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[bookmark: _Toc238161820]Abstract
This report critically examines the assertion that contemporary management remains largely unchanged and continues to be rooted in nineteenth- and early twentieth-century theories and paradigms. It maps the evolution of management thought from scientific management to administrative theory and bureaucracy, human relations to behavioural theory, contingency approaches to organisational learning, culture and contemporary perspectives. Special focus is placed on the current relevance of Taylor, Fayol and Weber as well as the degree of challenge from later theory. Morgan’s organisational metaphors are used to evaluate the coexistence of machine, organism, brain, cultural, political and domination perspectives within Contemporary organisations. The report also addresses challenges of the twenty-first century such as digital transformation, artificial intelligence, algorithmic management, hybrid work, performance management, career development, emotional intelligence and broader societal issues. Examples of organisations like the digital bureaucracy, Toyota and Microsoft illustrate how old and new can coexist. The analysis reveals that classical mechanisms of hierarchy, standardisation, rules, targets and control are still present but are very different in their use. Contemporary management increasingly values context, involvement, learning, flexibility, values, voice and accountability of employees. The report therefore concludes that management has not been "theoretically stagnant. Rather, it has evolved by selective integration of the classical principles which are retained where they serve a purpose and adapted by contemporary methods. The central argument is that management success is not about abandoning traditional theories, but critically engaging with them, in a contextually appropriate and open way for review, learning and responsible adaptation.
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[bookmark: _Toc238161821]1. Introduction
Although the broader context of the organization has significantly shifted, several aspects of classical management theory are still evident in management practice today. Taylor's scientific management came in 1911, Fayol's administrative principles were developed in the early twentieth century and Weber's research on bureaucracy was done in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The better argument is that many contemporary organizations continue to use recognisably classical mechanisms including rules, managerial control, standardisation, targets, specialisation, hierarchy that are now often made use of via digital systems and real-time data.
The mechanisms' continuity does not imply the continuity of their original philosophies. Classical theories rendered efficiency, coordination and legal-rational authority analytically salient, and largely saw organisations as systems that were amenable to being designed from the top (Taylor, 1911; Fayol, 1949; Weber, 1978). Human-relations, behavioural, contingency, learning, cultural and critical perspectives then came to question the managerial omniscient, universal structure and value-neutral control. Management theory thus evolved by challenging and reinterpreting the classical assumptions. The difference between continuity of practice and continuity of philosophy is a key factor in evaluating the assignment claim.
This layered evolution is more apparent in 21st century developments. Digital transformation redefines strategy, organisational structures and firm boundaries (Plekhanov et al., 2023), and AI generates new issues of automation and human judgement (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). Monitoring and control can be reinforced with the help of algorithmic management, however, transparency and employee voice are the issues (Keegan and Meijerink, 2025). Remote and hybrid working also complicate the traditional beliefs about supervision and heighten the relevance of work design and access to organisational resources (Leonardi et al., 2024). These changes do not eliminate the coordination issues but transform the manner in which authority, information and accountability is handled.
This report discusses the fact that classical management practices are still in use reveals a lack of development of theories. It examines the history of management thought and evaluates the competing views by the metaphors used by Morgan and the associated paradigm controversies. It also reflects upon the location where scientific, bureaucratic and administrative principles are still beneficial or are limiting. This is followed by a discussion on digital transformation, culture, performance management, career development, emotional intelligence and broader organisational challenges. The central argument is that contemporary management reflects selective integration rather than complete replacement. Classical coordination mechanisms are still applicable, although more and more they are subject to context, participation, learning, ethics and review to legitimize them. Learning can be aided by performance measures, but also can turn into control, whereas formal rules may ensure due process or even grow into unnecessary red tape. 
[bookmark: _Toc238161822]2. Evolution and Adaptation of Management Theory
[bookmark: _Toc238161823]2.1 Early Twentieth-Century Foundations: Scientific, Administrative and Bureaucratic Management
Scientific management made work an object of systematic analysis. Taylor (1911) distinguished between planning and execution, broke down tasks and suggested that managers should find efficient ways of doing things. Standardisation may minimise avoidable variation and facilitate consistent training. Task structure is still important in contemporary work-design research, but it also encompasses autonomy, feedback, knowledge requirements and wellbeing (Parker et al., 2017). Taylor's lasting legacy was to prove that work could be purposefully designed and not just handed down as craft practice.
The problem with it is that it is limited in the distribution of knowledge and authority. Taylorism presumed that managerial analysis could determine efficiency without consulting workers and that discretion would be left to people who design and measure tasks. But work design influences learning, motivation and health – output is not a neutral measure of performance (Parker and Grote, 2022). This separation can be exacerbated by digital monitoring through the allocation of tasks and assessment of performance in the absence of a visible supervisor (Kellogg et al., 2020). If an employee is turned into a passive executor, scientific management turns out to be inadequate.
Fayol turned the focus from tasks to the administration of the enterprise. Planning, organising, commanding, coordinating and controlling resulted in a lasting vocabulary of managerial activity (Fayol, 1949). While these functions continue to exist, in today's organisations, authority is often dispersed throughout matrix organisations, project teams and professional networks. In spite of the emergence of new organisational forms, there remain persistent issues of task division, information provision, reward allocation and conflict resolution (Puranam et al., 2014). Fayol thus found that there were some persistent issues of coordination, but those he advocated were more hierarchical and universal than those currently supported by evidence.
Further research into managerial work undermines the notion of a linear sequence of administration. Managers negotiate, interpret information and respond to interruptions; they do not go through a clean planning process (Mintzberg, 2009; Korica et al., 2017). Although planning and coordination are still required, they are done not only by formal design but also by interaction and judgement. The descriptive significance of Fayol's categories has remained, but their prescriptive significance has dwindled.
Weberian bureaucracy tried to solve the problem of how to succeed in having predictable and legitimate authority come to pass in large organisations in place of personal rule. The use of written records, specialised offices, qualifications and impersonal procedures allows for continuity that transcends individual office holders (Weber, 1978). These characteristics still play a crucial role in the regulated environments where decisions need to be documented. Procedural equality can be ensured, and decisions can be based on an audit trail using rules. There are thus two types of formalisation: enabling formalisation, which helps in understanding and improvement, and coercive formalisation, which mostly helps with compliance. (Adler and Borys, 1996).
That distinction explains both bureaucracy’s survival and its criticism. Rules don't work without purpose. DeHart-Davis (2009) associates good rules with valid goals and uniform enforcement. While digitalisation can strengthen formalisation, it can also lead to a “digital cage”, in which information architecture dictates what a system can recognise, and who or what it can (Peeters and Widlak, 2018). Bureaucracy is thus not obsolete per se, but, at the same time, not necessarily rational: whether or not it is rational depends on how rules are applied to foster expertise, accountability and review – or to serve as a means of control.
[bookmark: _Toc238161824]2.2 Mid-Twentieth-Century Developments: Human Relations, Behaviour and Managerial Work
Human-relations theory was a challenge to the mechanical view of workers; it focused on informal groups, belonging and social interaction. Mayo (1933) found the Hawthorne studies an indication that the effect of attention and group relations had an impact on performance. The movement expanded beyond just physical and monetary rewards. But Hassard (2012) demonstrates that the evidence was bound up in a particular social, political and industrial context. Thus, human relations can alter the mechanism of control rather than its intent: to manage morale as a means of managing productivity does not necessarily alter the balance of power.
This critique is less human-oriented in later work-design research. Autonomy, task significance, social characteristics and learning opportunities of the job are key factors in determining the level of employee motivation and wellbeing (Parker et al., 2017). This calls for substantial discretion and provision, not just active supervision. In digital contexts, a positive climate is not a substitute for algorithms that take away autonomy or blur the lines for evaluation (Parker and Grote, 2022).
A more serious challenge to the classical notions of rationality was offered by behavioural decision theory. Simon (1997) stated that managers cannot obtain complete information, have cognitive limitations, and have uncertain consequences, so they satisfice rather than optimise. The manager thus turns into a bounded decision-maker and not an omniscient planner. Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier (2011) provide evidence that heuristics may be adaptive in the face of uncertainty. In data-rich organisations, this remains important, and the fact that there is more data does not eliminate bounded rationality – managers still make decisions on objectives, indicators and acceptable trade-offs.
Bounded rationality is reinforced by artificial intelligence. While AI might boost predictive ability, it is the organisational design that would decide whether AI supports, aggregates or replaces human judgement (Shrestha et al., 2019). Model outputs are a product of training data, design decisions and organisational goals. Bounded rationality thus becomes an issue in decision architecture. Contemporary theory thus looks at the distribution of judgement between people and technologies, and it does not presuppose that calculation can eradicate uncertainty.
[bookmark: _Toc238161825]2.3 Late Twentieth-Century Developments: Contingency, Learning and Culture
The open-systems and contingency theories discarded the notion of the universal best organisational structure. Burns and Stalker (1961) compared mechanistic arrangements which fit well under a stable environment with organic arrangements which are better in innovation and uncertainty. Similar claims were made by Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), who demonstrated the importance of differentiation and integration to mirror the demands of the environment. These approaches corrected the universalism of classical management. They changed the fundamental question: What is the best structure? to Under what conditions is a structure effective?
The contingency theory is however, prone to circular reasoning. When successful organisations are retrospectively defined as having realised fit, the theory does not tell much about how managers realised contingencies or provided adaptive capacity. When mechanisms are spelt out, its value is greater. Tighter standardisation of safety-critical reliability may be necessary, and innovation may be decentralised experimentation. In contemporary organisations, they tend to require both, and thus, the key issue is how to balance conflicting requirements instead of adopting either type.
Organisational learning theories challenged the notion that control had to be used to rectify deviations from set targets only. Argyris and Schoen (1978) differentiated between single-loop learning and double-loop learning: the former was based on the prevailing assumptions about the second one. Members, tasks and tools shape organisational knowledge, which grows based on experience (Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011). Its creation, retention and transfer are also conditional on the organisational conditions and not only on the individual learning (Argote et al., 2020).
The process of learning is not apolitical. Organisations can be very efficient in enhancing routines without having to answer questions as to which objectives the routines are meant to satisfy. It is not that easy to learn in a circle twice, and that is the reason why it may take away the identities, as well as incentives and power, that are already in place. This limitation is central to contemporary data-driven management. A dashboard can form quicker feedback, but support erroneous goals in case performance measures cannot be challenged. Learning theory goes beyond classical control in that it makes the goals and governing assumptions revisable, not in that it eliminates the need for control.
The analysis was once more broadened by the cultural perspectives, which viewed organisations as systems of meaning. Artefacts, espoused values and deeper taken-for-granted assumptions are differentiated by Schein and Schein (2017). Schneider et al. (2013) also indicate that climate and culture influence the interpretation and implementation of policies. This renders the social interpretation inseparable from technical change. A performance system or sustainability policy is a new digital platform that can be formally adopted but informally opposed or redefined.
There are also limitations in culture theory. Managers can consider culture as a variable that can be directly manipulated by the leaders, but research encompasses subcultures, symbols, ambiguity and common values (Giorgi et al., 2015). Culture might assimilate, but it may as well offer a language with which authority is challenged. This goes beyond classical functionalism since organisations are not merely designed systems, but are construed by participants who might not necessarily have the same interpretation.
Universal prescriptions were also challenged by international management. International companies need to strike a balance between integration and local responsiveness, and this balance varies when looking at business models and institutional contexts (Wöcke et al., 2007; Chung and Sparrow, 2024). Consistency can be achieved by uniform policies, yet local circumstances can cause ethical and operational conflicts that necessitate discretion (Cooke et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc238161826]2.4 Twenty-First-Century Management: Digitalisation, AI, Hybrid Work and Grand Challenges
Digital transformation is an assessment of whether management has truly transformed. Reviews reveal that strategy and structure, value creation and customer relations are affected not just by information technology (IT) (Nadkarni and Prügl, 2021; Verhoef et al., 2021). The blurred organisational boundaries and redistributed powers are also highlighted by Plekhanov et al. (2023). But contemporary management is more than classical management, with more efficient tools - digitalisation alters the stakeholders who hold information and the place where decisions are made, as well as how companies interact with the outside world.
However, digital organisations are not necessarily decentralised. Technologies can spread information and at the same time focus surveillance. This tension is especially visible in algorithmic management. Kellogg et al. (2020) argue that algorithms are a new contested space of control, with the power to guide, assess and regulate labour. Keegan and Meijerink (2025) state that algorithmic management is moving beyond platforms to mainstream organisations. In this respect, digitalisation may resurrect more intensely than the stopwatch of the factory shop the principles of Taylorism. Algorithms are based on probabilistic models, and dynamic data, as well as sometimes little-known vendor systems, give rise to new issues of explainability, bias and responsibility (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019).
This results in an automation-augmentation paradox in managing AI. Raisch and Krakowski (2021) suggest that replacing and complementing human activity are not (or are not necessarily) antithetical. While automation can help to save time and boost consistency, too much automation can lose expertise and make it difficult to hold people responsible. In the case of relative strengths of human and artificial intelligence, Shrestha et al. (2019) demonstrate that decision rights can be allocated in various ways within an organization. The contemporary management issue isn't whether to go with ‘human' or ‘machine'. It is to create escalation, oversight, learning and accountability for joint outputs.
It extends the classical concept of management that control should be maximised. Digital systems should maintain discretion and skill use and relational quality where they are found to be supportive of performance and wellbeing (Work-design research, Parker and Grote, 2022). Human oversight is thus not an afterthought in the form of an ethical adornment of a technical system. It is a component of the management-control structure. Informational efficiency can be bought at the price of personal integrity: When workers are unable to understand, question or appeal algorithmic decisions (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019).
The challenge of remote and hybrid working comes with a related point. Physical distance alters access to resources, communication and work visibility (Leonardi et al., 2024). Effectiveness is a function of autonomy, social support, and workload and monitoring practices (Wang et al., 2021). This challenges the notion that supervision needs to be co-located. Coordination is not eliminated; rather, norms of communication, access to information, psychological safety and explicit interdependencies grow in importance.
Today's management needs to solve issues beyond the limits of the company. There are a number of grand challenges that have multiple actors with different interests and limited authority, such as climate change and inequality, public-health disruption, etc. George et al. (2016) believe that problems like this will need management research to transcend the one-dimensional focus of performance. Ferraro et al. (2015) offer strong action, not a single action but distributed and multiple actions, that is, participation. The importance of governance, collaboration, and sensemaking between actors is also highlighted by Dorado et al. (2022). In the absence of centralised authority and when results are subject to dispute, classical command is still not enough.
[bookmark: _Toc238161827]3. Morgan’s Metaphors and the Coexistence of Management Paradigms
The metaphors of Morgan (2006) can be used as an interpretative tool to determine whether the continuation of classical practices constitutes theoretical stagnation. The machine prefers foregrounding standardisation, hierarchy and control; the organism, adaptation; the brain, learning; culture, shared meaning; and political or domination metaphors, conflict and asymmetrical power. This pluralism is also indicative of a larger paradigmatic issue as described by Burrell and Morgan (1979): organisational analysis is based upon varying assumptions regarding social reality, order and change. The metaphorical approach Morgan uses later is not as dogmatic as a fixed paradigm map, yet both schools of thought caution against the notion of one model of organisation as being complete (Örtenblad et al., 2016; Morgan, 2016).
This pluralism is significant since contemporary organisations do not tend to work in terms of a single coherent paradigm. A digital platform can standardise work, such as a machine, process information, such as a brain, encode assumptions, such as a cultural artefact and redistribute power, such as a political system (Kellogg et al., 2020). The framework by Morgan thus transforms the question of whether there are still classical mechanisms into the question of the interpretation, combination and constraints of the same. This lens forms the basis of the following analysis of whether Taylorist, bureaucratic and administrative principles have endured in their original form or have been reconstituted in more responsive, learning and challenged types of organising.
[bookmark: _Toc238161828]3.1 Persistent Influence of Traditional Management Theories 
The best evidence that continuity exists is the fact that they still use specialisation, targets, reporting relationships, procedures and formal approval rights. These mechanisms seem to be predictability and coordination mechanisms through the metaphor of a machine as Morgan uses them. It is not surprising that their persistence is based on the fact that organisations continue to face similar issues with task division, information provision, reward allocation and conflict resolution (Puranam et al., 2014). There might be even more visibility and standardisation with digital dashboards and workflow systems. But contemporary organisations are not thus reducible to machines. The latter can be exemplified by global companies integrating general values with local differentiation that is an organism-like adaptation to institutional and market environments (Chung and Sparrow, 2024).
The picture is further complicated by the political and cultural metaphors by Morgan. A reporting structure is not merely an effective technical system; it allocates voice, discretion and access to decision makers. There can also be differences in interpretations of a procedure by professional or national subcultures. Formalisation may therefore be facilitative when it makes processes clear and facilitates improvement, or coercive when it serves the main role of ensuring obedience (Adler and Borys, 1996). Less-hierarchical organisations must have limits and responsibility, but tend to share authority instead of eliminating it (Lee and Edmondson, 2017).
The survival of a technique should not then be confused with the survival of its founding philosophy. Examples of a target, as a prompt to inquiry, and a target placed as an entire image of performance. A chain of command that makes accountability clear is not similar to the one that stifles professional judgement. The various lenses used by Morgan indicate that it is possible to have classical mechanisms that are working within organisations that are simultaneously adaptive, interpretive and political. Qualified continuity is more convincing: classical devices do not disappear, but their validity is more and more likely to be based on participation, revisability and contextual appropriateness. 
[bookmark: _Toc238161829]3.2 Enduring Principles of Scientific Management
Taylor's scientific management is closest to the machine metaphor used by Morgan. Work is broken down and measured and re-designed to minimise variation and create predictable output. This ambition is retained in contemporary process analytics, productivity dashboards, and algorithmic allocation systems. Delay, quality variation and waste of resources can still be detected by scientific analysis, and it would be a mistake to reject measurement because it is like Taylor, any more than it is like a philosophy of labour control. The implementation and design of performance systems have both positive and negative effects (Franco-Santos et al., 2012).
Morgan's brain metaphor reveals the underestimation of Taylorism that workers are interchangeable parts but sources of knowledge, interpretation, and learning. The contemporary work-design studies thus consider autonomy, feedback, use of skills, wellbeing and output (Parker and Grote, 2022). Hierarchical accountability may prove facilitating when the performance information can be used to make adjustments and solve problems (Cäker et al., 2022). The key difference lies in the fact that measurement either widens or merely constrains organisational learning, or merely makes behaviour the same as indicators. The involvement of employees in the process of setting or explaining measures alters the quality of information as well as the allocation of power.
The domination metaphor is equally critical with algorithmic management. Work allocation systems or performance appraisal systems may be technically neutral and incorporate decisions with regard to goals, data and satisfactory behaviour (Kellogg et al., 2020). In cases where the workers are unable to comprehend and question decisions made by algorithms, efficiency may be realised at the cost of individual integrity (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019). As demonstrated by Shrestha et al. (2019), organisations can assign the rights to make decisions differently to humans and AI, and it implies that automation does not mechanically decide who should be in control. Scientific management then lives through with the greatest defensive as disciplined process inquiry. It is Taylorist in the more intense sense that quantification replaces judgement, and makes the priorities of the management seem technically inevitable.
[bookmark: _Toc238161830]3.3 Bureaucratic Management in Contemporary Organisations
Weberian bureaucracy is also initially in line with the machine metaphor of Morgan. Written regulations, specialised functions and rational-legal authority aim to achieve consistency, continuity and predictable treatment (Weber, 1978). All these properties are still useful in the areas of public administration, health care, finance and other regulated or safety-critical environments since decisions have to be traceable and reviewable. Bureaucracy is thus capable of safeguarding due process and also exerting control. The fact that audit trails persist, that the responsibilities and escalation procedures are documented, is not in itself a sign that contemporary organisations are languishing in an outdated paradigm.
The model of politics-system adopted by Morgan transforms the analysis by posing the question of who sets rules, who is granted discretion and whose interests are safeguarded by procedures. There is no such thing as a completely neutral formalisation since categories and approval rights define access to organisational resources. According to DeHart-Davis (2009), the difference between effective rules and red tape is that rules are associated with valid purposes and uniformity of application. This implies that it is not the question of the existence of bureaucracy, but about how bureaucratic structures render the authority more responsible or simply more difficult to challenge. Informality does not necessarily become emancipatory; the elimination of written rules may shift power to networks that are opaque and personal influence.
Digital bureaucracy is also used to demonstrate the domination metaphor by Morgan. Information architectures have the potential to lock out people or instances that fail to conform to predetermined categories, and thus become a kind of digital cage (Peeters and Widlak, 2018). The automation is able to enhance uniformity even as it minimises discretion in exceptional cases. The culture lens by Morgan introduces another dimension since the interpretation of formal rules is done in terms of professional norms and local assumptions, and not necessarily the same across the board. Contemporary bureaucracy is thus best justified where it is proportional, open and amenable. Theoretical development does not try to rule out rules, but one that acknowledges that rules may simultaneously empower, restrict and redistribute power.
This tension is realised in the case of the Dutch civil registry discussed by Peeters and Widlak (2018). Its master-data architecture aimed at consistency by delineating authoritative categories, but these categories could equally not apply to people whose situation did not fit the system. The design is also rational through the metaphor of the machine, which is taken by Morgan as the standardised information can be administered reliably. The domination metaphor, though, enables the same architecture to limit access and make the source of the exclusion hard to dispute. The case demonstrates that appeal routes, exception handling and the visibility of the decision rules should be considered to evaluate the digital bureaucracy, but not just processing efficiency. It further illustrates that contemporary technology has the potential to enhance traditional bureaucratic reasoning as opposed to abolishing it.
[bookmark: _Toc238161831]3.4 Administrative Management’s Continuing Role
The functions of planning, organising, coordinating and controlling, as introduced by Fayol, are still apparent, but the metaphors used by Morgan demonstrate why their interpretation has evolved. The machine metaphor is the ongoing need to have meaningful coordination, role definition and control of resources. However, it is the metaphor of the organism that stresses the idea that the administrative arrangements should react to the uncertainty of the environment, and the metaphor of the brain accentuates the idea of distributed knowledge and learning. Contemporary organisations thus still have administrative roles, but without having to assume the same linearity as Fayol and the existence of a single chain of command.
This reinterpretation is upheld in research on managerial work. Mintzberg (2009) and Korica et al. (2017) explain that management is fragmented, relational and situated instead of a clear sequence of functions. Digital change continues to promote coordination between project teams, platforms and specialist communities. General management and personal leadership skills and digital skills (Henderikx and Stoffers, 2025) are still required by managers, and the circumstances under which management innovation thrives differ with the size of the organisation and leadership structures (Vaccaro et al., 2012). Administrative activity has thus been more decentralised even in the cases of explicit accountability.
The culture of Morgan and political metaphors answer the question of why formal plans can fail. It is not just coordination based on technically coherent structures. Multi-relationships of authority can be intentionally upheld by matrix organisations, and expert teams need discretion which rigid unity of command could destroy. The categories of Fayol are therefore still applicable as accounts of the long-term organisational work, but not as generalised imperatives of the distribution of authority. They are most relevant now and going forward when they are approached as contingent coordination problems which can be resolved via various combinations of hierarchy, participation and distributed expertise. This is an adaptation of administrative thought rather than evidence of theoretical immobility.
[bookmark: _Toc238161832]4. Integrating Traditional and Contemporary Management Theories
Conditional integration is the most appropriate way to deal with the persistence of classical management, as opposed to dismissing it wholesale. Contemporary organisations experience tensions which can not be addressed by a single theory. The paradox theory considers control and autonomy as complementary needs, whereas organisational ambidexterity discusses the reason why companies might require efficient routines and experimentation at the same time (Smith and Lewis, 2011; O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013). Stable rules are thus compatible with experimental teams and human judgment with automation.
Dynamic-capabilities thinking also contends that organisations need to re-configure resources in response to changes in conditions (Teece, 2007). Flexibility does not imply that there is no structure, but the ability to change it. This contingent perspective is backed by recent studies on digital transformation: the change frameworks that have proven to be effective can be preserved when integrated and adapted instead of being applied in a mechanistic manner (Kherrazi and Roquilly, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc238161833]4.1 Contemporary Management Challenges
One of the significant challenges is the digital transformation, as it involves both technical change and redistribution of power (Vial, 2019). It has always been found that transformation has an impact on organisational identity, structure and capability and not merely the adoption of technology (Nadkarni and Prugl, 2021; Plekhanov et al., 2023). Sequencing and resource discipline can be offered by classical planning, but it cannot be used where the requirements change. The learning theory, dynamic capabilities and participative work design will be needed to update assumptions as implementation goes on.
The recent studies also indicate that managerial work is the key to digital transformation at the organisational levels. Fernandez-Vidal et al. (2022) find the alterations in structures, talent, and learning that need to be coordinated not only through technical implementation. Henderikx and Stoffers (2025) discover that higher- and middle-management views may be different, and this renders transformation a challenge of both interpretation and strategy. Administrative sequencing may help give guidelines, but managers need to update plans as new knowledge is gained and make sure that local expertise is used in implementation. Contemporary application does not thus consist so much of an abandonment of the classical tools as of an insistence that such tools do not become rigid programmes.
There is a governance challenge of AI. Automation has the potential to enhance consistency, and models can recreate bias, deskill workers or make accountability unclear (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019; Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). A pure Taylorist reaction would enquire the extent to which work can be standardised and automated. One of the contemporary answers to this question is what should be automated, what should be augmented, who is responsible, and how impacted workers can appeal results. This is a combination of both scientific analysis and ethical governance, and human-centred design.
Another integration issue is caused by hybrid work. Managers must coordinate performance without assuming that visibility equals contribution. The studies of remote work reveal that autonomy and support have the ability to enhance performance, whereas over-monitoring may lead to higher strain (Wang et al., 2021). Administrative clarity is also beneficial since teams require decision rights, communication rhythms and responsibilities documented. However, such mechanisms can only be effective when supplemented with trust and proper job design.
Universal prescriptions are further eroded by globalisation and problems of grand concern in society. Multinational organisations need to have certain similar governance, and at the same time they must be sensitive to the local institutions and cultures (Chung and Sparrow, 2024). Social and climate issues demand the cooperation of organisations and the willingness to accept the fact that goals can be disputed (George et al., 2016; Dorado et al., 2022). Classical authority is able to command internal resources but not the external stakeholders. Strong action, experimentation and negotiated governance are more significant (Ferraro et al., 2015).
The last issue is the human implications of ongoing change. Uncertainty, Identity threat and overload may be caused by restructuring, digitalisation and performance pressure. Contemporary management therefore has to treat wellbeing, voice and psychological safety as performance conditions rather than peripheral benefits. Edmondson (1999) demonstrates that psychological safety facilitates learning behaviour within teams. It does not mean that there are no standards or accountability. It implies that the employees should be free to report mistakes and challenge assumptions without an unwarranted interpersonal risk. The principle is a direct opposition to the coercive types of classical control.
[bookmark: _Toc238161834]4.2 Organisational Culture and the Evolution of Management Theory
Culture shows to what extent the theory of management has gone beyond structural explanations. Classical methods presume that behaviour is highly determined by formal design. Cultural research shows that the same formal rule can produce different outcomes depending on the meanings attached to it. Schein and Schein (2017) draw a line between visible artefacts and espoused values and underlying assumptions. Giorgi et al. (2015) supplement that culture comprises several symbolic systems and subcultures instead of one coherent system of values.
This attitude reverses the meaning of management tools. A performance system may be in the form of developmental learning or surveillance. A hybrid-work policy may indicate trust or withdrawal by the managers. A sustainability programme may be perceived as symbolic compliance or strategic commitment. The managerial intervention is therefore only a part of the formal practice. Culture influences the perception of the employees as to the purpose of the practice.
Culture theory also rectifies the belief that shared values can be engineered by the leaders at all. The leaders impact symbols, incentives, and selection, but employees decode those signs in terms of already existing identities and local histories. According to Schneider et al. (2013), organisational experience is generated as a recurrent culture and climate. More recent research on digital transformation reveals that interpretations of higher- and middle-management may differ (Henderikx and Stoffers, 2025), which supports the argument that the formal programmes are mediated by the organisational position and local meaning. The role of the manager thus becomes the alignment of systems rather than the installation of values, which in turn will make new meanings credible.
[bookmark: _Toc238161835]4.3 Why Organisational Culture Is Difficult to Change
Culture change is challenging as the observable behaviour can be modified ahead of the assumptions. Workers are able to adhere to the new language and still apply the old norms. Resistance is not necessarily irrational, either. It may capture justifiable fears in terms of competence, status, workload or trustworthiness of leaders. Oreg et al. (2011) demonstrate that personal dispositions and characteristics of the change process influence the responses to the organisational change. The resistance will thus be treated as a personality issue, and this recreates the managerialism which cultural theory was intended to rectify.
The other challenge is power. Organisational values are not descriptions of shared preferences which are neutral. They are able to privilege specific professional groups, identities or performance priorities. Efforts to establish a powerful culture can help to stifle dissent and local experience. The culture change must then be assessed not just on the strength of value congruency but on whether the new norms are in favour of legitimate organisational ends and permitting constructive voice.
The change is also not always at the same pace. Weick and Quinn (1999) differentiate between episodic change and continuous change, and Stouten et al. (2018) demonstrate that successful change requires compatibility of diagnosis, participation, leadership and implementation. Recent evidence suggests a similar conclusion: well-established change frameworks can still be applied in practice, but only in combination with adaptation to the situation and without mechanical application (Kherrazi and Roquilly, 2025). Cultural adaptation is thus more of an iterative process than a mere top-down programme.
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Behavioural and system consistency are the starting points of effective cultural change. Leaders are able to express new values, but they are only believable when they are backed by recruitment, promotion, rewards, work design and decision processes. Schein and Schein (2017) highlight the importance of leadership attention and mechanisms of reinforcement. Psychological safety is also critical since workers require time to reveal discrepancies between values stated and implemented (Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson and Lei, 2014).
Participation should be selective but meaningful. The employees have local knowledge regarding the way routines function. Both the quality and legitimacy of change can be enhanced by involving them in redesign. Participation, however, should not be symbolically applied once some key decisions have been predetermined. Facilitating formalisation is a helpful principle: standards must assist individuals to perform and advance work as opposed to merely recording compliance (Adler and Borys, 1996).
Experimentation, too, can minimise the risk of grand cultural programmes. Small trials enable organisations to test new routines to find out unintended consequences and modify them before broader implementation. It is similar to double-loop learning since the organisation is ready to change both the methods and assumptions (Argyris and Schoen, 1978). The method is especially useful when there is uncertainty, and a strict template of transformation can give an illusion of certainty.
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The example of the leadership-led reframing in Microsoft is exemplified by its culture change under Satya Nadella. Nadella et al. (2017) report a move to change the organisation towards internal competition and expertise rigidity to curiosity, learning and a growth mindset. The case matches with the opinion of Schein that leaders impact culture by what they maintain, reward and model. It is also applicable to the theory of learning since the preferred identity was constructed on experimentation and not certainty.
Nevertheless, the case cannot be regarded as evidence of the fact that slogans lead to performance. Outcomes were also determined by the strategic position of Microsoft and cloud investments as well as the acquisitions and conditions in the industry. The analytically relevant aspect is that the language of culture was solidified through the means of strategic and structural decisions. Narratives and systems are more likely to move together, to bring about cultural change. It would be inadequate to have a story of leadership alone.
Toyota provides a different example, as its management culture is deeply connected with the routines instead of with a transformation narrative. Adler et al. (1999) demonstrate how the Toyota production system integrated standardised work and flexibility, and problem-solving mechanisms. This refutes the notion that standardisation must be Taylorist. Standards have the potential to give a point upon which the employees can detect abnormalities and enhance processes. Cultural principle is not simply obedience but learning in a disciplined manner.
The comparison between Microsoft and Toyota is instructive. Microsoft exemplifies culture being reframed intentionally in the context of strategic renewal; Toyota exemplifies culture being copied in the context of daily routines of problem solving. Neither case is in favour of a universal change formula. They both demonstrate that culture becomes tenacious as values relate to work practices, power and education. They also demonstrate how classical and contemporary principles can co-exist: standardisation can be used to promote improvement and leadership can be used to create meaning without defining it totally.
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Performance management is one such area where the classical measurement and developmental approaches of today meet at the crossroads. Conventional appraisal schemes are based on regular ratings, hierarchical performance and personal objectives. These tools offer comparability and administrative documentation, and are also able to focus attention and provoke defensive behaviour. Franco-Santos et al. (2012) demonstrate that performance systems bring about behavioural results that are contingent on their design and application. DeNisi and Murphy (2017) also observe that performance appraisal studies have been more interested in the broader performance-management process over and above the accuracy of a single rating.
Contemporary methods thus give more attention to continuous feedback, coaching, goal realignment and learning. Pulakos et al. (2015) suggest that performance management is better handled as an everyday behaviour than as an annual form-filled practice, whereas Caker et al. (2022) demonstrate that hierarchical accountability can be used as enabling control. Measurement is not abandoned, but employed to aid adaptation as opposed to just judgement. The threat lies in the fact that the ongoing feedback turns into ongoing monitoring, particularly when algorithmic management enters mainstream organisations (Keegan and Meijerink, 2025). Additional information is not equal to improved management. 
Stable organisational ladders are less able to represent careers shaped by project work, professional mobility and changing skill demands. According to Hall (2004), the protean career is progressively becoming more self-directed and flexible. De Vos et al. (2020) develop this discussion with sustainable careers, which take into account health, happiness and productivity in the long run and context. These perspectives do not eliminate organisational responsibility. When firms anticipate workers to be employable, they have to offer learning opportunities, mobility avenues and work designs that enable skills to be acquired.
This requirement is enhanced by AI and digital transformation. Automation can eliminate certain duties and add to the value of judgement, interpersonal communication and problem-solving that is complicated. According to Parker and Grote (2022), work design gains, rather than loses, significance in a digital world. A reskilling approach that focuses on training workers to perform only within the existing system is likely to recreate Taylorism by shaping the ability according to immediate task demands. The long-term growth needs to be based on a wider knowledge base and employee empowerment.
The question of how output can be measured is no longer so straightforward a question as it is to the manager. It is also “How does the measurement affect motivation, capability, voice and future contribution?”
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Organisational ambidexterity resolves the conflict between exploiting the current operations and exploring new opportunities (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013). This directly opposes the notion that a single structure or culture is capable of optimising activities. Constant routine can be efficient, and distinct areas might be required to experiment. However, structural partitioning may cause coordination issues in itself. Ambidexterity thus demands senior integration and a clear rationale on when competing modes are to be interrelated.
Paradox theory offers a more comprehensive language to repetitive contradictions. Smith and Lewis (2011) assert that tensions like control and autonomy may be enduring and mutually supportive. This does not give a false dichotomy between classical and contemporary management. The challenge is to avoid having one pole dominant whilst maintaining the merits of the two. It also helps managers to realise that tensions are not necessarily problems that have definite solutions.
Contemporary work on AI sharpens this paradox logic. Raisch and Krakowski (2021) demonstrate that automation and augmentation reinforce each other and can be mutually detrimental to each other. A more concrete contribution is in the works of Shrestha et al. (2019), who study the ways decision structures can distribute the roles between human and artificial intelligence. All these theories shift management out of technological determinism. They put emphasis on organisational decisions regarding responsibility, expertise and escalation.
Work-design scholarship makes the employee-level implications of those choices. According to Parker and Grote (2022), algorithms and automation should be considered in terms of autonomy, use of skills and quality of relations. This is an improvement on a weakness in the technology-centred accounts which consider adoption as the result. Even a technically successful system might be a form of poor management as long as it deteriorates learning or wellbeing.
This argument can be observed in more recent studies on digitally mediated work. Keegan and Meijerink (2025) believe that algorithmic management is shifting beyond a platform-work edge case and into the heart of organisational management. This not only prolongs the applicability of the control theory, but it raises new questions regarding transparency and worker voice. Leonardi et al. (2024) demonstrate that remote work alters the psychological, temporal, technological and structural distance of employees to organisational resources and thus coordination cannot be cut down to physical control. Plekhanov et al. (2023) also characterise the digital transformation as a reallocation of boundaries and power. Collectively, these contributions indicate why contemporary management theory needs to consider the efficiency of new systems in addition to the governance relationship they generate. Technology does not render authority invisible; it alters the place of power.
Grand challenge research takes the unit of analysis beyond the firm. Ferraro et al. (2015) suggest strong action in cases where issues are multifaceted, the objectives are disputable, and the power is decentralised. The same is suggested by George et al. (2016) and Dorado et al. (2022), who demand multilevel and collaborative strategies. These contributions are significant in the sense that most of the classical theories assume that managers have control over the organisational system they are trying to enhance. Contemporary issues tend to demand the power to influence the actors who cannot be ordered about.
Lastly, the metaphorical pluralism by Morgan is a contemporary contribution since it makes the managers discipline the application of theories. Morgan (2016) cautions against viewing any image as complete. This, in practice, can translate to a manager applying bureaucratic logic to gain legal responsibility, learning theory to redesign the review processes, cultural analysis to learn about resistance and critical theory to learn about whose interests are marginalised.
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Emotional intelligence has become influential in contemporary management; collaboration, conflict management and change communication are very important. Ability-based models conceptualise emotional intelligence in terms of being able to perceive, understand and regulate emotion instead of a general set of desirable personality characteristics (Mayer et al., 2008). According to Cote (2014), emotional intelligence can influence workplace performance through enhanced emotional recognition and management. These skills apply in situations where managers are required to manage uncertainty, identity threat and distributed teamwork.
The idea must, however, be approached with care. The meta-analysis conducted by Joseph and Newman (2010) indicates that the various measures of emotional intelligence fail to measure the same construct. A few of the models overlap considerably with personality or self-reported competence. It is thus poor practice to consider emotional intelligence as an effective universal description of leadership effectiveness. It is more particular in value. Managers who are able to perceive emotional signals and control their reactions are able to communicate change more successfully, yet they cannot do it without technical skills, moral discretion and control of an organisation.
Emotional intelligence also interacts with, rather than replaces, structural management. Even a supportive manager is not able to offset a defective performance system or a systemically excessive workload. On the other hand, even a perfectly constructed system can fail because managers act in a mechanical way and do not take into account the concerns of employees. Emotional intelligence can thus be termed as a relational capacity in a broader management structure. This once again supports the main argument of this report: contemporary theory introduces human, interpretive, and ethical aspects to classical coordination instead of rendering coordination superfluous.
[bookmark: _Toc238161842]5.4 Reassessing the Assertion: Continuity without Theoretical Stagnation
The argument that management is still based on nineteenth-century paradigms is partially convincing when it comes to the level of observable processes. Hierarchies, targets, standard operating procedures, job specialisation and managerial control are still general. These features can even be enhanced by algorithmic management, which boosts measurement and automation of supervision (Kellogg et al., 2020; Keegan and Meijerink, 2025). The machine metaphor is still strong in that sense.
The argument is much less sound when it is transferred to theory. Contemporary management research does not presuppose the possibility of a universal imposition of one best way. Bounded rationality challenges managerial omniscience (Simon, 1997). Contingency theory is context-centred (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). Governing assumptions can be rewritten through organisational learning (Argyris and Schoen, 1978). The culture and interpretive perspectives demonstrate that formal practices are learned through social processes (Schein and Schein, 2017; Giorgi et al., 2015). Algorithms are critically examined, revealing issues of power and personal integrity that cannot be addressed by a classical efficiency model (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019). They are not slight alterations to nineteenth-century thinking. They embody various premises regarding knowledge, agency and legitimacy.
It is a better conclusion than that management has developed by layering as opposed to replacement. The reason why older theories persist is that they have tackled long-standing issues and their hypotheses have been questioned and their scopes of validity reduced. Standardisation is justifiable in cases where it facilitates safety, learning or interoperability; otherwise, it is troublesome where it inhibits expertise. Bureaucracy comes in handy when it provides due process and review; it becomes red tape when procedure becomes the end in itself. Hierarchy can help in creating clarity of accountability; it can be dysfunctional in the sense that it inhibits information and voice. Measurement is informative when it prompts inquiry; it becomes coercive when it defines worth without context.
The statement can be best applied as a caution, not a statement. It cautions that managers may replicate tight-knit models of control with the help of advanced technologies. But there is no evidence to indicate that there has been no change in management thought. The contemporary theory of management is plural, reflexive, contextual, learning, cultural, power, ethical and distributed agency. Its major difficulty does not consist in the removal of the past, but in making inherited mechanisms not to be inherited as inevitabilities. 
[bookmark: _Toc238161843]6. Conclusion
Although management in the 21st century is clearly linked with classical theory, continuity of practice should not be interpreted as theoretical stagnation. Scientific management introduced systematic work analysis, administrative theory discovered permanent and predictable coordination functions, and bureaucracy provided the foundation of predictable and reviewable authority. These contributions remain relevant as there is still division of labour, interdependence, resource allocation, and accountability within organisations. Their drawbacks are also apparent: Taylorism puts the emphasis on measurable output; managerial rationality is overstated by administrative principles, and when compliance takes precedence over purpose, bureaucracy is dysfunctional.
Later theories progressively widened the field by recognising informal relations, bounded rationality, environmental contingency, learning, culture, power and interpretation. This is furthered by the current research on AI, algorithmic management, digital transformation, hybrid work and grand challenges. Morgan's metaphors are helpful to make this pluralism intelligible because they can be exhibited in combination. None of these metaphors is enough—the rigorous analysis involves conditional judgements concerning which mechanisms are suitable for a specific task, environment and stakeholder context.
Selective synthesis thus describes to a large extent contemporary management. Standardisation and problem solving by employees, hierarchy and spread of expertise, bureaucratic rules and local discretion, automation and human judgement can go together. How these tensions are designed and how they are governed is a measure of the quality of management. Managers should always be asking themselves, "Is a mechanism efficient, or is it explainable, proportionate, and can it be improved? This is particularly crucial in digital transformation, where technical systems are able to imbue decisions and amplify their impacts in rapid timeframes. Responsible adaptation thus is a more justifiable managerial value than either dogmatic classical control or unsystematic flexibility, by virtue of having both clarity of responsibility and learning, voice and review.
The initial claim can therefore be considered partially valid. The practice of management tends to hold onto classical forms, and in certain digital spaces, it recreates them with even more intensity. However, there is a significant change in management theory. It currently has more detailed descriptions of uncertainty, learning, culture, ethics, power and distributed agency. It is doubtful that the future of management is going to be a shift from the classical paradigm to another one. This will rely on critical use of inherited principles, contextualization of these principles and maintaining the ability to challenge the purposes for which management systems are being developed.
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