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Abstract 
In a today’s ageing world, where companies are facing an increasing share of older 
employees, it has become essential to understand the preferences and potential of this 
emerging group of workers. The focus of this research is to identify the age related 
preferences of leadership using Theory X and Theory Y developed by Douglas McGregor. 
The results suggest that the majority of employees prefer Theory Y management style over 
the Theory X style. Regardless of the age of employees, evidence shows that the results were 
in favour of Y Theory management style. In addition results capture the reflection of the 
preferred leadership style in relations to turnover, trust and job satisfaction of employees. 
Keywords: Leadership, McGregor, age, employees 
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Do we need managers or leaders? 

In today’s dynamic business environment, organizations, teams need effective leaders and 
managers groups to be able to successfully run their operations. However one of the most 
prominent discussion in the academic literature is the existence of differences between 
leaders and managers. This is reflected both in existing theories and ongoing 
research .Although evident similarities can be found between leadership and management 
such as involving influence, employees, authority and power, there are also a lot of striking 
differences. For example, management is usually more task-oriented and leadership is 
considered to be more encouraging and idealistic. Therefore many academics, researchers and 
others differently define the terms ‘leadership’ and ‘management’ based on identified 
differences between managers and leaders. Some academics argue that although management 
and leadership are connected; still two activities or concepts are not identical (Bass, 2010). 
The degree of connection is a point of disagreement (Yukl, 2010). Some common 
characteristics and behaviours of effective leaders are as follows: integrity, credibility, 
sincerity, charisma and emotional intelligence, positive energy, passion and trust. In terms of 
skills, those that are most important to leaders are well-organized training skills, empathic 
listening skills and enormous communicative skills. Amongst others, confidence, creativity, 
vision, inspiration, long-term focus. the sense to prioritize, strong self-esteem, willingness to 
share responsibility and recognition  maintaining a balance between individual needs and 
team needs, technical or contextual expertise and more can be added to the mix. 

Leadership and management involve a unique set of activities or functions. Both leadership 
and management involve influence, working with people, and working with effective goal 
management. A well balanced organization should have a mix of leaders and managers to 
succeed, and in fact what they really need are a few great leaders and many first-class 
managers (Kotterman, 2006). 

The first academic that stressed this issue was Abraham Zaleznik, with his revolutionary 
article published in the Harvard Business Review in 1977 where he spoke about the 
connection between leaders and managers manifested as an appreciated contribution to an 
organization but at the same time as different contribution. While leaders support 
transformation and fresh new approaches, managers support prudent approaches through 
stability and less changes. Additionally, while leaders are concerned with accepting people’s 
views and gaining their commitment, managers complete their responsibilities and primarily 
worry about how things will be accomplished.  

Managers count value and leaders focus on creating value. Then, just as managers have 
subordinates and leaders have followers, managers create circles of power while leaders 
create circles of influence. And at last, but not final, management consists of controlling a 
group in order to accomplish the goals while leadership refers to the ability to influence, 
motivate and to empower others to contribute to organizational success. Influence and 
inspiration separate leaders from managers, not power and control. Gandhi inspired millions 
of people to fight for their rights in India's attempt to achieve independence in 1947. His 
vision and inspiration has been transferred from challenges into opportunities for achieving 
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the dreams of many people around the world, fighting for their rights and ensuring that their 
mission for independence was persistent.  

Warren Bennis (1989) in the On Becoming a Leader emphasizes the following differences 
about management as opposite to leadership: 

- The manager administers; the leader innovates; 

- The manager is a copy; the leader is an original; 

- The manager maintains; the leader develops; 

- The manager focuses on systems and structure; the leader focuses on people; 

- The manager relies on control; the leader inspires trust; 

- The manager has a short-range view; the leader has a long-range perspective; 

- The manager asks how and when; the leader asks what and why; 

- The manager has his or her eye always on the bottom line; the leader’s eye is on the 
horizon; 

- The manager imitates; the leader originates; 

- The manager accepts the status quo; the leader challenges it; 

- The manager is the classic good soldier; the leader is his or her own person; 

- The manager does things right; the leader does the right thing 

Northouse (2007) has his own view of leadership and management. According to him, an 
individual can be a great leader or a great manager, or both, but still they have slightly 
different skills and abilities. 
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Table 1. Leadership vs. Management 

Management  
Produces Order & Consistency 

Leadership  
Produces Change & Movement 

Planning and Budgeting  Establishing Direction 

• Establishing agendas  • Creating a vision 

• Setting timetables • Clarifying a big picture 

• Allocating resources • Setting strategies 

Organizing and Stuffing Aligning People 

• Providing structure  • Communicating goals 

• Making job placements • Seeking commitment 

• Establishing rules and procedures • Building teams and coalitions 

Controlling and Problem Solving Motivating and Inspiring 

• Developing incentives • Inspiring and energize 

• Generating creative solutions • Empowering subordinates  

• Taking corrective action • Satisfying unmet needs 

  

Source: Northouse (2007), p. 10. Adapted from A Force for Change: How Leadership Differs 
From Management (pp. 3-8) by J.P. Kotter, 1990, New York: Free Press. 

From this presented comparison, some conclusions can be drawn. Namely, an individual can 
be a great leader or a great manager, or both, but a good leader is not necessarily a good 
manager and visa verse. A leader’s vision can be transformed into action and successful 
implementation thanks to good management skills. Organizational success involves a 
combination of effective leadership and management. Also, in modern organizations, 
team-based organizational structures are encompassing leadership functions to work in 
groups and cross-department teams. Thus, there is a greater opportunity for more input from 
group members at all levels of the organization (Lunenburg, 1983). 
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Table 2. Comparisons between Leadership and Management 

Category Leadership Management 

Thinking Process Focuses on people Focuses on things 

 Looks outward Looks inward 

   

Goal Setting Articulates a vision Executes plans 

 Creates the future Improves the present 

 Sees the forest Sees the trees 

   

Employee Relations  Empowers Controls 

 Colleagues Subordinates 

 Trusts & develops Directs & coordinates 

   

Operation Does the right things Does things right 

 Creates change Manages change 

 Serves subordinates Serves superiors 

   

Governance  Uses influence  Uses authority 

 Uses conflict Avoids conflict 

 Acts decisively  Acts responsibly 

Academic perspectives on the relation between age variable and leadership 

The nexus of leadership and age is crucial in today’s aging world. Due to the declining 
numbers of new employees and consequently older workers remaining longer, 
multigenerational groups will work side by side in various assignments and leadership roles 
(Bower and Fidler, 1994; Cufaude and Riemersma, 1999). Similarly, mixing of 
cross-generations resulted from increasing of compressed organizational structures where the 
margins that once separated “senior” from “junior “staff now are more melted (Ernst, 2000). 
Hannes Zacher, Kathrin Rosing, and Michael Frese in the “Leadership Quarterly”, an 
International Journal of Political, Social and Behavioural Science published their study “Age 
and Leadership: The Moderating Role of Legacy Beliefs”, which examined the influence of 
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legacy beliefs on the relation, age and transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant 
leadership behaviours. Legacy beliefs includes people’s opinions about whether they will be 
remembered by their actions or as people. Also, it includes whether they will have a 
continuing influence and will leave something behind them after death. It was expected that 
at higher ages, low legacy beliefs obstruct transformational and transactional leadership 
behaviours and enhance the passive avoidant leadership behaviours. The research has been 
performed on 106 university professors which were between 30 and 70 years old. They 
provided rankings of their legacy beliefs and each professor’s leadership behaviours were 
evaluated by one of his or her employees.  

According to Hannes Zacher, Kathrin Rosing, and Michael Frese, legacy beliefs become 
essential for leadership behaviours as leaders mature. Precisely, they argue that high legacy 
beliefs represent an important mental and emotional source for leaders to maintain their 
effectiveness and in the same time to avoid unproductive leadership behaviour at upper ages. 
Furthermore, they noted that legacy beliefs gives older leaders a sense of significance and 
importance for their actions, while, for example, career opportunities as one of the many 
motivators of previous life stages become less important. 

Results were in favour to general transformational leadership and its charisma (sub 
dimension). In addition, a plus for overall transactional leadership was given and its dynamic 
management-by-exception (sub dimension) but to detriment of passive-avoidant leadership. 

This study emphasizes the importance of leaders’ legacy beliefs for leadership behaviours. 
According to the authors, further examination can result in identifying additional age-related 
motivators that will provide the leaders with a sense of importance and purpose for their 
activities. For example, an important motivator for leadership in the early professional stages 
can be job opportunities, while generativity (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992) and other 
pro-social motivation should become more significant when the future time at work becomes 
limited or this concerns the second half of life. 

Another paper published by Robert I. Kabacoff from Management Research Group and 
Ronald W. Stoffey from Kutztown University named “Age Differences in Organizational 
Leadership” investigate possible age differences in organizational leadership behaviour. For 
this purposes, two studies were carried out. They used the same procedure.  

Thus, in the first one, a diverse sample of 640 younger (25-35 years) and 640 older (45-55 
years) mid-level North American department and unit managers matched for industry, job 
function, and gender were compared on 22 leadership behaviours and 3 effectiveness 
measures. Conclusion processes were assessed by using a “360-degree” strategy in which 
each manager has been evaluated by himself, superiors, peers, and direct reports. Each 
manager completed the “Self-version” of the Leadership Effectiveness Analysis (LEA), while 
superiors, peers, and direct reports completed the “Observer version”. 

The twenty-two leadership scales of the LEA are grouped into 6 functional areas: creating a 
vision, developing followership, implementing the vision, following through, achieving 
results, and team playing.  
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By comparing younger and older leaders, in both leadership behaviours numerous differences 
have been obtained. Ratings demonstrate that older leaders in order to ensure certainty and to 
reduce risks are more likely to study problems, while the younger leaders with some 
reservations are more enthusiastic to take risks. Also, they consider the new approaches and 
they feel very comfortable in turbulent and changing environments.  

Younger leaders were described as having more energy, intensity, and emotional expression 
when operating while older leaders were more likely to maintain a modest interpersonal 
behaviour and to be less emotionally sensitive. 

The remarkable differences were noted in the area of achieving results because younger 
leaders were defined as more likely to search for authority, to take responsibility and control 
and to lead the efforts of others. Also, they energetically push achieving results with a 
self-confident and reasonable manner. They were also described as more likely to implement 
a strong orientation toward accomplishments and holding high expectations for themselves 
and others. 

Contrariwise, concerning the team playing the older managers prevail. They were rated with 
higher scores on cooperation, respect to authority and empathy. This means that the older 
leaders demonstrate more of an active concern for other people and their needs by forming 
close and supportive relationships with others and they were described as loyal to their 
organization and respecting the opinions of others in authority. 

The view of age differences resulting from this research is consistent with many of the 
findings obtained in past studies. The approach of younger leaders can be described as more 
self-focused and self-developed in the fields of career and abilities and less open to 
compromise because they are more open to changes and achieving results. Older leaders have 
a more considered approach, submerged in the traditions of the organization. Their tactic is 
more in the role of the good business citizen, more democratic and “other” oriented.  

Yet, it is really challenging to find a way of using the unique contributions of both younger 
and older leaders. The companies need highly achieving individuals with an open mind who 
are willing to accept constant changes but at the same time, they need individuals who can 
help maintain the corporation’s past learning through a process of mentoring. In today’s 
companies, older and younger leaders are likely to work together in team-oriented 
accomplishments. A common understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of each group is 
essential for future success. Inversely, it is highly challenging to disregard the value of one 
approach and to emphasize the other because enthusiasm, innovation and modernization can 
easily be turned into disorder and anarchy. As well as that, conservativism can be transformed 
into entropy. 

Similarly, Bhargava R. Kotur, S. Anbazhagan in their study “The Influence of Age and 
Gender on the Leadership Styles” investigates the different leadership styles of the workers 
and the influence of age and gender on the leadership styles of the workers in the sugar 
factory located at Chittoor, a south Indian town.  

For the purpose of the study, three leadership styles are chosen that are at the bottom, middle 
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and top of the leadership hierarchy such as autocratic, democratic and laissez-fair leadership 
styles. The study discloses that besides the demographic leadership style there is the 
dominant, age and gender which have their own influence on the workers' leadership styles or 
that with increasing in age, minor authority is shown by the workers. Research has been 
focused on 652 employees. Among them, 36 employees hold a supervisory role and the rest 
of them were workers. Random sampling techniques were used in the survey in order to 
collect the data and the sample which comprised of 127 workers out of the 616. 

The study has concluded several findings. Firstly, all the leadership styles naturally are not 
equally present in the employees. The democratic leadership style is more dominant between 
the employees then the Laissez-faire comes next and at the end, the least number of 
employees poses an autocratic style of leadership. This finding was similar to the conclusions 
of Davood Salmani and Ali Taatian (2010) based on their study on the leadership styles 
survey in different cultures. Secondly, several significant differences exists between male and 
female workers in relation to their leadership styles. To some extent the female are more 
autocratic than the male workers. Similar, Goleman (1995) stated that according to 
psychology, emotionally there are some significant differences between the male and female 
employees and the leadership theories have proved that emotional intelligence influences the 
leadership style.  

Finally, the study demonstrated that the age has an extremely large influence on the 
leadership styles of the employees. The individuals started with more of an autocratic 
leadership style but through work experience they moved towards a democratic leadership 
style. At the later stages, they made significant changes into the laissez-faire leadership style. 
This is in accordance with the recognized principles of educational psychology. With growing 
age, knowingly or unknowingly persons obtain more knowledge and logically people tend to 
be more flexible and less self-confident. Therefore, they will demonstrate less authority on 
their colleagues. One more reason is that with growing age, persons start to substantially 
depend each other for some type of help. This also can distress their sensibility and it will 
have a significant influence on their leadership styles. This finding is also confirmed and 
similar with the work of Per Erik Solem (2009) on “Age Changes in Subjective Work Ability” 
and with the work of Belal et al., (2010) but not excluding many others. 

Research Instruments 

The research has been performed using the quantitative method. A questionnaire has been 
created which consists of 51 questions and six sections. The questions have been selected 
based on previous research.  

It starts with 26 questions connected to X/Y Theory оf leadership. The origin of the questions 
is from the paper “Construct validation of a Theory X/Y behaviour scale” from Kopelman, 
Protas and Falk (2009). 

The next section consists of 6 questions (questions 27-32) and they are related to intrinsic 
motivation.  The questions have been selected from the paper “Exploring the relative and 
combined influence of mastery-approach goals and work intrinsic motivation on employee 
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turnover intention” by Kuvaas and Dysvik, 2009.  

The next section consists of questions from 33 to 37 which are linked to turnover intention 
and they are created using the paper “An Exploration of How the Employee–Organization 
Relationship Affects the Linkage between Perception of Developmental Human Resource 
Practices and Employee Outcomes” by Kuvaas (2008). 

The following section is linked to trust in an organization which consists of 3 questions 
(38-40) that were extracted from the paper “New work attitude measures of trust, 
organizational commitment and personal need non-fulfilment” by Cook and Wall (1980). 

The fifth segment from 41- 3 consists of questions which were linked to satisfaction with the 
organization and they are from the article “Motivation through the Design of Work: Test of a 
Theory” by Hackman and Oldham (1975), but only 3 out of 5 questions were engaged. The 
last two questions were used for defining the questions above. 

The final section consists of demographic data for the survey participants.  

Procedure for data collection & sample selection 

The procedure was convenience sampling meaning that the questionnaires have been 
distributed going from responder to responder and giving them on hand. The total number of 
distributed questionnaires was 100 and 10 were additionally sent via e-mail.  

The questionnaires circulated in the Company, allocated by different departments, starting 
from Monday at 10 o’clock until 15 o’clock. It took several days and the distribution finished 
after 5 working days.  

Firstly, 30 questionnaires were distributed in the Production Department; then in 
Maintenance 30 more; in the Sales Department for red mix concrete 5 questionnaires; in the 
Sales Department of cement 15 more and in Administration 30 questionnaires. In total, 110 
questioners were distributed. 

The questionnaire consists of 51 questions and it is divided in six sections. The answers were 
designed in a five point Likert - type response format which includes: I strongly disagree; I 
do not agree; I don’t know; I agree and I strongly agree. 

The questionnaires were delivered in exposed envelopes and they were returned in sealed 
envelopes. Also, the employees orally were familiar with the purpose of the questionnaire. 
They had been informed that it was anonymous and it would be used for an educational 
study. 

Research Findings 

Analysing the answers regarding the demographic profile of the survey responders, the 
following can be concluded: 

Graph 1 showed that participants in the survey were mostly males or (N=64) 64% and only 
(N=29) 29% were female and the rest of (N=7) 7% did not answered this question.  
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As it is presented in Graph 2, (N=35) 35% of the survey participants employees are in the age 
group 50 years and above and 30% are in the group 30-39 years. 
 

Graph 1. Gender Graph 2. Age 

From Graph 3, it can be noted that the majority of the participants or 46% of the employees 
(N=46) finished secondary school and 42% (N=42) from the employees have finished 
Graduate studies (BsC). 

Concerning the question about the 'Number of employees at the company', all responders 
(N=100) or 100% have answered over 250 employees. 

As it is presented in Graph 4,64% of survey participants (N=64) have more than 8 years of 
experience in the company and only 8% (N=8) are with less than a year of working 
experience within the company. 

Graph 3. Highest education finished Graph 4. How long have you been employed 
in company 

 
  

As it can be seen from the Graph 65, 75% of the survey participants (N=75) answered that 
they have never been managers. 
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Graph 5. Have you ever been manager 

 

 

The average arithmetic value of the first section related to X/Y Theory is 3.17 showing that the 
majority of the survey participants prefer managers who practise the Y Theory managerial style. 
This is the case because they also aspire to such a way of working. Survey respondents prefer 
more participative management which allow employees to have space and possibility for 
personal development. They prefer managers who take risks, responsibility, but also who use 
an appropriate position structure. In general, respondents can be characterized as more positive 
because they believe that people are self-motivated by things that challenge them and make 
them strive for higher personal accomplishments.  

Nevertheless, minor statements, like statement 5: “Most employees actually prefer to be told 
exactly what to do rather than having to figure it out for themselves”, then, statement “Most 
people will not use their initiative or do things until they have been specifically assigned to do” 
and statement 24 “Most people are lazy and do not want to work” are very close to the margin 
of 2.5 implicating that some survey participants share the X Theory attitude. The responders 
who identify themselves with Theory-X can be characterized as people who have a negative 
view of people by saying that people are lazy; they do not have motivation; and they do not try 
to reach their potential.   
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Graph 6. Cumulative results from other sections 

 

The average arithmetic values of other sections presented in the Graph 6 are: 3.57 for Intrinsic 
Motivation, 2.39 for Turnover Intention, and then 3.52 for Trust in the Organization and 3.84 
for Satisfaction within the Organization.  

The overall conclusion is that the employees in the company are quite motivated not only by 
the salary but other factors influence their motivation. They have exciting and meaningful jobs. 
Additionally, the tasks that they perform are а driving power for doing better and representa 
form of motivation itself. The employees have confidence in their company. They believe that 
the company will always make the right decisions and will implement the best solutions for the 
company including the employee’s interests. Also, results indicate the existence of significant 
satisfaction within the organization in which they work, with the job they are assigned to and 
individually speaking they appreciate the work they have. 

However, turnover intention is very near to the margin, which is 2.5 showing that there are 
participants who are thinking about the possibility to leave the company although that does not 
mean that they will quit. There are even employees who feel comfortable, secure and they see 
opportunity for professional growth inside the company. 

Regarding age, the average arithmetic value of the first section related to X/Y Theory is 3.09 
for the employees who are between 20 to 29 years; 3.19 for the employees between 30 to 39 
years; 3.13 for employees who are between 40 to 49 years; and 3.20 for employees over 50 
years old. The results show that although the respondents prefer the Y Theory managerial style, 
there is a slight difference between the oldest respondent’s opinions and those who are younger. 
The oldest are more convinced that the managers in the company practices Y Theory 
managerial style and they seem to be their followers.  
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Table 3. Summarized means for other section except section related to X/Y Theory leadership 
style 

Sections 20-29 years 
old 

30-39 years 
old 

40-49 years 
old 

50 years and 
above 

Intrinsic Motivation 3.77 3.47 3.39 3.71
Turnover Intention 2.60 2.44 2.50 2.21
Trust in organization 3.46 3.54 3.21 3.70
Satisfaction with 
organization 

3.67 3.74 3.78 4.03

 
     Graph 7. Cumulative by sections -20-29 years 

old 
     Graph 8. Cumulative by sections -30-39 

years old 

 

 

Overall, the younger and older employees share the mutual opinion that the company pays a lot 
of attention to the human factor within the company as a basis for performance improvement, 
which considers other motivation factors like education through various training and learning 
programs which contribute to improvement of employees' professional and personal 
performances on all levels and assist the development of individual skills and knowledge of 
employees.  
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Furthermore, they all share an equal opinion about the trust and the satisfaction with the 
company which origin again from the healthy environment in which they work. It is manifested 
thorough various contributions given by the company in all areas which represent a motivation 
by themselves. In relation, the company is committed to the well-being of its employees and 
their families, thus it gives additional benefits in order to respond to their needs. The health of 
employees is one of the company’s priorities which has been confirmed with additional efforts 
to extend the health prevention and protection benefits for all employees. The Company 
significantly appreciates and is proud of its employees, their accomplishments and their 
contribution to the Company’s strategic goals. Also, employees' long term sustainability are 
awarded with jubilee awards. In an effort to create more opportunities for the employees’ 
families, the company implements the scholarship program for the employees' children every 
year. Additionally, holiday celebrations for the youngest children, which receive gifts including 
books and other materials that further support their education, are organised on an annual level. 

Nevertheless, thinking to seek other work or having ideas to leave the company is more evident 
for the first group (20-29 years old) and equal to the margin of 2.5 for the third group (30 - 39 
year old). It shows that these two groups have some doubts and thoughts which can be 
transformed into an intention to leave the company. Personally, among the youngest employees, 
this idea is much more expressed as a result of their expectations in a very short period of time 
to be placed on a higher position or promoted. On the other hand, it does not mean that they are 
not satisfied with the company having in mind the fact that many of them did not express their 
opinion. It is possible for the employees aged from 40 - 49 years that we can say they are less 
motivated than others or feel neglected and less valuable. The company should take that into 
account and award incentives to further improve the managing and operating conditions but 
also to further improve the system of motivating employees. 

Discussion 

Relations between leaders and followers, managers and employees, are a very important and 
true benchmark for the human relations movement represented in Theories X and Y 
introduced by Douglas McGregor in his famous book, The Human Side of Enterprise, which 
was published in 1960. 

Therefore, this research has been concentrated on implications from McGregor’s Theory X 
and Theory Y between employees with special attention on age variable influence. 
Furthermore this theory has not been studied much in our country giving it a special emphasis 
of importance.  

This research has been conducted through a questionnaire which has been distributed to the 
employees within the company and the results showed the following facts. 

For employees more important is security rather than opportunity for personal and 
professional growth. They prefer to be led by someone else and not to take initiative. 
Nevertheless, the majority of employees enjoy meaningful jobs and they think that they have 
the potential to participate in giving useful suggestions, decision making as well as in solving 
problems. It is confirmed that they have ambition. The majority of participants did not agree 
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with the statement that it is in the human nature to dislike to work. 

The average arithmetic value of the first section related to X/Y Theory is 3.17 showing that the 
survey participants overall prefer managers who run through the Y Theory managerial style. 
Respondents prefer more participative management, meaning that they like managers who take 
risks and who use appropriate position structures that allow employees space and possibility 
for personal development. In general, respondents can be characterized as more positive 
because they believe that people are self-motivated by things that challenge them and strive for 
higher personal accomplishments.  

Yet, a minor statements, like statement 5, “Most employees actually prefer to be told exactly 
what to do rather than having to figure it out for themselves”, then, statement 7 “Most people 
will not use their initiative or do things that they have been specifically assigned to do” and 
statement 24 “Most people are lazy and do not want to work” are very near to the mean of 2.5 
implicating that some survey participants share the X Theory attitude. The responders who 
identify themselves with Theory-X can be characterized as people who have a negative attitude 
towards other people by saying that people are lazy; they do not have motivation and they do 
not try to reach their potential.   

From an age regarding perspective, the results show that even the respondents prefer Y Theory 
managerial style although there is a slight difference between the oldest respondent’s opinions 
and those who are younger. The oldest are more convinced that the managers in the company 
practices Y Theory managerial style. 

These conclusions are related to the real picture of the leadership style within USJE. It is spread 
into top middle and line-level leaders (managers). The managers in USJE exercise mentoring, 
and team leadership. The use skills such as patience, sharing information, trust, give up 
authority, requested interference, facilitation, trouble-shooters - problem solving, 
communication with others, conflict managers, coaching and others as the theory suggests 
(Fiedler Contingency model Fiedler / Garcia Cognitive Resource Theory, Situational 
leadership theory, Leader Member Exchange Theory (LMX), Path Goal Theory etc.) 

By summarizing the answers from other sections in the questionnaire, the overall conclusion is 
that the employees in the company are quite motivated not only by the salary but other factors 
influence their motivation. The employees have confidence in their company. Also, results 
indicate the existence of significant satisfaction with the organization in which they work. 

By aging differentiation, the results showed that the younger and older employees share the 
mutual opinion that the company pays a lot of attention to the human factor within the company 
as a basis for performance improvement, which considers other motivation factors. Some of 
them include education through various training programs and learning programs which 
contribute to the improvement of employees' professional and personal performances on all 
levels. Also, it assists the development of individual skills and knowledge of employees. They 
all share an equal opinion about the trust and the satisfaction with the company which origins 
from the healthy environment in which they work.  

Nevertheless, thinking to seek other work or having ideas about leaving the company is more 
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evident in the first group (20-29 years old) and equal to 2.5 of the third group (30 - 39 year old). 
It shows that these two groups have some doubts and thoughts which can be transformed into 
intention to leave the company. Frankly, among the youngest employees, this idea is much 
more expressed as a result of their expectations to be placed at a higher position or promoted in 
a very short period of time. On the other hand it does not mean that they are not satisfied with 
the company having in mind the fact that many of them do not expressed their opinion or 
maybe for the employees from 40 - 49 years we can say that they are less motivated than others 
or feel neglected and less valuable.  

The Company should take into account this fact and reward incentives to further improve the 
managing and operating conditions and for further improve the system of motivating the 
employees. 

Conclusion 

The aim of the research to examine the implication from Theory X and Y between the 
employees in with special attention on age variable has been put in place and realized.  

The main objectives were also emphasized. First of all, a critical review of academic 
literature theories has been provided. Especially, the importance of McGregor’s Theories X 
and Y was highlighted. Namely, that it explains why so many management systems 
experienced downfall and at the same time it introduce the concept for a new way of 
managing that could not be implemented through the old organizational systems. Theory-X 
management was limited by factors such as money and control that can be applied. On the 
contrary, the opportunities for people to gain personal fulfilment, challenges, knowledge, 
self-awareness, respect, self-motivation and other rewards through work are really unlimited. 
Hence, mangers who are Theory Y oriented can be characterized as more positive because 
they believe that people are self - motivated and strive for higher personal accomplishments. 
The Theories X and Y surely offer chances for human resource development through 
team-building sessions and management development  but at the same time it offers those 
who are at a higher position the chance to advance in self-knowledge.  

Furthermore, in this study one approach has been established: the quantitative method 
through the questionnaire which measures X/Y leadership style through 26 questions from 
the paper “Construct validation of a Theory X/Y behaviour scale” from Kopelman, Protas and 
Falk, 2009. Then, four section who measures Intrinsic Motivation, Turnover Intention, Trust 
in Organization and Satisfaction within the Organization Final section consist of demographic 
data for the survey participants.  

The conclusion of this study shows that this measuring method (questionnaire) was 
well-placed and can be used as a tool for further research programs about the implications 
from Theory X/Y leadership. 

The impressions of leadership styles, or as they seem to be by the responders, are related to 
employee satisfaction, their effectiveness, motivation, commitment to job and tasks, mutual 
trust and relationship between managers and employees. This shows that the Y theory of 
management style prevails and that contingent motivation factors different than salaries, like 
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rewards and appreciation, are the most important factors in establishing high leadership style 
and the well-being of the employees.  

Moreover, the analysis showed that trust and satisfaction within the organization is on a very 
high level within all generations in the Company. This is a result of a healthy environment 
which exists in the Company at all levels. There are rules and regulations for employees to 
follow. Management is concerned with high productivity but it believes that this comes 
through treating its people right. The Company is proud of its reputation as being a good 
place to work. Job activities are designed around departments and sections and around work 
teams. Team members are encouraged to interact with people across functions.  

Results also showed that the turnover intentions seemed to have a reasonable impact on 
further carrier development among the youngest employees and on the middle age survey 
participants.  
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