In the early 1950s, while we were talking about Personnel Management (PM), Peter Drucker, a management consultant and author, spoke for the first time about Human Resources Management (HRM). Indeed, in these years, people were doing low-skilled jobs, and wanted more responsibilities. Additionally, the Trades Union (an organization of workers militating for workers’ rights), was growing up, and workers were asking for better work conditions, higher salary…. The rise of this Unions added new roles to management: negotiation and communication with the employees’ representatives. A modern approach of management was needed, that is why we started to speak about HRM. Over time, more theorists started to use this term but it is confusing because even though these two notions are quite similar, there are also some points that make them different.
To understand this notions, this essay will be divided in two parts. 

a) The history of PM and HRM

b) Their similarities and differences


The idea of management, appeared during the industrial revolution, at the end of the 18th century. Indeed, Frederick Taylor spoke about a new theory of the scientific organization of work. His concept is based on segmentation of work: every employee has a small task to realize, and at the end it makes a production line. So this is where the notion of hierarchy was born, bringing with it, the notion of management. In his book The Principles of Scientific Management, Taylor speaks about a new type of management, called ‘scientific management’. He describes it as a way to optimize and simplified the jobs so workers can be trained to work on a specialize task, and do it in the best way. Workers were a part of the machine. This theory can be linked to Henry Ford’s division of work theory, that he set up in his cars factory. Taylor also mentions the importance of the employer for the workers and vice versa.

“The principle object of management should be to secure the maximum prosperity for the employer, coupled with the maximum prosperity for each employee” (Taylor, 1911) 

At that time, a new movement called Industrial Relations, appeared. It is a field based on the studies of employment relationships. This movement is situated between the classical economy (Smith, Taylor, Ford…), where the work is submitted to the law of supply and demand, and the Marxism which considers that the employees do not have to tolerate the consequences of economy. 
Later in the 19th century, specialists started to speak about the health of the employees in a company. Indeed, it has an impact on their productivity and on the company’s performance, as demonstrated by Elton Mayo. Indeed, he developed a theory on which human relations have a big importance on the personnel productivity of each employee. According to him, there are two types of relations in a company, horizontal relations, it is the relationship employees have with their superior, and vertical relations, which is the type of relationship employees have between themselves. He says that people need to belong to a group and are looking for esteem from the ones they are associated to. The employees need to feel that they belong to the group, it helps them to work together and to adhere to the company’s goals.

« Management, in any continuously successful plant, is not related to single workers but always to working groups. In every department that continues to operate, the workers have whether aware of it or not formed themselves into a group with appropriate customs, duties, routines, even rituals; and management succeeds (or fails) in proportion as it is accepted without reservation by the group as authority and leader » (Elton Mayo 1949)

 Moreover, he says that a good environment will allow the employees to flourish, integrate themselves to the company, and have more self-esteem. In 1943, Abraham Maslow has taken up parts of Mayo’s theory by proposing a theory about hierarchy of needs (A Theory of Human Motivation, 1943). He designed it as a pyramid with the fundamental needs such as psychological or safety at the bottom, and esteem or self-actualisation at the top. Employers understood quickly that the welfare of their employees had an impact on the company’s performance, indeed an employee is more productive if he works in good conditions etc. 
Caring about the employees’ welfare is one of the characteristic of personnel management. PM is a function very orientate on humans it treats about planning and organizing everything regarding employees, to ensure that the goals of the company will be reached. To sum up, we can say that PM has two separate functions: 

· Operative function: Regarding production, development and maintaining an effective work force. It deals with procurement, trainings, remuneration, safety...

· Managerial function: It includes planning, organizing co-ordinating and controlling the employees. It involved commanding others, communication, motivating people…

This two functions can not exist without the other, the personnel manager has to combine them to obtain a good management. 

PM is more a traditional approach of management, but as I said earlier P. Drucker mentioned another approach of management, Human Resources Management (HRM), which is more modern.

PM has been criticized a lot by some theorists such as Peter Drucker. According to him, PM was just a set of unrelated activities although they are important individually (Drucker, 1955). He highlighted the need of a goal-directed management, and a management of business integration (Armstrong, 1987). Moreover, in the 1960s, Douglas McGregor, a management professor in the USA spoke about a new theory that he called, Theory X and Theory Y. His theory says that the point of view and the behaviour of the manager determines how he is going to manage his employees. For McGregor, there are two different ways to manage people: 

· Theory X: Is based on the fact that the employee does not like to work, does not make efforts and does not ire responsibilities
· Theory Y: This is a theory close to Maslow’s, it is based on the fact that the employee likes his work, that he is involved, likes responsibility and want to do more tasks. 
This theory proposed two different ways of management, the company is ruled depending on the manager. 

This critiques and new theories were pioneers for HRM, indeed the idea of HRM appeared in the USA during the 1970s, one of the reason of this set up was because people lost faith in the traditional approach of mass production. In addition, the Japanese organisation was growing up and people realized that other ways of work were existing, including working with new technologies. Moreover, theorists such as McGregor, spoke about other ways of managing a team, so people realized that they could be managed otherwise. 
At the same time, studies had been done on Taylorism and Fordism and they proved that these practices were no longer acceptable for the employees. As a matter of fact, over the years, peoples’ needs increased, so in the late 1970s they wanted a job needing more skills, a better wage and also more recognition from the employer. Additionally, Japanese products were a lot more qualitative, therefore Europeans industries had to increase the quality of their products to compete with Japan. Traditional systems were unable to produce quality outputs (Beer et al, 1984). After studying Japanese’s methods, a lot of academics deduced that Fordism would be replaced by a method called ‘lean production’ and applied by Toyota. 
Lean production is a Japanese method of production which consist in minimizing the waste. According to this theory, there are two types of waste: 

· Muda 1: This is the type of waste that has no value but that you can not fix, and that can not be avoid during the production
· Muda 2: This is the type of waste that happen during production but who needs to be removed.  

Throughout the years, scholars continued to care about the employees’ health, indeed, theorists such as Argyris or Herzberg argued, in their books, for better work conditions. 

“The factors that are rarely instrumental in bringing about high job attitudes focus not on the job itself but rather on the characteristics of the context in which the job is done: working conditions, interpersonal relationships, supervision, company policies, administration of these policies, effects on the worker's personal life, job security, and salary. This is a basic distinction. The satisfiers relate to the actual job. Those factors that do not act as satisfiers describe the job situation.” (Frederick Herzberg, 1959) 



These two notions are different but we can also highlight a lot of similarities. This is what this next part is going to be about.  To discuss about this, I will talk about the similarities, and then, the different aspects of management and see if on this point, PM and HRM are similar or not. 

First, we can notice that in both technique of management, employees are important in the development of the company. Indeed, managers understood that the employees were necessary to the proper functioning of the company and that it was in their advantage to make them comfortable. Still about employees, both PM and HRM recognized, as said Elton Mayo, that it was important for the company that employees feel integrated, they realized it would help to meet the organisational goals. 
Talking about strategy, both PM and HRM flows from business strategy. Indeed, managing people is very important for business: if people feel good, it is going to be easier for them to work together, so they are going to be more productive. 

« Employees who believe that management is concerned about them as a whole person - not just an employee - are more productive, more satisfied, more fulfilled. Satisfied employees mean satisfied customers, which leads to profitability. » (Anne Mulcahy, 2003)


The same training and performance management are used in both notions, as well as the same type of selection or competence analysis. For example, in the hire process, both can handle paperwork, explanations about the company’s policy, they have similar hire activities. 


Even if we can highlight some similarities, PM and HRM are still distinct notions, therefore there are differences. To talk about these differences, I classified them in four points: the way to manage employees and the goals of the company, the administrative part, the decision making, and finally the consideration of the employees. 


Considering the way to lead the company and their goal, with PM, decisions are taken by the top management while they are made collectively by asking the employees in HRM. On this point, Peter Drucker agreed with the HRM point on view.

“Most discussions of decision making assume that only senior executives make decisions or that only senior executives' decisions matter. This is a dangerous mistake” (P. Drucker).

Also, PM focuses on division of work (Henri Fayol, 1916), each employee is doing a specific task so production goes faster, while HRM prefers group work. Indeed, the reasoning of HRM is that employees are more efficient if they work together because they can share their ideas, and each employee has his own skills that he can put into practice.
About the goals of the company, PM focuses on producing as much as possible and increase the production, this is what Henry Ford was doing in his factory. Indeed, he choose to decompose work and to give only a small task to each employee, to make the production more profitable. On the other hand, HRM focuses on culture and employees’ participation. Culture is a set of rules, values, standards, which give the company an identity. It is very important because it allows the company to differentiate itself from its competitors, it also helps the employees to have a feeling of belonging and to fell integrate to the company. 

The second point of the differences between the two notions is the administrative side of each. PM is a very administrative function handling planning and organizing everything regarding employees, such as wages, transfers, pensions, etc., to ensure that the goals of the company will be reached. Contrariwise, HRM does not really deal with administration, but more with the human dimension. It cares about the development of the company, the atmosphere, dealing with the conflicts etc. 

The third part of the differences is the control and decision-making part. With PM, decisions are taken by the personnel manager himself while they are taken by all levels of managers from the top to the bottom in HRM. This can benefit both the employees and the manager, indeed the employees can participate to the life of the company by giving their opinion, and this allow the manager to have a feedback and o know what his employees think. Power is decentralized from the top to middle and lower management, which makes employees feel that they have an importance in the company. 

This brings up to the last point of differences between PM and HRM is the consideration given to the employees. In effect, theirs points of view are very different. PM considers people as input for archiving outputs, they are seen as tools and their behaviour can be manipulated. This is for example, what we can see in Taylor or Ford’s theory: Employees always have to be faster, more productive and managers are always looking for more efficiency and make every effort to reach their goals. In conclusion, the relation between employees and their manager is contractual.  
While in HRM, employees are seen as see an important and valuable resource for archiving outputs, managers consider employees as an asset to the organization. Both are partners and work together in a good atmosphere to achiever the objectives.  As an example of company using this type of management, we can speak about Motorola, indeed, on their website we can find a section about their organizational culture saying that “one of the primary attributes to the success of enforcing ethical behaviour of the employees is the support and dedication that is given by top management”. 

Thus, after presenting the similarities and differences of PM and HRM, we can notice that there are more differences than similarities, even if at first sight we can think that these two notions are very distinct. 


In conclusion, we can say that PM is more focus on improving the means of production to increase the productivity, while HRM is more focus on human, indeed, everyone is involved in the process, managers care about the welfare of their employees because they understood that it was important for the productivity. We can partly explain this difference with the evolution of the working conditions. 
In my opinion HRM is a better way of managing than PM. I think employees work better in a good atmosphere, where they are recognized and where their opinions matter. 
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