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Today’s challenges associated with globalisation, emerging workplace issues, knowledge management and new technologies drive disciplines and philosophies to evolve. Certainly, managerial terms have developed fundamentally over the last decades, predominantly in the People Management field (Aikaterini, 2014). One of the most popular shifts in terminology may be from the epoch of Personnel Management (PM) to the era of Human Resource Management (HRM). HRM is still considered as a relatively new term in Western society. It has evolved in its best-known form in the United States, and it has arrived to the United Kingdom and much of Europe in the mid-1910’s and early 1920’s (Harris, 2012). 
HRM as a concept has progressed evidently differencing itself from the discipline and study of PM (Harris, 2012). Although, the birth of the concept PM originates from the UK, during the 19th century, many names were used to describe its processes. These were labour management, personnel administration, employment management, employment relations, industrial relations management, labour relations and personnel management (Aikaterini, 2014). 
Leaving aside the terminology differences, People Management was the concept where everything began. The Industrial Revolution in the 19th century has taken the matter of PM forward since people demanded to work in a much safer and improved working environment (Bratton and Gold, 2012).  Improving working sites was only the beginning; workers started claiming better wages to improve their living conditions and further training as they wished to acquire more knowledge to improve their skills. In Britain, the concept was promoted by several philanthropic companies that began developing a paternalistic concern and care for their employees. For instance, Rowntree and Cadbury appointed ‘welfare officers’ to examine and improve the conditions and lives of their workers (Smith, 2016).  Meanwhile, in the USA Henry Ford’s auto manufacturing plant established a ‘Sociological department’ to manage employee’s policies (Skrabec, 2013). 
Subsequently, during the inter-war period (1920-30s), three major theories influenced employer’s perception over the HR: Rationalisation, Taylorism, and the Human Reactions Movement (Bratton, 2015). These years were well-known for the economic downturn and the high numbers of unemployment; thus, the rationalisation concept first explored by Max Weber has been applied in Britain generally at the large-scale horizontal companies’ mergers (Bratton and Gold, 2012). 
As corporate capitalism become more and more popular, the increase of controlling the personnel function also started gaining ground. William Frederick Taylor’s scientific management theory played a vital role in the foundation of contemporary HR theories. The main elements of his theory were time and motion studies of work processes, implements and methods, standardisation of tools and increased division of labour (Bratton, 2015). Taylorism was focused on employee performance, productivity and on establishing systems of rewards for meeting company goals. The emphasis in Taylorism may not have been on placing HR in the centre of attention. However, it highlighted the importance of HRM to companies (Redman and Wilkinson, 2002). In opposition to Taylorists’ ideas, the human reactions movement pioneered by the American Elton Mayo carried out the Hawthorne experiments which supported the idea of integrating employees into the organisation (Hills, 1995). During the Second World War, the majority of organisations embraced the human relations approach as they were eager to maximise labour’s performance and promote industrial harmony. Personnel officers were summoned in order to provide training programmes and establish personnel departments (Henderson, 2011). More advanced techniques started being developed concerning the areas of jobs design, recruitment and selection which made an impact on people management practices and policies (Bratton and Gold, 2012). 
However, the post-war era created an appropriate environment for the PM field to flourish. Furthermore, Industrial Relations and PM acquired academic recognition as they become compulsory courses for the majority of business students in post-secondary educational institutions (Bratton and Gold, 2012). Besides, governments intended to get involved to a greater extent in the economy. In the 1960s and 70’s laws were passed regarding Personnel Management Activities. Such as the Contract of Employment Act in 1963, the Industry Training Act in 1964, the Redundancy Payments Act in 1965 etc. PM has also received some criticism (Tyson, 2014). However, Peter Drucker saw ‘personnel administration’, as he called it, an embracing range of unrelated but individually important activities (Henderson, 2011). Furthermore, numerous researchers stressed the difficulty of precisely distinguishing PM from HRM and uphold that the most noticeable change is a ‘re-labelling process’ (Marlow et al., 2004). They claimed that the differences are more of a matter of emphasis and approach rather than essence. On the contrary, Storey (1989) concluded that HRM is a departure from the prevailing orthodoxy and it is different from the collective bargaining, procedurally-centred approach typically found in PM (Foster, 2013). 
Empirical evidence suggests that despite the increasing appliance of HRM models, HRM has not completely replaced PM (Henderson, 2011). Therefore, it makes sense to discuss the two ‘traditions’ in people management field. One principally follows PM paradigm and the other the HRM paradigm. Generally, organisations demonstrate few aspects of each in their people management style (Henderson, 2011). Guest (1987) has been one of the academics who identified several differences between the two models (Dilcock, n.d). He called it as a concept of ‘ideal ‘types’ of PM and HRM. Max Weber provides a fairly accurate definition of the term ‘ideal types’: ‘An ideal type is formed by simplifying the description of complex reality to accentuate its most important features and ignore less relevant ones, so that what is really vital about the subject under study can be identified and understood’ (Henderson, 2011). Consequently, based on Guest’s (1987) work, which was adopted and developed by Henderson (2011), the most vital differences in the ‘ideal types’ of PM and HRM were evident in (Henderson, 2011): 
	Strategic nature: traditionally, PM was anticipated to function on a short time scale, dealing with immediate problems such as urgent staff shortages, local industrial relations issues, instead of taking a strategic, long-term approach to people management matters. However, for this long-term view of HR issues it was indispensable to have in place a well-formulated strategy, which is clear, communicated, and supported by the business strategy of the organisation (Henderson, 2011).
	Psychological contract: as this term indicates it exists only in the minds of the employee and his or her respective supervisor and not to be confused with any legal contract or statement of employment. The PM model presumed that compliance is the primary basis of the psychological contract. The employer must be able to specify, what exactly is required of the employee and enforce at least minimum compliance (Martin, 2010). On the other hand, the HRM approach presumes that the employee shows commitment, an initiative in the workplace. Therefore, management cannot always specify what exactly is expected of the employees, so they must rely on their own judgement to a much greater extent than in the past (Martin, 2010).  Employees must also upgrade and extend their skills and knowledge bases. McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y, provides an excellent example of how behaviours from the upper management differed under PM and HRM. In Theory X managers tend to take a pessimistic view of their people and presume that they dislike work and are naturally unmotivated which would match the PM approach. (Rao, n.d). On the contrary, HRM would fit with Theory Y, supporting the participative management style, where managers have a positive, optimistic view of their people and open communication is more common than the control of staff.
	Job design: generally, the PM model followed the Taylorist approach where jobs tend to be designed under scientific management philosophies. In the HRM model, the search for higher commitment implied that employees have been encouraged and allowed to use self-control and organisational discipline rather than to be forced by a system of rules and compliance established by the management (Khanka, 2007). For instance, team working activities would be much more frequent in HRM than PM.
	Organisation structure: as it would be expected, organisations featuring PM lean towards being more pyramid-shaped, hierarchical, and more bureaucratic. On the other hand, HRM will be generally more flexible, less bureaucratic with a core of the employees surrounded by peripheral shells of other staffs (Henderson, 2011). The core is defined as those members of the organisations who possess knowledge and skills required for the organisation success, not necessarily senior executives. Core employees mirror greater market attractiveness and as a result they enjoy better terms of employment and remuneration than others (Henderson, 2011). In return, they are expected to demonstrate continuous learning and provide high levels of flexibility and performance in their work. Peripheral shells of workers can be considered as buffers in order to deal with the short-term fluctuations of the market (Henderson, 2017). Employees of this type, tend to be employed on temporary contracts or short term. HRM organisations have a tendency of outsourcing the non-core work.

Remuneration: PM is naturally related to traditional methods to remuneration, such as long pay scales showing the organisation’s hierarchical structure, valuing more the length of service rather than the present contribution. Furthermore, pay structures for non-managerial employees are commonly arranged via collective bargaining. The remuneration in HRM is more centred on rewarding contribution individually or team based (Henderson, 2017). Therefore, performance appraisal and management and the setting of base rates from the market are more frequent in HRM than any collective agreements.  
	Recruitment: In the PM model, sophisticated techniques such as psychological profiling and psychometric testing have frequently been applied in the selection and hiring into senior executive employment, while less costly and many easy methods typically are sufficient for non-managerial jobs. In HRM, these methods can be applied to all employees, or at least the core ones (Henderson, 2017).
	Training and development: The PM paradigm is usually associated employees as mainly a cost which should be minimised and commitment to training and development is unimportant (Henderson, 2017). Therefore, employers feared that employees would be poached by the competition who do not train themselves. This phenomenon has been confirmed by Mangham and Mick Silver when management development of an organisation has been surveyed. This firm did not do any training for management, as they stated: ‘We only employ managers who can do the job’. On the other hand, HRM supports the continuous development for all core member of staff, who are considered possessors and originators in the organisation strategy (Aikaterini, 2014). Their competencies and skills are critical in obtaining sustainable competitive advantage.
	The organisation of the function: differs between the two approaches. PM intends to show that dealing with employee relations issues is distinct from line management. However, this can result in creating and maintaining bureaucratic departments (Henderson, 2011). Furthermore, HRM emphasises that employee relations are part of the regular day-to-day line management activities. In the HRM model there are professional HR departments highly specialised in (i) creating HR policies and (ii) fulfilling a role of internal consultants to line managers (Henderson, 2011). Then, the line managers apply the HR policy and only request HR involvement in particular issues. 	Welfare Role: fulfilled by a personnel manager, who is a member of the management team dealing with personal problems (if those impact work) (Sison, 1991).  In the PM model management’s primary objective within an organisation was to reduce and control labour costs. Commonly, employees expected a better welfare package than it was given, and this was the major reason of why PM was viewed with so much ambiguity (Henderson, 2011). Finance managers considered workers as an unnecessary cost which caused personnel managers to be caught between unhappy workers and unsympathetic management colleagues, neither of whom knew what they were supposed to be doing. In HRM model, there is no welfare role, thus it is no longer necessary due to its unitarist culture with no collective employment and such (Henderson, 2011). 
	Criteria for success of the function: there are major differences in the essence of two models. In PM, the organisation is judged upon how well it minimised labour costs, while in HRM model is rather a question of how well it maximises the usage of human resources (while still effectively controlling costs) (Henderson, 2011).
	As pointed out, according to Guest’s comparison, the ideal types of HRM certainly differs from the old Personnel Management. Furthermore, it has to be mentioned that within HRM there are two approaches must be considered: Hard and Soft HRM. Storey (1986) has differentiated between Hard and Soft forms where ‘Hard’ emphasises the quantitative, strategic aspects of managing HR as an economic factor, while ‘Soft’ focuses on motivation, communication, and leadership (Storey, 1999). ‘Hard’ models, in general, have a stronger emphasis on ensuring that HRM strategy suits and driven by the overall corporate strategy.  There are few similarities especially between ‘Soft’ HRM’ and PM models presented in a catalogue by Armstrong (2006) (Armstrong, 2006). He upholds even 19 years’ later that the differences between HRM is no more and no less than another name for PM. The similarities presented by him are the following (Armstrong, 2006):

1. Both flow from the business strategy.
2. Line managers are responsible for managing people. Employee function provides support services and necessary advice to allow managers to carry out their everyday jobs.
3. The values of PM and at least the ‘soft’ form of HRM are equal with regards to ‘respect for individual’, corresponding to individual and organisational needs and developing employees to achieve the highest level of competence both to support the accomplishment of organisational objectives and for personnel satisfaction. 
4. Both models recognise that one of their most critical functions to match people to ever-changing organizational needs, such as developing and placing the right people in and for the right jobs.
5. Competence analysis, performance management, the same range of selection, training, reward management and management development are used both in HRM and PM.
6.  PM, as well as the ‘Soft’ form of HRM emphases the significance of the processes of participation and communication with an employee relations system.
[bookmark: _GoBack]It transpires that several of the similarities above are examined in the literature as differences as well (Aikaterini, 2014). Guest (1987) brought up as one of the differences that employee relations are distinct from the line management. On the other hand, Armstrong (2006) is stating the same idea as one of the similarities.  Furthermore, investing in employees by developing and training them was not always the case in the old PM era, as Mangham and Mick Silver presented it (Henderson, 2011). Instead, placing the right people in for the right jobs without investing in them as they were considered a cost. Armstrong (2006) stated that matching employees to organisational needs such as developing them is a similarity between two concepts. However, distinguishing the two approaches based on the literature might be confusing and misleading in some cases. There have always been difficulties answering the question, of how much PM and HRM differs including past and present. Guest and Horwood (1980) stated that is not much to know previously about personnel management (Poole, 1999). Furthermore, most analyses highlight PM’s limitations and failures in practice (Poole, 1999). Consequently, this means that there is a danger of comparing the ideal type of HRM with the descriptive views of PM. Moreover, it is also a question of how HRM works in practice. Therefore, almost certainly no organisation practises absolutely pure HRM or PM (Henderson, 2011). It would be suggested to think in terms of two traditions in people management: the old personnel management one, which leans towards to be bureaucratic, Taylorist and pluralistic. Furthermore, a newer concept is the human resource management one with non-bureaucratic, unitarist and post-Taylorist supporting individualistic rather than collective employment, taking a strategic view of human resources, and seeking to harness the willing commitment rather than their coercion. Presently, numerous organisations have a mixture of these two traditions, but HRM is undoubtedly ascendant.
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