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ARE MANAGERS AND LEADERS ONE AND THE SAME??
Abstract

Although the debate about the relationship between management/manager
and leadership/leader has been present in management science for decades,
there is still no final general agreement about the character of the mentioned
relationship. For many years the prevailing approach, according to which there
is no relevant equality between management/manager and leadership/leader, has
been replaced with a different one which highlights the high level of overlaping and
similarity between the mentioned categories. In this paper, these two approaches
are only conditionally labeled as traditional and contemporary. Accordingly,
the key features of both these approaches are presented. The author of the paper
considers that all these analyses of the relationship between management/manager
and leadership/leader, which do not take into account the fact that within an
organization it is possible to identify two prominent types of leadership/leaders
(formal and informal), are defective and incomplete. The paper emphasizes that
the relationship between management/manager and formal leadership/leader
is not identical to the relationship between management/manager and informal
leadership/leader.

Key words: manager, leader; traditional approach, contemporary approach.
JEL classification: M540.

JA JIM CY MEHAIIEPHU U JIMAEPU JEJTHO TE UCTO?
Arncrpakr

Haxo je 0oebama no numarey o0Hoca uzmehy menaymenma/menayepa u iuoepcmea/
audepa y MeHayMeHm Hayyu npucymua eeli Oeyenujama, oHa jour yeex Huje
DPe3VImupana Hekum jeouncmeeHum cmaeom. eyenujama npeoenalyjvhiu npucmyn
npema Kojem uzmely menaumenma/meHauepa u mmoepcmea/ioepa e nocmoju 3Hax
Jeonaxocmu, moKom nocieorux 200UHA yCmyna mMecmo opyeadujem npucmyny xoju
ucmuye BUCOK HUB0 NPEKIANArsd U CIUYHOCU usmely naseoenux kamezopuja. ¥ paoy
ce 08a 08a NPUCTIYNA CAMO YCI08HO O3HAYABA]Y KAO MPAOUYUOHATHU U CABPEMEHU U
UCTOBPEMEHO ce YKazyje Ha ruxogy cywmuny. Aymop 06oe pada cmampa 0a cy cee
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OHe aHanuze Koje NpuIuKoOM pasmamparsa 0OHOcA usmely MeHaymeHma/menayepa
u nudepcmea/audepa He Y3UMajy y 003up uurbeHuyy 0a je y oOpeanHusayujama
Mmoeyhe udenmughuxosamu 06a uspasxcena muna audepcmea/muoepa (popmaito
u Hegpopmanto) marbkase u Hekomniemue. Y paoy ce ucmuue 0a oOHOC usmely
MeHayumenma/menauepa u gpopmannoz 1oepcmsea/iudepa Huje UOeHmMu4aH 0OHOCY
Koju nocmoju usmely menaymenma/menayepa u Heghopmaniroe iuoepcmea/iuoepa.

Kmyune peuu: menayep, auoep, mpaouyuonantu npUCnyn, CagpemeHu npucyn.

Introduction

Although the management practice, manifested through the application of certain
management techniques, dates back to ancient civilizations (Pindur et al., 1995, p. 59),
and the beginnings of management theory to the second half of the nineteenth century, the
more intensive usage of the term management started right after the Second World War
(Engwall et al., 2016, p. 1). The upward line in the theoretical and practical utilization
of the expression “management* has resulted in numerous, but also very different
interpretations of many issues closely related to it. Some of these differences can be
the result of various approaches to certain management topics, addressed by individual
management theorists. Other can be identified as a consequence of the evolutionary
character of management itself, as well as of the critical attitudes towards the content
that management theory offers.

Regardless of the variety of the reasons that induce heterogeneity in the
interpretation of particular management subjects, its general consequences are, more or
less, expected. Although the differences in opinions can lead to progress and to further
development of management science, they may lead also to a confusion generated by
difficulties or inability to objectively examine certain categories relevant not only to
management theory, but also to management practice.

The aim of the paper is to explain the origin and character of one out of many
confusions within management theory and, hopefully, to point out the possibility
of its resolution. The emphasis is on the perplexity that manifests itself by different
interpretations of the relationship between management/manager and leadership/leader.
Starting from the fact that the mentioned confusion is, to a certain extent, caused by
the differences in the manner in which management/managers and leadership/leaders
are determined, the section that follows points out to them firstly. Thereafter, different
approaches are presented to illustrate the range of the ways in which management theorists
have explained the relationship between management/manager and leadership/leader. In
the concluding part the opinion of the author of the paper regarding the relationship
between management/manager and leadership/leader is presented.

The confusion in management science

There is still no consensus among management theorists with regard to how
management and manager should be defined. Regardless of the plethora of the literature
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devoted to that issue, the theory of management still does not offer any single, universal,
or generally acceptable definition of the mentioned categories. Most authors who have
made an effort to define management have done it from their own point of view and with
the possible “reliance” on one of, often subjectively selected and at the specific moment
prevailing, definitions of management. Therefore, in the abundance of definitions that
can be found in the literature, there are those that are similar to each other, as well as
those that differ significantly. A chronological overview of some of them, offered by
certain most prominent management theoreticians, are presented in the text that follows.

Frederick Winslow Taylor, one of the founders of management science defined
management as: “The art of... knowing what you want man to do, and then seeing
that they do it in the best and cheapest way” (Kaehler & Grundei, 2018, p 22). As an
“art”, management is also defined by Taylor’s contemporary Mary Parker Follett. She
described management as “the art of getting things done through people” (Stoner &
Freeman, 1989). Opposite to the aforementioned, but also mutually different, are the
definitions of management created in the last decades of the twentieth century. Thus, for
example, Peter F. Drucker believes that management is: “the specific organ of the new
institution whether business enterprises or university, hospital or armed service, research
lab or government agency... It devotes a social position and rank but also a discipline and
field of study” (Drucker, 1986, p. 9).

On the other hand, Rendal B. Dunham and John Lepley Pierce define management
as: “the process of planning, organizing, directing, and controlling organizational
resources (human, financial, physical, and informational) in the pursuit of organizational
goals” (Dunham & Pierce, 1989, p. 6). Donald C. Mosley, Paul H. Pietri and Leon C.
Megginson point out that the management is: “the process of planning, organizing,
leading, and controlling the activities of employees in combination with other resources
to achieve organizational objectives” (Mosley et al., 1996, p. 15).

Even the first decades of the twenty-first century have not resulted in formulation
of any universal or unique definition of management. Thus, for example, Stephen P.
Robbins and Mary Coulter advocate that: “Management involves coordinating and
overseeing the work activities of others so that their activities are completed efficiently
and effectively” (Robbins & Coulter, 2012, p. 8). The same authors perceive the
manager as “someone who coordinates and oversees the work of other people so that
organizational goals can be accomplished” (Robbins & Coulter, 2012, p. 8). On the other
hand, Derek Rollinson (2005) defines the manager as: “a person formally appointed to a
role in the organisational hierarchy, associated with which is the formal authority (within
prescribed limits) to direct the actions of subordinates. Among other things the role is
concerned with some combination of planning, organising, directing and controlling the
activities of human resources towards the achievement of set organisational objectives”
(Rollinson, 2005, p. 346).

Samuel C. Certo and S. Trevis Certo define management as “the process
of reaching organizational goals by working with and through people and other
organizational resources” (Certo & Certo, 2012, p. 7). John R. Schermerhorn, Jr. asserts
that “Management is the process of planning, organizing, leading, and controlling the
use of resources to accomplish performance goals” (Schermerhorn, 2013, p. 14), while
“A manager is a person who supports, activates, and is responsible for the work of
others” (Schermerhorn, 2013, p. 14). Richard L. Daft highlights that management is “the
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attainment of organizational goals in an effective and efficient manner through planning,
organizing, leading, and controlling organizational resources” (Daft, 2016, p. 4).

It is obvious that the differences in management definitions are more noticeable
if we compare definitions made in the first half of the twentieth century with those
created at the end of the twentieth or at the beginning of the twenty-first century. These
differences might be the result of not only more complete perception of the character of
management, but also the consequence of the evolution of management itself.

The different definitions of management, as well as managers, are just one of the
reasons which, consequently, led to a divergent understanding of many other categories
within management theory, or categories closely related to management. One of such
categories, which has deepened the confusion in management theory, is leadership, as
well as the terms closely related to it (e.g. leading, leaders).

Although leadership, as a theme, is mentioned in different disciplines (management,
psychology, sociology, political science, public administration, and educational
administration) (Van Fleet, 1975, p. 40), which to a certain extent limits the possibilities
for its unique definition, the fact is also that within one and the same discipline (such
as management) leadership is defined differently. According to R. M. Stogdill, “there
are almost as many definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted
to define the concept” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 7). Only several definitions of leadership and
leaders which are present in management theory, are offered in the text that follows.

So, for example, John. P. Kotter (1988) defines leadership as: “the process of
creating a vision for others and having the power to translate it into a reality and sustain
it” (Rollinson, 2005, 341). Gary Yukl and David Van Fleet (1992) consider leadership
as: “a process that includes influencing the task objectives and strategies of a group
or organization, influencing people in the organization to implement the strategies and
achieve the objectives, influencing group maintenance and identification, and influencing
the culture of the organization” (Yukl, Van Fleet, 1992, p. 149).

Donald C. Mosley and his colleagues determine leadership as: “A process of
influencing individual and group activities toward goal setting and goal achievement”
(Mosley et al., 1996, p. 393). The same authors define leading as: “The management
function of influencing employees to accomplish objectives, which involves the leader’s
qualities, styles, and power as well as the leadership activities of communication,
motivation and discipline” (Mosley et al., 1996, p. 16).

Stephen P. Robbins and Timothy A. Judge defined leadership and leading in the
similar way. According to the mentioned authors leadership is “the ability to influence
a group toward the achievement of a vision or set of goals” (Robbins & Judge, 2017, p.
419), while leading is “a function that includes motivating employees, directing others,
selecting the most effective communication channels, and resolving conflicts” (Robbins
& Judge, 2017, p. 41).

According to Derek Rollinson (2005) leadership is: “a process in which leader and
followers interact in a way that enables the leader to influence the actions of the followers
in a non-coercive way, towards the achievement of certain aims of objectives” (Rollinson,
2005, p. 342). The same author claims that the leader is: “someone who occupies a role
which involves conforming to a set of behaviourial norms and expectations emanating
from followers, in return for which they confer on the leader a degree of power that (within
prescribed limits) allows the leader to influence their actions” (Rollinson, 2005, p. 346).
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Bruce E. Winston and Kathleen Patterson point out that the leader is: “... one
or more people who select, equips, trains, and influeces one or more follower(s) who
have diverse gifts, abilities, and skills and focuses the follower(s) to the organization‘s
mission and objectives causing the follower(s) to willingly and enthusiastically expand
spiritual, emotional, and physical energy in a concerted coordinated effort to achieve the
organizational mission and objectives” (Winston & Patterson, 2006, p. 7).

The above, as well as many other definitions of leadership/leaders that exist
in theory (Berber et al., 2019, p. 169), are dominantly related to the so-called formal
leadership, or formal leaders. Parallelly with the formal within the organization exists and
significantly affects its business the so-called informal leadership and informal leaders.
The fact is that the largest number of research on leadership within the organizational
environment is dedicated to formal leadership and formal leaders (Stincelli, Baghurst,
2014, p. 2). Also, the fact is that between formal and informal leadership/leaders there
are significant differences, and that these two types of leadership and leaders cannot be
treated in the same way.

The differences in definitions of management/manager, as well as dissimilarities
in leadership/leader definitions, with dominant focus on the formal and negligence of the
informal leadership/leader, can only be considered as some of the reasons that caused
a formidable confusion in the theoretical interpretation of the relationship between
management/manager and leadership/leader. The great interest of theoreticians for this
relationship enabled the identification of two dominant approaches. In this paper, these
two approaches are designated as traditional, on the one hand, and contemporary, one the
other. Their essence is presented in the section that follows.

Management/managers vs. leadership/leaders:
the traditional approach

A more intense debate about the relationship between management/manager and
leadership/leader in terms of their conceptual delineation began in 1977 when Harvard
Business Review released the paper “Managers and Leaders: Are They Different?”
authored by Abraham Zaleznik (Zaleznik, 2001). In this paper, for the first time,
management and leadership are treated as “two separate functions” (Azad et al., 2017, p.
1). By specifying the differences between managers and leaders in detail, Zaleznik points
out that they are primarily concerned with (Table 1): attitudes towards goals, conceptions
of work, relations with others and sense of self (Zaleznik, 2001).

After Zaleznik, the view that there is a clear and obvious distinction between
management/manager and leadership/leaders has been advocated by many other theorists.
One of the most famous is certainly John P. Kotter (Kotter, 1990; Kotter, 2001). His book
“A Force for Change: How Leadership Differs From Management,” (1990) is devoted to
explaining the character of the mentioned difference. At the very beginning of the book,
Kotter indicates that, in the daily conversation, the term leadership is used in two different
ways or two different meanings. In the first, leadership is used to designate “a process
that helps direct and mobilize people and/or their ideas” (Kotter, 1990, p. 3). In the other,
leadership is used to point out “a group of people in a formal position” (Kotter, 1990, p.
3). The latter way of using the term leadership was categorically rejected by Kotter with
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the explanation that, in his opinion, some people in a formal position “lead well, some
lead poorly, and some do not lead at all” (Kotter, 1990, p. 3). Consequently, although
Kotter is completely aware of the fact that “the majority of people who are in positions
of leadership today are called managers ...” (Kotter, 1990, p. 3), which coincides with
the latter meaning of the term leadership, Kotter states that such an understanding of
leadership is not acceptable to him because it “suggests that leadership and management
are the same thing ...” (Kotter, 1990, p. 3).

Table 1: Managers vs. Leaders

MANAGERS LEADERS

Take an impersonal, passive
outlook

Take a personal, active outlook.
Shape rather than respond to ideas.
Alter moods, evoke images,
expectations.

ATTITUDES TOWARD
GOALS
Goals arise out of necessities, not

desires Change how people think about

what is desirable and possible. Set
company direction.

CONCEPTIONS OF
WORK

Negotiate and coerce. Balance
opposing views.

Design compromise. Limit choices.

Avoid risk.

Develop fresh approaches to
problems.

Increase options. Turn ideas into
exciting images.

Seek risk when opportunities appear
promising.

RELATIONS WITH
OTHERS

Prefer working with people, but
maintain minimal emotional
involvement. Lack empathy.

Focus on process, eg. how
decisions are made rather than what
decisions to make.

Communicate by sending
ambiguous signals. Subordinates
perceive them as inscrutable,
detached, manipuative.
Organization accumulates
bureaucracy and political intrigue.

Attracted to ideas. Relate to others
directly, intuitively, empathetically.

Focus on substance of events and
decisions, including their meaning
for paricipants.

Subordinates describe them with
emotionally rich adjectives; e.g.
«love», «hate». Relations appear
turbulent, intense, disorganized. Yet
motivation intensifies, and
unanticipated outcomes proliferate.

SENSE OF SELF

Comes from perpetuating and
strengthening existing institutions.

Feel part of the organization.

Comes from struggles to profoundly
alter human and economic
relationships.

Feel separate from the organization.

Source: based on Zaleznik, 2001, p. 1.

Based on such one-dimensional perception of leadership (which takes into
consideration only one of the meanings of leadership and neglects other ones) John P.
Kotter specifies the key differences between leadership and management (Table 2).

After such an obviously incomplete explanation of the relationship between
leadership and management, John P. Kotter points out that it is necessary to establish
a close link between them. In this regard, he states that: “This does not mean that
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management is never associated with change; in tandem with effective leadership, it
can help produce a more orderly change process. Nor does this mean that leadership is
never associated with order; to the contrary, in tandem with effective management, an
effective leadership process can help produce the changes necessary to bring a chaotic
situation under control” (Kotter, 1990, p. 7). It is obvious that although Kotter insists on
the differences between management and leadership, he simultaneously points to their
mutual complementarity in the organizational environment.

Table 2: Comparing Management and Leadership

MANAGEMENT LEADERSHIP

Planning Budgeting — Establishing Direction —

establishing detailed steps and

procedures to help guide people,
and creating methods or systems
to monitor implementation

Controlling and Problem Solving
— monitoring results vs. plan in

producing key results expected
by various stakeholders (e.g., for
customers, always being on time;
for stockholders, being on
budget)

developing a vision of the future,

CREATING AN | timetables for achieving needed often the distant future, and
AGENDA results, and then allocating the strategies for producing the
resources necessary to make changes needed to achieve that
that happen vision
Organizing and Staffing — Aligning People — communicating
establishing some structure for the direction by words and deeds
DEVELOPING accomplishing plan to all those whose cooperation
A HUMAN requirements, staffing that ~_may be needed so as to
NETWORK structure with individuals, |nfluence_ t_he creation of teams
FOR delegating responsibility and and 90?|Itl0ns that unQerstand
ACHIEVING authority for carrying out the the vision and s'trateglles, and
THE AGENDA plan, providing policies and accept their validity

Motivating and Inspiring —
energizing people to overvcome

EXECUTION some detil, identifying devitions, maijor political, bureaucratic, and
and then planning and resource barriers to change by
organizing to solve these satisfying very basic, but often
problems unfulfilled, human needs
Produces a degree of Produces change, often to a
predictability and order, and has dramatic degree,and has the
OUTCOMES the potential of consistently potential of producing extremely

useful change (e.g., new
products that customers want,
new approaches to labor
relations thathelp make a firm
more competitive)

Source: Kotter, 1990, p. 6.

The opinion that leaders and managers are different is also represented by many
other authors (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Toor & Ofori, 2008; Fairholm, 2002; Baruch,
1998). Thus, for example, pointing to the difference between managers and leaders,
Warren Bennis and Burt Nanus emphasize that: “managers are masters of routine, they
accomplish, they are efficient; whereas leaders are masters of change, they influence,
they are effective” (Bennis & Nanus, 1985, p. 21).

Starting from the viewpoint that leadership and management are “two completely
different functions,” and managers and leaders are “not the same people”, Shamas-
Ur-Rehman Toor and George Ofori point out the conceptual, definitional, functional,
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etymological, development and behavioral differences between those processes, as well
as between their key subjects (Toor & Ofori, 2008, p. 61). Regardless of the identified
differences, Toor and Ofori note that today’s organizations need “leaders with managerial
capabilities and managers with leadership qualities” (Toor & Ofori, 2008, p. 69).

It is obvious that the foregoing theoreticians insist on a clear distinction between
management/manager and leadership/leader. At the same time, they point to the
mutual complementarity of management and leadership, as well as to the necessity of
simultaneous presence of managers and leaders within the organization (Kotter, 1990,
p. 7; Toor & Offori, 2008, p. 69). Moreover, some of them consider that the functions
of managers and leaders within the organization can be performed by one and the same
person (Fairholm, 2002, p. 8). The aforementioned, only as one of the dilemmas impose
the following: if managers and liders are different, how can one person be both manager
and leader at the same time?

The explanations of the foregoing theoreticians about the relationship between
management/manager and leadership/leader, are in the paper only conditionally classified
into the so-called traditional approach. Although the author of this paper considers that
those explanations contain some limitations, a dose of abstraction, illogicality and
obvious inconsistency (which creates a sort of confusion concerning the relationship
between management/manager and leadership/leaders), mentioned features are not of
the crucial importance for the author to classify these explanations into the so-called
traditional group. Namely, the key criterion for their classification in the traditional
approach is chronological, more precisely the first time those confusing explanations of
the relationship between management/manager and leadership/leader have appeared in
the literature.

Management/managers vs. leadership/leaders:
the contemporary approach

Confusing stances offered by the representatives of the traditional approach have
launched a debate about their validity and sustainability (Mabey, 2007). As a result of
not only a critical attitude towards the traditional approach, but also as a consequence
of more objective observations of the characteristics of contemporary organizations, the
quality of modern managers, as well as the demands imposed on today’s managers, a
different approach has appeared in the literature (see: Kolodziejczyk, 2015, p. 123). In the
paper that approach is only conditionally designated as a modern or contemporary one.
It advocates the practical inseparability of leadership from management. Considering the
manner in which the interconnection between leadership and management is explained,
it is possible to identify two variants within this approach.

One of the variants of the modern approach (to the relationship between
management/manager and leadership/leader) is the one according to which the leadership
is considered as just one out of the four sub-processes within the management process,
while leadership qualities are attributed to managers. The vision of management as a
process that, in addition to planning, organizing and controlling, also includes leadership,
and the manager as a subject simultaneously responsible for the management process
and for the leadership sub-process, are advocated by the authors (Mosley et al., 1996;
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Gulati, etal., 2017) whose view is primarily based on some of more current and dominant
management definitions.

So, for example, in their book “Management: Leadership in Action” Donald C.
Mosley and his colleagues emphasize that leadership is only part of management and
that management, apart from leadership, also includes other management functions
(planning, organizing and controlling) (Mosley et al., 1996, p. 393). At the same time,
Mosley and his colleagues point out to the extraordinary importance that leadership has
for the successful accomplishment of entire management function. For the purpose of
emphasizing that significance, in the aforementioned book, Mosley and his colleagues
use the terms manager and leader alternately whenever they talk about managers (Mosley
et al., 1996, p. 19). In doing so, they are completely aware of the fact that they interpret
leadership in a more comprehensive way which, objectively speaking, is not inherent to
it (Mosley et al., 1996, p. 393).

Ranjay Gulati and his colleagues (2017) point out that “the distinction between
management and leadership is often very subtle” as well as that “most people use the terms
interchangeably (when they refer to the operation of a business)” (Gulati et al., 2017, p.
8). Gulati and his colleagues consider that the so-called leadership skills are inherent
to managers. Namely, starting from the fact that one of the traditional categorization of
managerial skills includes: technical, interpersonal and conceptual skills, Gulati and his
colleagues believe that leadership skills are identical to interpersonal managerial skills
(Gulati et al., 2017, p. 9).

The second option of the modern approach to the relationship between management
and leadership is based on the view that management and leadership are two identical
processes, that is, managers and leaders are one and the same. Thus, for example, Boris
Kaehler and Jens Grundei consider that making any difference between management/
manager and leadership/leader is illogical and artificial and, as such, it should be
abandoned (Kaehler & Grundei, 2018, p. 13-14). Namely, the mentioned authors
consider that it is impossible to observe leadership isolated from the other management
functions (planning, organizing and controlling). In other words, except from “leading
people”, leaders should also plan, organize and control resources and activities within
organization. On the other hand, according to Kaehler and Grundei, managers can not
be distanced from leading people. Therefore, the two authors claim that management
and leadership are one and the same concept and that any idea of their mutual separation
should be abandoned (Kaehler & Grundei, 2018, p. 14). At the same time, Kaehler and
Grundei state that there are very few contemporary authors who, like them, equalize
leadership and management. Henry Mintzberg is one of them (Kaehler & Grundei, 2018,
p. 14).

Henry Mintzberg believes that although it is conceptually possible to make a
certain distinction between leadership and management, in practice such a dissimilarity
is not feasible, nor necessary, and admits that he even does not understand the attempts
to make such a delineation: “Frankly, I don’t understand what this distinction means in
the everyday life of organizations... How would you like to be managed by someone
who doesn’t lead? ... Well, then, why would you want to be led by someone who doesn’t
manage?” (Mintzberg, 2009, p. 8)

The view that management and leadership are one and the same is also represented
by a group of authors in their paper “Leadership and Management Are One and the Same”
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(Azad et al., 2017). Based on a detailed research of the literature dedicated to the terms:
lead, leading, leadership, leader, manage, management, management, and manager,
within the respective databases (PubMed, EBSCO, Scopus, Emerald, JSTOR, Business
Source Premier, Google Scholar, and ERIC) (Azad et al., 2017, p. 1), the authors of the
mentioned paper conclude that “no scientific evidence exists to support the described
differences between leadership and management ...” (Azad et al., 2017, p. 1). The same
authors claim that leadership and management are not only complementary, but that, in
fact, they represent one and the same concept. They point out that, even if it is possible
to separate these two concepts in theory, it is impossible to separate them in practice.
In doing so, they particularly emphasize the practical inseparability of leadership from
management within a high-performing organization. In this context, they state that, in
theory separately identified skills necessary for the successful realization of management
and leadership functions, in practice manifest themselves through an inseparable
continuum created between these functions (Table 3) (Azad et al., 2017, pp. 1-2).

Table 3: Leadership and Management Continuum

LEADERSHIP MANAGEMENT

Focuses on people Focuses on things

Articulates a vision Executes plans

Trusts & develops Directs & coordinates

Creates change Manages change

Uses influence +—> Uses authority

Authority comes from Authority stems from position in

personal relationships the organization

Thinks strategically Determines long-term objectives
and strategies

Delegates responsibility Acts decisively

Appropriate risk taking and Decides how to use personnel

innovation and other resources

Source: Azad et al., 2017.

The stance that managers are leaders at the same time, is also present in some
practical research. Thus, for example, in one of them which was dedicated to the testing
of leadership power, conducted by the Center for Creative Leadership, it was stated that
“the respondents in that research were primarily managers” (Bal, et al., 2008, p. 6).

Conclusion

Regardless of the abundance of the opinions offered within the two presented
approaches, the author of this paper considers that it is not possible to accept any
of them completely and without any limitations. The key reason is that all of the
presented opinions are predominantly based on the analysis of the relationship between
management/manager and the so-called formal leadership/leader, ignoring the fact
that within the organization, in parallel with formal, there are also informal leaders
and informal leadership. The processes of formal and informal leadership are different
processes within the organization. There is also a significant difference between formal
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and informal leaders as subjects primarily responsible for these processes. It turns out
that the relationship between management/manager and formal leadership/leader is not
identical to the relationship that exists between management/manager and informal
leadership/leader. In that sense, the mentioned relations can not be interpreted correctly
in a unique way.

When it comes to the relationship between management/manager and formal
leadership/leader, management can be considered as a wider and more comprehensive
concept. Namely, regardless of the differences between theoreticians in terms of how to
define management, according to the most current definitions, management is perceived
as a process that includes planning, organizing, leading, and controlling, as its key
subprocesses, while the manager is mentioned as the only subject responsible for the
overall management process. In order to be able to successfully accomplish the activities
that form the content of the formal leadership sub-process, the manager must, among
other things, have at his/her disposal the sets of those qualities (knowledge and skills)
that any leader should have (for example, an informal leader within the organization,
political leader, a leader in a society, etc.).

Due to the above mentioned, in management theory, but also in management practice,
it is not recommended to insist on the category of formal leaders within the organization.
According to the author of this paper, such insistence only encourages further confusion
regarding the relationship between management/manager and leadership/leader.

The character of the relationship between management/manager and informal leadership/
leader is different. It happens that, besides formal, it is possible to identify the informal leadership
processes within organization. Those processes are not an integral part of the management
process. Therefore, the flows and activities of informal leadership processes in the organization
are not directed by managers, but by informal leaders. Any member of the organization can be
an informal leader. It turns out that the processes of management and informal leadership are not
interconnected, as well as that, managers are not the same as informal leaders.
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