity for fostering creativity.
In contrast, Fiedler's Least Preferred Coworker (LPC) approach, developed in 1967, evaluates leadership style based on a leader's attitude towards their least preferred coworker (Rice, 1978). High LPC scores indicate a relationship-oriented leader, while low scores suggest a task-oriented leader. LPC is praised for its capacity to respond effectively and promptly to high-stress situations. This method helps identify the most appropriate leadership styles for different circumstances.
Turbulent situations require different solutions compared to more stable organizations. Research into contingency theories reveals that there is no one-size-fits-all solution. According to Saleem et al. (2021), Robert House's path-goal theory, identified in 1971, suggests that leaders should adjust their behaviour based on employees' needs and the work environment to achieve goals. Leaders can adopt unique styles; directive, supportive, participative, or achievement-oriented, depending on the specific situation.
[bookmark: _Toc855569620]Current Issues impacting UK business
Over the past decade, the UK has faced numerous challenges, leading to increased inflation and the closure of many businesses. As Küçük, Lenoël, and Macqueen (2021) observed, businesses have struggled due to factors such as COVID-19, Brexit, and the energy and cost-of-living crisis. Many organizations have found it difficult to navigate these challenges, with leadership styles coming under scrutiny due to the widespread shortcomings of businesses following the COVID-19 pandemic.

The COVID-19 pandemic has profoundly impacted businesses worldwide, with the UK experiencing widespread disruptions across various sectors. Lockdowns and social distancing measures forced many companies to close temporarily or run at reduced capacity, resulting in significant revenue losses and increased unemployment rates. Personal relationships suffered due to necessary social distancing, causing many organizations to lose touch with Theory Y and Theory Z leadership styles. Many UK businesses struggled to navigate these unprecedented challenges. According to Clark (2024), "Almost one-quarter of all businesses have temporarily closed or paused trading due to the COVID-19 pandemic in the United Kingdom as of April 2020." This led to substantial unemployment within the UK, contributing to increased debts and high inflation rates.
 
With the covid 19 pandemic came mandatory lockdown of non-essential workers in the UK and other countries around the world. To maintain a functioning company, organizations had to transition to remote work, many companies had to undergo a rapid digital transformation. As quoted by Lallie, et al. (2021, p.2) “As COVID-19 spread across the globe, it also led to a secondary significant threat to a technology-driven society”. This shift required significant investment in technology to support online operations and communication (BBC News, 2021). Companies had to operate online, with secure and accessible software which was accessible for both employees and consumers. Sectors such as travel, hospitality, and retail were severely impacted, with smaller businesses feeling the hardest impact.

As technological advancements became a primary focus, online security emerged as a significant concern. The COVID-19 pandemic triggered a substantial rise in cyber-attacks, which threaten data security and can severely affect an organization’s operational performance. With many businesses transitioning to remote work and increasing their online presence, cybercriminals have capitalized on vulnerabilities within these systems. According to Lallie et al. (2021), cyber-attacks increasingly rely on innovative techniques to fraudulently obtain data from vulnerable individuals, often exploiting social issues to target victims. These attacks can range from phishing scams and ransomware to sophisticated breaches of company databases, resulting in the theft of sensitive information. The increased frequency and sophistication of these attacks have made it imperative for organizations to invest in robust cybersecurity measures. Failing to do so can leadux7 to significant financial losses, reputational damage, and legal repercussions, making cybersecurity a top priority in the current digital landscape.

[bookmark: _Toc430931860]Situational or contingency leadership?
Situational or contingency leadership theories, which emphasize the importance of adapting leadership styles to the specific needs of the situation and team, demonstrate their value in small UK businesses, such as BrewDog. These theories, including Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory and Fiedler's Contingency Model, suggest that there is no single best way to lead. Instead, effective leadership depends on factors such as the task at hand, the maturity and competence of team members, and the organizational environment.
 
BrewDog's co-founders, James Watt and Martin Dickie, exemplify this adaptive leadership approach and share their story on https://www.brewdog.com/uk/history. During the startup phase, when clear direction and close supervision were essential, they employed a hands-on, directive leadership style to establish the company's vision and operations. As BrewDog grew and the team developed greater expertise, Watt and Dickie transitioned to a more delegative style, allowing employees to take on more responsibility and make decisions independently. This shift is in line with Hersey and Blanchard's theory, which posits that leaders should move from a directive to a supportive or delegative style as team members' competence and commitment increase.
 
Additionally, Fiedler's Contingency Model, which argues that the effectiveness of a leader is contingent on how well the leader's style matches the situation, is evident in BrewDog's approach. The co-founders adjusted their leadership style based on situational variables such as the complexity of the task, the organizational climate, and the level of support from team members. By doing so, they navigated rapid growth within the market. Another benefit of leading with these styles is navigating through problematic environmental issues, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.
 
During the Covid-19 pandemic, many SMEs closed for many reasons. BrewDog used innovative techniques to continue production thinking outside the box and deciding to take advantage of the potential goldmine of producing hand sanitiser. This demonstrates successful leadership and innovation to keep up with changing demands.

[bookmark: _Toc670062749]Conclusion
In conclusion, the debate over the similarities and differences between leaders and managers continues to shape our understanding of organizational dynamics. Leadership, as defined by Swanwick (2019), emphasizes influencing others to achieve collective goals, highlighting its relational and goal-oriented nature. In contrast, management focuses on the present operational environment, involving tasks such as planning, resource allocation, coordination, and monitoring, as outlined by Swanwick (2019). The distinction between these roles is crucial, with leadership guiding and inspiring teams towards a shared vision, while management ensures the execution of practical tasks.
Leadership theories, including trait, behavioural, situational, and transformational approaches, provide diverse frameworks for understanding effective leadership. 
 
Theories X, Y, and Z exemplify various leadership and management styles. McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y offer opposing perspectives on workforce motivation and management: Theory X supports a controlling approach, while Theory Y encourages participative leadership. Ouchi's Theory Z blends aspects of Japanese management practices, focusing on long-term employment and collective decision-making. Google's application of Theories X, Y, and Z showcases both the practical benefits and limitations of these approaches on organizational efficiency.
 
Situational or contingency leadership theories underscore the importance of adapting leadership styles to specific contexts, as demonstrated by BrewDog's co-founders. James Watt and Martin Dickie navigated rapid growth by shifting from directive to delegate leadership, aligning with Hersey and Blanchard's theory. Their approach also reflects Fiedler's Contingency Model, which matches leadership style to situational variables. BrewDog's ability to innovate during the COVID-19 pandemic, such as producing hand sanitiser, further exemplifies the effectiveness of adaptive leadership in small UK businesses. Understanding and applying these diverse leadership theories enables organizations to manage workforce dynamics effectively, fostering productivity and employee satisfaction.
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