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Topic Example 1: “While many areas of contemporary life have changed significantly in the 21st century, management has remained largely unchanged and rooted in 19th century theories and paradigms”. Critically examine this assertion detailing the development of management theory and the contribution of contemporary management theorists and their theories to tackling contemporary management challenges.
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[bookmark: _Toc238188907]Introduction
	Management theory has developed through successive attempts to explain how organisations can coordinate people, resources and authority effectively under changing economic, technological and social conditions. Classical theories like Taylor, Fayol and Weber developed principles of specialisation, hierarchy, formal rules, planning and managerial control which are still relevant to the design of organisations today (Joseph and Sengul, 2024). However, behavioural, systems and contingency approaches extended the scope of management thinking in that they also acknowledged that the effectiveness of an organisation depends on its employee motivation, social relationships and environmental conditions. Hewege (2012) also maintains that classical principles were not just abandoned but were increasingly integrated in subsequent theoretical contributions. The key issue is not whether management has either changed or remained unchanged, but which dimensions of management have persisted and which have been transformed. Three analytical aspects are particularly relevant: managerial purposes, managerial mechanisms, and managerial assumptions. Managerial functions such as coordination, accountability, efficiency and organisational performance have been relatively persistent. In contrast, the means of achieving such ends have changed: hierarchy and formal rules and direct oversight have been supplemented by performance measures, digital systems and data analytics, and more flexible forms of coordination.
	The paradigm shift has been in the assumptions underlying management. The traditional methods were based on the premise that authority was to be centralized and hierarchical, that the knowledge lay primarily with the managers and that the employees needed to be directed closely, and that conditions in the organisations were relatively stable. The modern management increasingly identifies the distributed knowledge, the autonomy of employees, the collaboration, the expectations of the stakeholders and the uncertainty of the environment.  Roth (2021) states that management and organisation theory should not simply reiterate inherited notions in response to major societal change; Denning (2021) points to the inadequacy of conventional management in contexts that demand agility, novelty, and responsiveness. However, classical management is not extinct; current organizations still employ hierarchy and control in management. This report suggests that management in the 21st century is not only a continuation but is also significantly changed. Managerial purposes such as coordination, accountability and efficiency remain important. But managerial mechanisms have been altered by digital technologies, flexible structures and new forms of control. More significantly, assumptions about employees, knowledge, authority and the external environment have evolved. The report, therefore, considers the theory of management based on the distinction between what has remained stable and what has fundamentally changed.
[bookmark: _Toc238188908]Historical Development of Management Theory
[bookmark: _Toc238188909]Early Twentieth-Century Management Theory
	Early 20th century management theory emerged to address an explicit problem that arose because of industrialisation and the need to manage specialist labour in a large organisation efficiently, consistently, and on a scale. Taylor’s scientific management addressed inefficiency at the task level by separating planning from execution and using systematic observation, standardisation and performance measurement to identify more efficient working methods (Peek, 2025). However, scientific management offered only a limited explanation of how the organisation should be administered. Fayol (1916) has filled this void by focusing attention from individual tasks to managerial coordination and finding planning, organising, coordinating and controlling as fundamental managerial functions. Nonetheless, administrative principles were not enough to solve the issue of uniformity and responsibility in growing and complex organizations. Weber's bureaucratic theory reacted with a focus on formalized hierarchy, the division of labour, impersonal authority and rule-based administration as methods to reach organizational reliability.
	The classical solutions thus addressed increasingly more problems of task efficiency, coordination between organisations, and administrative consistency. In today's digital workplace, their influence is still present. The results reveal that algorithmic management can be used to assign tasks, on how to perform them, and on monitoring and evaluating workers, meaning that the Taylorist type of control has been technologically reworked, rather than abolished (Noponen et al., 2024). Einhorn et al. (2024) also show the enduring importance of formal control in bureaucratic culture. However, classical theories still could not adequately explain employee motivation, informal relationships or environmental variation. These types of unsolved issues formed the foundation for behavioural, systems and contingency approaches and these approaches have extended the theory of management beyond formal efficiency and control.
[bookmark: _Toc238188910]Mid-Twentieth-Century Developments
	Modern management theory emerged through the mid-20th century because classical theory better described efficiency than employee behaviour and motivation, and formal coordination and control (EIMT, 2025). The human-relations movement (Mayo 1933) thus brought a focus on the employee as the social actor whose attitude, relationship and group interaction may affect the outcome of the organisation. This transformation was aided by the Hawthorne Studies, which were both methodologically and interpretatively heavily criticized. The significance of their importance should thus not be interpreted as clear-cut evidence social attention is conducive to productivity, but as part of a broader attack on the classical assumption that workers are mainly motivated by economic incentives and official oversight. Such a behavioural view was then expanded upon by Maslow (1943) who talked in terms of different boxes of needs in people and by McGregor (1960) who compared the Theory X of control with the Theory Y of responsibility and self-direction. The significance of this tradition rooted in the human persists through the lens of dignity, participation and employee well-being as spotlighted by Townsend and Romme (2024).
	An important limitation with classical management thinking was that it started to see the worker as a social and psychological character. However, it did not provide a satisfactory account of how an organization structure effective in one environment could be deemed ineffective in another. Systems and contingency perspectives deal with this other problem; interdependence and environmental conditions and organisational fit. The research of Shenkar and Ellis (2022) reveal some concept and analytical weaknesses with structural contingency theory, demonstrating that pure contextualism is not a sufficient explanation of organisational performance. Mid-century theory thus emerged in two conceptually rather different directions. Behavioural approaches broadened assumptions about employees, and systems and contingency perspectives broadened assumptions about the organisational environment.
[bookmark: _Toc238188911]Late Twentieth-Century Developments
	The late 20th century management theory is a result of the problem that the previous behaviour and contingency approaches have been unable to solve. Behavioural theory had advanced the understanding of employee motivation and contingency theory had indicated that organisational structures should correspond to environmental conditions. However, organisations facing stronger competition, technological change and increasing knowledge intensity also needed to learn continuously and improve their processes over time. Continuous improvement, process quality, and a wide variety of employee participation were introduced by Total Quality Management (TQM) with Deming (1986) as the most outstanding example. This has shifted focus for organisational improvement from a focus on senior managers and specialist inspectors to a focus across the organisation.
Senge's 1990 notion of the learning organisation took that adjustment further, questioning the assumption that the concentration of learned people should be at the top of the hierarchy. Taylor's approach to scientific management essentially divorced the thinking from the doing task as it was the responsibility of the manager to identify the most effective ways of working. Senge proposed an alternative assumption that knowledge could be developed or shared and transferred between teams and organizational levels. This raises key management theoretical issues. Training or learning across the organisation may bring a focus of decision-making power to the top, if it exists at all, which could limit learning and adaptation if it is applicable. Hael, Belhaj and Zhang (2024) corroborate the strategic relevance of organisational learning and connect it with innovation. Moreover, Tajouri and Lakhal (2024) demonstrate that learning reinforces the role of TQM on innovation and performance. So, 20th-century theory altered views on where knowledge lies and who should have what authority, but not the essential requirement for managerial coordination and responsibility.
[bookmark: _Toc238188912]Twenty-First-Century Management Theory
	The twenty-first century theory of management takes up the pressures of technological disruption and uncertainty and organisational complexity, but its theoretical significance is in the assumptions the theory challenges rather than just in the new forms of management. Organisational agility challenges the classical assumption that effective management requires detailed pre-planning and relatively predictable conditions. Organisation performance is positively related with agility, as indicated by Nguyen et al. (2025), which mean there is a need to move towards experimentation, quick feedback, and continuous adjustments. Resilience problematises the logic of optimisation that sees spare capacity and redundancy as inefficiencies. Awad and Martín-Rojas (2024) prove that resiliency is enhanced by organizational learning and innovation, which shows the strategic value of flexibility and adaptive capacity in times of disruption.
The impact of artificial intelligence also alters notions of managerial expertise. Glaser, Sloan and Gehman (2024) show that algorithmic systems increasingly contribute to information processing, coordination and decision-making, reducing the assumption that expertise is located exclusively in managerial positions. Distributed decision-making also erodes positional power as an employee, specialist team, or digital system may possess the relevant information. But classical control has not been superseded by contemporary management. According to Noponen et al. (2024), algorithmic management can be considered a way of increasing monitoring, standardisation and the evaluation of performance. Management in the 21st century is thus a theoretical reconfiguration where the planning certainties, managerial expertise, centralisation of decision making and optimisation are being contested in the face of constant and persisting intentions to coordinate, ensure accountability and perform.
[bookmark: _Toc238188913]Traditional Management Theories and Their Continuing Influence
[bookmark: _Toc238188914]Scientific Management
	Scientific management by Taylor remains pertinent to modern organizations only when the work can be quantified reasonably accurately (Taylor, 2023). This makes its relevance greater in environments like logistics, ordinary production and computerized services in which organizations aim for uniformity, efficiency and cost-effectiveness. According to Chen et al. (2025), algorithmic systems perform supervisory roles like observing, coordinating and evaluating performance. This is not to say that modern organizations are simply continuing Taylorism. The real question is rather whether the logic of Taylor continues to apply in other types of work. As Koehler and Sauermann (2024) argue, AI can assist in task delegation and coordination, but these kinds of systems make more sense when the tasks are well-defined than when interpretation or creativity is needed. In addition, Burgert et al. (2024) have found that the algorithmic scheduling of workforce has the potential to under-represent the interests of workers and their feedback. In doing so, it identifies the basic flaw in scientific management. This is because an approach that aims at achieving maximum efficiency may ignore the tacit knowledge and discretion of people. Therefore, Taylor remains valid only in areas where performance can be objectively determined.
[bookmark: _Toc238188915]Bureaucratic Management
	Weberian bureaucracy still applies where the organisations do not have to maximise speed, but they have to be consistent, traceable and accountable (Kettl, 2022). This is especially related to public administration, banking, healthcare, and other regulated industries, where actions need to be recorded, and accountability must be defined. Einhorn et al. (2023) drew upon matched survey data from 112 businesses and discovered a positive connection between the bureaucratic organisational culture and action, personnel and results controls. This indicates that the formalisation of today's organisations is still seen as a security control. The concern is whether regulations enhance or harmed organisational effectiveness, not whether they exist. For instance, basic test and confirmation rules and limits continue to be significant for credit decisions in a regulated bank, even though advanced analytics are used for decision making. Additionally, Fähndrich (2022) illustrates that digitalisation has the potential to alter the course of Management-control processes, but not to eliminate administrative requirements. Thus, bureaucracy remains useful if organisation validity is related to predictable and reviewable decisions. Its weakness becomes more noticeable when there is a need for experimentation and action at the grassroots level, where over-proceduralising may result in delayed response. Weber’s contribution is consequently conditional. Although bureaucratic principles are still very important to reliability and accountability, they can be problematic when formalisation is an end instead of a means of governance.
[bookmark: _Toc238188916]Administrative Management
	The contemporary relevance of Fayol's work has to be judged in terms of managerial function and not assuming that the original hierarchy of Fayol is complete. However, objectives still need to be set, resources need to be allocated, activities need to be coordinated, and performance needs to be reviewed. This continuing need is aptly illustrated by Malmi and Brown (2008) via their management-control package, which is an integration of planning, administration control, performance measure and culture. The big change relates to the way these functions are conducted. Machine learning is proposed increasingly across business-process-management activities, which means coordination and control can be done based on data-driven systems in addition to direct managerial supervision, as evidenced by Weinzierl et al. (2024). The analysis by Fähndrich and Pedell (2024) recognize also a significant digital transformation of management-control practices. This alters the authority and coordination dynamics. A manager might be responsible for strategic direction but not necessarily have to make every decision about running the business, especially when specialist knowledge rests outside of a team. As a result, Fayol is still relevant in respect of planning and coordination in organisations. The problem with him is that these capabilities can be mistakenly understood as those of the centralised power. Today's organisations retain Fayolian managerial purposes but tend to apply them in a decentralised manner through collaborative structures and electronic decision support.
[bookmark: _Toc238188917]Continuing Relevance of Traditional Management Theories
	Traditional management theories are not universally valid, but are applicable to a certain organisational situation. Their ongoing value is most pronounced in situations where organisations want measurable efficiency, a consistent process and clarity of accountability. In regulated financial services or in healthcare or other high-volume industries, introducing standardisation and formal controls for the system can minimise variability and clarify responsibility, and improve the auditability. But the same applies to its classical principles: today's evidence shows that they need to be qualified. Li and Xiang (2024) conclude that algorithmic controls can enhance coordination and efficiency while simultaneously affecting the level of worker autonomy and exacerbating organisational inequality, where tighter algorithmic controls can present novel managerial risks. Digitalisation can also undermine centralisation. Li and Zhang (2025) reported that digital transformation fostered greater decentralisation of management control, especially when environmental uncertainty was higher, as management control quality and information quality facilitated trust and decentralisation of authority. These findings indicate that modern organizations can keep their classical functions while abandoning classical organizations. Efficiency, coordination and accountability are important, but more-and-more context is required in order to make them a reality. Traditional theories are therefore most useful where reliability and standardisation dominate, and least adequate where uncertainty, specialist knowledge and rapid adaptation require discretion and decentralised judgement across organisational levels.
[bookmark: _Toc238188918]Morgan’s Metaphors and Management Paradigms
[bookmark: _Toc238188919]Organisations as Machines
	The machine organisation metaphor developed by Morgan sees the organisation as a system of specialised and interconnected components whose aim is to reach their predefined objectives effectively (Morgan, 1980). The metaphor is grounded on the assumptions of classical management approaches related to Taylor and Weber such as division of labour, hierarchy of authority, formalisation, and predictability. The applicability of the theory in the modern era is best demonstrated by those organisational environments where the work process can be easily standardised and performance easily measured. In this regard, logistics, fulfilment activities and routine service provision continue to use sequential processes, objectives and clearly defined procedures. Glaser et al. (2024) further develop this idea by demonstrating that algorithms can facilitate coordination through automated decision-making and performance measurement. The metaphor is less convincing when the effectiveness of the organisation relies on the elements of creativity, professional judgement and the sharing of knowledge. Tohidian and Rahimian (2019) note that rigid structures can restrict adaptation. On the other hand, Modliński and Gladden (2021) show that contemporary organisations increasingly combine human and machine agency. This means that machine logic is no less significant when it comes to standardizing, measurable performance and algorithmic control, especially in cases where consistency is paramount. However, it provides a weaker explanation of knowledge-intensive and creative work, where employees must interpret ambiguous problems, exercise discretion and generate new ideas. Therefore, its use is not universal, but conditional.
[bookmark: _Toc238188920]Organisations as Organisms
	Organism analogy of Morgan visualises organisations as open systems that are effective based on their ability to adjust to changes in the environment (Prabhu, 2022). This offers a clear demarcation between the machine analogy. The machine logic is founded on standardization, hierarchy and internal control to achieve efficiency while organism logic achieves organisational effectiveness through adaptation, flexibility and interdependence. This becomes especially true in instances of technological disruptions and market uncertainties where procedures could become obsolete. According to Cozzolino and Verona (2024), there are specific combinations of dynamic capabilities, ambidexterity and strategic alliances that are needed when dealing with a certain kind of disruption.
	The organism metaphor means that management can no longer rely solely to successful adaptation, on internal efficiency. However, environmental fit should not be understood as passive adjustment. Organisations can create influence in their environments through taking on new capabilities, forming alliances, developing innovations, and influencing their customers' expectations. Cozzolino and Verona (2024) especially found that various strategic reactions to the various types of radical change are suitable. The metaphor is consequently valuable for analysing adaptation and resilience, but it becomes incomplete when it underestimates managerial agency, organisational power and the capacity of firms to shape rather than merely respond to their environments.
[bookmark: _Toc238188921]Organisations as Cultures
	Morgan’s culture metaphor explains organisations as social systems shaped by shared values, assumptions, norms and everyday practices rather than by formal structures alone. This is significant because employees depend on past understandings of authority, risk, learning and participation to understand managerial initiatives. This means that new structures or digital technologies do not necessarily result in corresponding behavioural change. Ghafoori et al. (2024) indicate that support of organisational culture is a significant factor for data-driven digital transformation and operational performance, proof that investing in technology requires certain cultural dissimilarities to be in place. Leal-Rodríguez et al. (2023) further demonstrate that people-oriented cultures are more successful building digital culture than cultures with strong rules, while Pfaff et al. (2023) also point to lower power distance and uncertainty avoidance as cultural traits that can enhance digital transformation. Machine and organism perspectives then, fail to capture the issue, which is why Morgan's metaphor is apt. Although formal controls can be reconfigured and adaptive dispositions can be included, work outputs may be distorted and employees may find ways to adapt, resist or accept change based on existing meanings. Loch et al. (2025) also warn that organisational meanings are continuously reproduced and modified in courses of informal interactions, meaning that culture cannot be fully engineered by managers. Thus, the embedding of structural and technical changes into practice has to be viewed as linked to culture as an important analytical framework for subsequent discussion of the link between organisational culture and change.
[bookmark: _Toc238188922]Critical Relevance of Morgan’s Metaphors
	The importance of Morgan’s metaphors lies in their ability to promote understanding of organisations from several angles rather than accepting that one management concept would solve all organisational issues (Tohidian and Rahimian, 2019). Morgan (2021) contends that every metaphor accentuates certain aspects of organizational life while simultaneously blinding people to others. Their importance is therefore critical reframing which is not a question of categorisation of organisations. A contemporary organisation can be seen as having machine logic in the form of standardisation and performance control mechanisms, organism logic in the ways it adapts to changes in the environment and culture logic by the shared meanings that shape participation and resistance. Glaser et al. (2024) continue this metaphor to include organisations as algorithms  which encapsulate the digitally mediated organisation and the dispersion and delegation of decisions between data, tech, and human actors. But there are also drawbacks to metaphorical analysis. McCourt (1997) warns that metaphors are not to be used to the detriment of empirical organisational analysis, whilst McCabe (2016) makes the qualification that some metaphors can overstate organisational order and managerial control. Morgan's framework thus is most useful as an integrative, analytical apparatus. The machine logic of standardisation, organism logic adaptation, culture logic meaning and participation and algorithmic logic digital coordination are explained later in the discussion of hybrid management. Morgan's model therefore is an ongoing foundation for examining how many organisations today blend discrete management concepts.
[bookmark: _Toc238188923]Integration of Traditional and Contemporary Management Theories
[bookmark: _Toc238188924]Continuity of Traditional Principles
	Traditional management issues including coordination, accountability, and operational dependability make classical ideas applicable in modern companies. Their modern relevance is best appraised by assessing where formalisation still serves an organisational role, not by restating classical theory. Standardisation is vital beyond manufacturing, as Grillo et al. (2024) demonstrate that standards coordinate organisational activities and technical advancement. Eriksson-Zetterquist and Pallas (2024) observed that Swedish central-government agencies maintained hierarchical and rule-based structures in digital settings. Such evidence supports Morgan's machine logic, which is beneficial for predictable procedures and unambiguous duties. Classical arrangements are not always successful, even if persistent. In terms of employees, the concept of a post-bureaucratic system does not automatically lead to discretion as de Laat (2023) shows. Traditional processes can help when dealing with reliability in a controlled environment such as banking, or perhaps more relevant, healthcare or pharmaceutical manufacturing; however, extreme formalisation may diminish agility in uncertain circumstances. Thus, continuity is about management goals, not organisational designs. Standardisation and hierarchy address dependability and accountability, but their value changes when innovation and scattered knowledge matter more.
[bookmark: _Toc238188925]Emergence of Contemporary Approaches
	Contemporary approaches respond to organisational problems that formal hierarchy and standardisation alone cannot resolve, particularly rapid environmental change and the need to mobilise distributed expertise. Their central conceptual change is about how adaptations occur. Alviani et al. (2024) define workforce agility as employees' ability to respond proactively and adaptively, and managers are increasingly relying on employees' judgement rather than having to tell them how to act in every circumstance. Similarly, Muduli and Choudhury (2024) link workforce agility to digital transformation and defines it as a transformation in skills, behaviours and organisational arrangements necessitated by new technologies, beyond the actual technical change. It is effectiveness that requires responsiveness to changing conditions, and this is Morgan's organism logic. Rialti and Filieri (2024) also demonstrate that agile leadership can facilitate digital transformation by reducing decision-making cycles and ensuring ongoing involvement, redistributing decision-making powers toward operational expertise. However, decentralisation does not automatically produce superior outcomes. Agility without priorities and accountability can result in duplication of effort, inconsistent decisions, and coordination challenges. Cozzolino and Verona (2024) proceed to theorise that distinct disruptions demand distinct arrangements of capacities and organisational responses. Contemporary approaches thus don't sacrifice structure for flexibility. Their contribution is to make the balance of coordination and adaptation explicitly dependent upon environmental uncertainty, task characteristics, and the location of relevant organisational knowledge. 
[bookmark: _Toc238188926]Hybrid Management Practices
	Hybrid management is most accurately understood as the simultaneous use of managerial mechanisms that embody competing principles rather than as a separate organisational form. Current workers might have new flexibility about how and where to work, but still be held accountable to targets, reporting and digital surveillance. This is a crucial balance of autonomy and control. Abgeller et al. (2024) conducted a study of knowledge workers working in a remote capacity in the United Kingdom, revealing a relationship between autonomy and managerial control and trust that will be full of tensions and paradoxes in the future. Similarly, Glavin (2024) reports that even flexibility comes with intrusive management: electronic workplace surveillance impacts workers' health. Li (2025) suggests that work autonomy can mitigate some negative effects related to digital monitoring, so it is not just that work is being monitored that presents a problem, but the design of how people work autonomously as well. Morgan's framework puts this coexistence into perspective. Standardisation is supported by machine logic, adaptation by organism logic, culture logic by trust and participation, and algorithmic logic by digitally mediated coordination. Current management practices can simultaneously institutionalize control and autonomy instead of solving their contradiction. This is more analytically useful than indiscriminate use of the hybrid-organisation literature, which tends to be more classical organisation and contemporary management practices. 
[bookmark: _Toc238188927]Critical Evaluation of Integration
	Traditional and contemporary management theories explain 21st-century organisations better than classical or post-bureaucratic approaches. Traditional methods are useful when size, dependability, accountability, and regulatory control are key, whereas modern methods are more critical where companies need innovation, learning, and quick adaptability. The issues of control and flexibility are not the primary problems in management, but how to mix them with mixed organisational structures. According to Sarmento et al. (2024), organisational ambidexterity assists companies in leveraging their existing abilities while simultaneously uncovering novel opportunities. Yet, integration may result in paradoxes. Employees might be required to follow procedures, digital monitoring and to be responsible/initiated towards the achievement of official objectives. However, the post-bureaucratic or agile context does not inevitably lead to flexibility in the employment of workers, meaning modern techniques are not necessarily better, as demonstrated by De Laat (2023). Organisational aim, worker characteristics, legislation and environmental uncertainties affect the efficiency of integration. The evidence does not support the statement that management is largely unchanged. Although today's management techniques are based in classical principles, many concepts in knowledge, technology, human experience and environmental complexity are employed.
[bookmark: _Toc238188928]Contemporary Management Challenges
[bookmark: _Toc238188929]Digital Transformation and Artificial Intelligence
	Digital transformation and artificial intelligence are a big management challenge, since they change assumptions of knowledge, authority and coordination, not just technologies. As shown by Monge and Soriano (2023), digitalisation changes business models, organizational processes and managerial practices, pointing to the need for change in organizational design to accommodate technological change. AI exacerbates this challenge, as managerial skills are no longer confined to hierarchy. According to Glaser et al. (2024), algorithmic organising gives agency a distributed reach across people, data and technologies, that is challenging conventional understandings of agency in terms of who can make decisions. However, there is a need for organisational capability as well when it comes to AI adoption. Oldemeyer et al. (2024) describe the existence of constraints in SMEs such as lack of resources, impediments regarding the availability of data and implementation capacity, thereby stating that merely the technology does not produce value for the organisation. Morgan's machine metaphor then retains its validity where support for measurement and standardisation is enhanced by AI, while digitally mediated coordination is better characterized by an algorithmic logic. The theoretical change is consequently substantial but incomplete. Although managers retain accountability and strategic control, decision-making progressively relies on distributed expertise and human–AI interaction. Thus, digital transformation is not about abandoning classical managerial mechanisms, but about new operational customizations.
[bookmark: _Toc238188930]Globalisation and Organisational Complexity
	Globalisation makes management complicated because international companies must coordinate and integrate activity in several locations while addressing legal, cultural, political, and commercial differences. Larsen et al. (2023) defines the multinational corporation (MNC) by adding external complexities from businesses' multi-environmental needs and internal complexities from geographic dispersion of structures and processes. Modern international firms will divide their operations up in multiple, sometimes distant, countries, and become overly dependent on intangible assets such as data, company knowledge and IP, making matters significantly more difficult. Mohr et al. (2024) pointed out how regional dispersal and organisational unbundling impact the cross-border risk exposure and adaptation of MNCs to global economic integration. A multinational technology company that maintains data in many countries, services clients internationally, and creates and buys components overseas is an example. These undertakings must be coordinated across managers and follow different labour, taxes, privacy, and trade laws. A typical command-and-control paradigm may provide accountability but impede decision-making when local subsidiaries face new or changing situations. In contrast, large-scale decentralisation might cause inconsistent standards and strategies. Modern managers must decide which choices to centralise and which to decentralise. Globalisation challenges the premise that one management approach is transferable. In this way, globalisation shows that contingency-based management is necessary, yet formal accountability and coordination are still necessary to manage organization interdependence.
[bookmark: _Toc238188931]Workforce, Diversity and Employee Well-being
	Managing contemporary workforces requires greater attention to employee well-being, inclusion and psychological safety than classical management theories generally provided. Khalid and Syed (2023) identify the determinants and consequences of employee mental health at macro, organisational and individual levels, and find that mental health is not solely an individual matter, but that it is also influenced by work design and organisational conditions. In a similar vein, Bhoir and Sinha (2024) claim that the well-being of employees necessitates specific HR practices and suggest that the development of well-being-focused HR systems is still underrepresented in traditional HRM studies. Diversity brings a unique managerial struggle to the table: representation does not guarantee inclusion. The psychological safety and psychosocial safety climate are key organisational factors that impact employee experience and workplace outcomes, according to Dong et al. (2024). Classical management should therefore not be characterised as entirely indifferent to employees, since Fayol recognised equity, initiative and esprit de corps. The stronger criticism is that classical theories gave less analytical weight to identity, psychological safety and employee well-being. Contemporary management also expands organisations' performance beyond productivity because they see how employee experience and inclusion impact sustainable organisational ability.
[bookmark: _Toc238188932]Sustainability, Ethics and Organisational Resilience
	The challenge of sustainability is more profound than just a change in managerial practice because it calls into question the purpose of organisational performance. Florez-Jimenez et al. (2024) link corporate sustainability with organisational resilience and corporate purpose, positing that the combination of these elements is becoming imperative for long-term organisational survival. Like Ciasullo et al., (2024), resilience is also situated in broader social and environmental contexts, recognizing that recovery from disruption goes beyond immediate monetary returns. The theory of stakeholders tends to back this development. In addition to this, Awa et al. (2024) demonstrate how stakeholder theory is relevant in the intersection between responsibility and social interaction in the environment and understanding sustainable development, which all questions the limited view on managerial responsibility as being solely pro shareholders. Theory has an important implication. The range of factors against which organisational performance is assessed has grown if managers are required to judge events according to stakeholder consequences as well as environmental sustainability and economic viability. Resilience reinforces this change because efficiency-maximising practices such as minimal inventory or concentrated sourcing can increase vulnerability during disruption. Hence, contemporary management is more than a new structure or technological adoption. It represents a substantive shift in managerial assumptions about whose interests’ organisations serve, what constitutes performance and how long-term value should be created.
[bookmark: _Toc238188933]Organisational Culture and Management Theory
[bookmark: _Toc238188934]Influence of Organisational Culture
	Organisational culture affects management since they are seen through shared assumptions, norms and common or daily actions in formal structures, policies and leadership. This directly builds on Morgan's culture metaphor which argues that organisations will not be fully understood from the lens of hierarchy, rules or formal systems. As seen from Bogale and Debela (2024) systematic review, culture is not a single organisational attribute as there are multiple dimensions: involvement, innovation, teamwork, results orientation and power distance. Similarly, Amoa-Gyarteng and Dhliwayo (2024) conclude that organisational culture is not always directly associated with beneficial organisational results and that there are relationships between organisational culture and various types of innovation. This is a critical observation since an organisation that supports experimentation can foster innovation regardless of improvements in financial results, especially when organisations do not have adequate resources or access to markets or ability to implement. Other cultural archetypes of performance orientation, people orientation and customer orientation are mentioned by O'Reilly, Cao and Sull (2024). This further strengthens the view that there is no ideal cultural configuration for any organisation. Culture acts as a mediator through which management practices are implemented.
[bookmark: _Toc238188935]Cultural Change, Resistance and Participation
	Cultural change can be complicated, as the organisational assumptions reside in routines, relationships and expectations, not just formal value statements. Changing policies or organisational structures may therefore leave underlying behaviour largely intact. The distinction is validated by recent evidence. Caci et al. (2025) in a systematic review of organisational readiness for change, suggest that readiness involves both psychological and behavioural readiness by organisational members, meaning implementation can't be mandated by senior management. Participation is especially crucial because it increases the likelihood of others' involvement by providing them with opportunities to influence the implementation process in some meaningful way. Hafstad et al. (2024) shows that participation climate mediates relationships between clan and adhocracy cultures, organisational commitment and readiness for change. As such, managers should be wary of interpreting the resistance as irrational opposition. Resistance can show the issue of professional identity and manager credibility, workload issues, unintended consequences with proposed changes. Psychological safety also matters because employees may identify problems but remain silent if challenging established practices carries interpersonal risk. Research by Jin et al. (2024) indicates that team psychological safety positively influences innovative performance in part because of its influence on communication behaviour. Participants must be involved, trustworthy management methods must be offered, and workers must be encouraged to examine old assumptions rather than merely following new organisational slogans.
[bookmark: _Toc238188936]Critical Evaluation of Organisational Culture
	Organisational culture is analytically useful because it helps explain why identical systems and processes yield varying results in different organisations. Its impacts are not even nor easily managed, however. Bogale and Debela (2024) reveal that there is more than one dimension to culture, with no one culture being “strong” all the time. Moreover, while several types of innovation were found to be associated with culture, this was not always related to better firm performance (Amoa-Gyarteng and Dhliwayo, 2024), which shows that culture's desirable attributes are not always enough to generate economic value for the SME. Similarly, Engida, Alemu, and Mulugeta (2022) discovered that culture may influence readiness for change, although change leadership failed to have a direct impact on readiness. These findings question the deterministic beliefs of engineered culture and guaranteed outcomes for leaders. Competing priorities between functions, such as innovation and compliance, can also arise from subcultures. Thus, organisational culture must be regarded as a variable which interacts with already known factors such as formal structure, leadership and strategy and does not supplant them.
[bookmark: _Toc238188937]Contemporary Theoretical Responses to Management Challenges
[bookmark: _Toc238188938]Human Relations, Behavioural and Emotional Intelligence Approaches
	The relevance of human relations and behavioural views is growing as the management becomes more dependent on understanding human relationships, human emotion and human motivation between individuals instead of relying fully on formal controls. This tradition has been continued by recent research that goes beyond the traditional theories of motivation. According to Davaei and Gunkel's (2024), emotional/public intelligence have been associated with various key team outcomes, a fact that becomes more prominent as organisations transition toward team-based and virtual working. Mehler et al. (2024) further demonstrate that emotional competencies such as emotional intelligence, empathy and emotion regulation can be developed through workplace training. However, there are the drawbacks to behavioural approaches, as they do not address structural or environmental issues. Organisation systems and contextual analysis are thus particularly important when working with their contemporary contribution. This is a theoretical shift from controlling employee behaviour to recognising that they are social and emotional actors in organisational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc238188939]Systems and Contingency Perspectives
	Systems and contingency perspectives have tried to pave the way to overcome a weakness of universal management prescriptions, namely the effective functioning of organisations depends on the interplay between structure, technology, people and environment. In line with Otenyo (2023) contingency theory does not assume a universalistic approach or that a single type of management would be found to be suitable in all circumstances. This is now due to the increasing role of digitalisation, environmental instability and different workforce arrangements, which thus lead to different coordination requirements. A tightly regulated organisation may require formal authorisation and standard processes, whereas an innovation-driven business could opt for decentralised decision-making and experimentation (Adomako and Tran, 2026). Systems thinking adds value because it demonstrates how the components of a system are interconnected and how a change in one part of the system (such as technology or structure) impacts other parts of the system (such as skill set, communication, control within the organization) (Bhandari et al., 2025). But this contingency reasoning may be descriptive over the top: all situations are different, managers say. The contribution of the computer is analytical, forcing managers to determine when the context justifies structures. This means that there are no universal prescriptions in contemporary management, but evidence based organisational fit.
[bookmark: _Toc238188940]Leadership, Learning and Contemporary Theorists
	The modern approach to leadership is to view managers as enablers of learning and knowledge sharing processes, not as sole owners of organisational knowledge. This corresponds closely with the learning-organisation approach advocated by Senge in which adaptability of an organisation is not defined solely by knowledge held at the top (Caldwell, 2012). Recent evidence supports this shift. Ahsan (2025) suggests that leadership can support ongoing learning through the practice of knowledge sharing, growth state of mind, and development with the support of technology. Research by Le and Tuyen (2025) showed a direct link between transformational leadership and organisational learning capability, with the intermediating mechanism of tacit and explicit knowledge sharing. It reinforces Drucker's focus on the knowledge worker and throws into question highly centralised notions of managerial knowledge (Peters and Reveley, 2014). Nevertheless, participative leadership does not mean that managerial authority will be eliminated. Leaders continue to hold the accountability, resources and priorities. Current conceptions of leadership thus allow it to be transformed largely through the transfer of knowledge and influence, not entirely through the absence of organisations and managers.
[bookmark: _Toc238188941]Agile and Adaptive Management
	Agile and adaptive strategic frameworks react immediately in environments where fine-grained long-term plans cannot accurately predict market, competitive and technological shifts. Nguyen et al. (2024) reveal reasonably strong evidence for interconnections among the various dimensions of organisational agility and organisational outcomes. Similarly, Desalegn et al. (2024) define agility more specifically as the capacity of an organization to be quick at sensing and responding to external changes. Agile management challenges the notion of planning certainty favouring shorter decision cycles, experiment and responsive resource allocation. However, agility does not mean there is no structure. Excessive decentralisation can compromise accountability and coordination, especially from regulated or safety-critical activities. Agile management is therefore most convincing as a contingent capability rather than a universal replacement for traditional management. It shows considerable variation in managerial mechanisms without removing the need for ongoing coordination and control.
[bookmark: _Toc238188942]Contemporary Performance and Employee Development
[bookmark: _Toc238188943]Limitations of Traditional Performance Management
	Although traditional performance management has its value when it comes to documenting objectives and accountability, traditional periodic appraisal systems are becoming less effective in an interdependent, knowledge-intensive and rapidly changing workplace. Underpinning the turbulence in global environments, Maley (2024) proposes that performance management should be more dynamic in multinationals, rendering static evaluation processes less responsive to shifting priorities. There is also some evidence that formal performance practices have an impact on employees, depending on their experience of them. According to Ehmann et al. (2024), performance management is not only an administrative process of measurement but can affect work engagement through appropriateness of the appraisal interviews and target agreements. Karim et al. (2024) also demonstrate that the perceptions of appraisal fairness and feedback relate to employee attitudes and extra-role behaviours. The drawback of conventional systems is thus not the measurement itself, but the overdependence on infrequent, retrospective assessment. There are more adaptive performance management processes that account for development and adjustment of goals along with feedback in real time.
[bookmark: _Toc238188944]Continuous Performance, Coaching and Development
	Continuous performance management moves from annual judgement to periodic feedback, developmental discussion, and adjustment of goals in view of evolving jobs. According to Cosa's (2024), digital transformation is co-creating more dynamic, adaptable performance-measurement systems and can help create more responsive systems, which eliminates the need for only annual indicators. Quality of feedback is of paramount importance. Drouvelis and Paiardini (2022) offer causal evidence that managerial feedback can impact employee effort, but such effects depend on how feedback is given. Coaching transforms what is normally done as assessment to capability development. The results presented by Pajuoja et al. (2025) suggest that the positive impact of managerial coaching for innovative work behaviour is the most evident when implementing employee ideas. However, continuous management can become excessive monitoring if frequent feedback is primarily used for control. Thus, its value is not just dependent on frequency. Contemporary performance management is now a move towards performance accountability and learning and continuous adaptation.
[bookmark: _Toc238188945]Contemporary Career Development
	The notion that organisations offer predictable, hierarchical career paths is challenged in contemporary career development. There is now greater employee involvement in career design through ongoing learning, job migration, employability creation, and shaping careers. The study of Fryczyńska and Pleśniak (2024) focuses on the importance of self-direction and values-based career decisions, and organisational advancement is placed as one of the career choices and not the only one that defines success. Kundi et al. (2024) also demonstrate that protean career orientation and job crafting can correlate with each other, where career adaptability can assist people in adapting to changes of job requirements. But increased personal responsibility does not mean that organisations can pass all career risk on to individual employees. Keltu (2024) suggest training, development and career-support practices continue to be linked to employee performance and job satisfaction. Career development is more appropriately considered today as a shared responsibility. Employees need more autonomy and flex, but they must also have learning opportunities, developmental support and genuine progression routes for growing their capability.
[bookmark: _Toc238188946]Critical Evaluation of the Central Argument
	The evidence cited throughout this report indicates that the statement that management remains largely unchanged and entrenched in nineteenth-century paradigms is only partly convincing. The basic functions of management, coordination, accounting, efficiency and organisational control are clearly continuous. Organisations today are still influenced by classical ideas; associated to Taylor, Weber and Fayol these are in the areas of performance, formal, hierarchy and planning for managers. For instance, Noponen et al. (2024) provide evidence regarding how algorithmic management can replicate aspects of monitoring, standardisation and performance assessment of a Taylorist type, whereas Einhorn et al. (2023) shows how bureaucratic culture is still tied to formal practices of management-control. This continuity does not however signify that the theory of contemporary management is not affected on a theoretical level. The evidence for this transformation is stronger related to managerial mechanisms and assumptions. Digital technologies, distributed decision-making, organisational agility and hybrid working have transformed coordination and control. Glaser, Sloan and Gehman (2024) has the ability to show that algorithmic organising disperses agency across managers, employees, data and technologies, criticism the classical presumpt. lineal skills and decision-making powers lie mostly within managerial hierarchies. Modern practices also are more focused on employee autonomy, psychological safety, learning, inclusion, and well-being, which were less emphasized in the classical theories. The theoretical change is greater with sustainability as increasingly, the social, environmental and stakeholder aspects get integrated within organisational performance and are assessed in a similar way as the financial aspects, as stated in contemporary stakeholder scholarships, including Awa et al. (2024). While new strategies have not eliminated conflict between control and autonomy. There can be more employee discretion and innovation, and more digital monitoring and formal accountability. This is understandable because Morgan's metaphors are of helpfulness here; machine logic is still used for standardisation, organism logic for adaptation, culture logic for meaning and participation and algorithmic logic for digitally mediated coordination. The evidence so far indicates qualified rejection of the central claim. While today's management techniques reflect many of classical management principles, its organization, technology and assumptions have changed dramatically. The contemporary management is thus better conceptualized as a variation of continuity with significant theoretical change than as the nineteenth-century management transported to the present day.
[bookmark: _Toc238188947]Conclusion
	This report has considered as a serious study the suggestion that despite all the changes in the world of management, the fundamentals of management today are based on 19th century theories and paradigms. The analysis follows and shows that this claim only partially holds true. Classical management theories of Taylor, Weber and Fayol still do have an impact on organisational practice as managers still have to coordinate activities, pass on jobs, build accountability and ensure efficient performance. Scientific Management is still reflected in performance measurement and algorithmic monitoring, the bureaucratic approach is still very present in regulated and accountability-based settings, and Fayol's management functions are still used in the planning and coordinating processes. However, the persistence of these principles should not be interpreted as evidence that management itself has remained static. It is the most important changes relating to how and what is assumed as managerial purposes that are at stake. Behavioural, systems, contingency and learning perspectives extended management theories by accepting employee motivation, organizational interdependency, uncertainty of the environment and distributed knowledge. The more recent ones that consider agility, artificial intelligence, organisational resilience, emotional intelligence and continuous performance development further challenge expectations of stable environments, a specific focus of expertise, and purely hierarchical leadership. Morgan's metaphors further reveal that the modern organisation cannot be viewed purely from one theoretical lens as standardisation, adaptation, culture and digitally mediated coordination often coexist. In modern management, there are thus elements of continuity and change. Traditional mechanisms become inadequate when innovation, employee discretion, and quick adaptation are needed, but they are appropriate when reliability, consistency and accountability are critical factors. Sustainability and stakeholder views are particularly significant since they extend the concept of performance beyond short-term organisational performance to long-term, social and environmental value. Altogether twentieth first century management should not be looked upon as discarding the classical management or simply it's continuation. It is more accurately described as a self-reforming, ever more conditional and contingent complex of theory in which lasting managerial intentions are realized in importantly changed structures, technologies, and assumptions. The main concept should be controversial, for example: the determining factors of the classical bases might exist, but for sure the theory and practice of modern management exist.
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