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Abstract.The conceptof humanresourcemanagement(HRM)has
beenmuchdebatedin the literature.The conceptdevelopedinitially
from work in the U.S.A. in the 1960s and 1970s and since then
has been adopted increasingly around the world. This paper
arguesthat in Europethereis onlylimitedacceptanceof the organi-
sationalautonomyupon whichthe conceptis based,andthat, there-
fore,differentapproachesto the notionof humanresourcemanage-
ment are required. External constraints are analysed and a new
modelof the conceptthatwouldencompassEuroHRMis proposed.

This paperexaminesthe concept of HRMfroma Europeanperspective.Although
much of the seminal work on the concept in the U.S.A. looked to challenging
practices in Japanand the Pacific and in Europe,the theorythatdeveloped was
rooted in a U.S. "ideal"which has at its core the notion of organisationalauto-
nomy. The way thatthe concept developed in the U.S. - its reliance on specific
aspectsof Japanesepractice;on the examplesof a small numberof privatesector
firms;its adherenceto an independent"frontiers"mentality;andits failureto link
theory to general practice- have been much criticised in Europe [Guest 1990;
Poole 1990; Pieper 1990; Bournois 1991; Beaumont 1991]. This paperattempts
to go beyondthese generalcritiquesto addressthe core of theconcept andto sug-
gest a more internationallyapplicablemodel. Evidence for some aspectsof what
is a conceptualchallenge aredrawnfromdatacollected in Europeand, therefore,
althoughit is postulatedin the final section of the paperthat the model may be
morewidely applicable,the analysishereis restrictedto thatcontinent.

Before developingthis approachtwo caveats, in particular,are necessary,arising
from the fact that the data and the analysis are drawnfrom Europe.l First, this
does not imply a generalcriticismof the U.S. authoritiesin the field. The concept
has been widely adopted,first in the English-speakingworldandmore latterlyin
some of the European countries and, it could be argued, is now an interna-
tional orthodoxy, at least amongst commentators. Furthermore,many of the
recent writings on humanresource managementin the United States share the
concerns aboutthe core notions of the earliermodels of HRM, even if they have
had less generallyavailabledatato drawupon. (It has been arguedthat,in terms
of knowledgeaboutgeneralpractice,the U.S. is "data-poor"[Kochan1991]).

*ChrisBrewsteris Professorof EuropeanHumanResourceManagementattheSchoolof
Management,CranfieldUniversity,U.K.Heis Directorof theCentreforEuropeanHRM
whichconductsa majortriennialsurveyof HRMpolicyandpracticein fifteenEuropean
countriesandis currentlybeingundertakenin the Pacificregion.Manyof his publica-
tionsreportonthisresearch.
Received:February1994;Revised:June 1994;Accepted:June 1994.

Palgrave Macmillan Journals
is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve, and extend access to

Journal of International Business Studies
www.jstor.org

®



2 JOURNALOF INTERNATIONALBUSINESSSTUDIES,FIRSTQUARTER1995

A second caveatconcernsthe degreeof generalisation.This is perhapsinevitable
in any internationallycomparativereview, and does, to a degree, depend upon
focus. This paperconflates differenceswithin the U.S. and, more contentiously,
within Europe.This is not to deny organisationalsize, sector,region or country
differences.These exist andareimportant.However,theanalysis is takenfroman
internationalperspective and shares the view of anothercommentatoron "the
conditions and circumstanceswith WesternEurope"thatalthoughthere are dif-
ferences in HRMin each country,takenas a whole,WesternEurope"stand(s)out
as being distinct from other economic areas like the USA, USSR or Japan"
[Remer1986].

THE HRM CONCEPT IN THE LITERATURE

The meaning of HRM is far from clearly establishedin the literature:different
authoritiesimply or statedifferentdefinitionsanddrawon differentevidence.This
fluidityin the conceptis bothinstructive,in termsof indicatingits potentialpower
as an explanatorytheory;and frustrating,in that it becomes impossible to test a
theorythatcan subsumesuch a rangeof, often contradictory,propositions.Many
have attemptedto classify the variousareasthatHRMcovers. One of the classic
texts sees a four-fold typology; employee influence, humanresourceflow (into,
through,and out of the organisation),rewardsystems and work systems [Beer
et al. 1985]. DeCenzo andRobbins[1988] identifyfourratherdifferentareas:the
acquisition,maintenance,motivation,and developmentof humanresources,and
Fombrunet al. [1984], a five-step HRM cycle: selection,performance,appraisal,
rewards,anddevelopment.

Different analyses of the concept have tended to emphasise differentelements,
giving extraweight to "hard"approaches(as depictedinitiallyby Fombrunet al.
[1984]) thatemphasisethe need to consideremployees as a resource;or to "soft"
approaches [Beer et al. 1985].The difference between the two approacheshas
been explored elsewhere [Legge 1989; Beaumont 1991; Hendryand Pettigrew
1990]. Here it is only necessaryto point out thatwhicheverschool of thoughtis
examinedin eitherthe academictexts (e.g., in additionto those mentionedabove,
Mahoney and Deckop [1986]; Schuler and Jackson [1987]; Schuler [1992];
Storey [1992]) or the more popularprescriptivetexts, one can identify common
key components.

Centralto the notion of HRMas currentlypropoundedis the notion of organisa-
tional independenceand autonomy[Brewsterand Bournois 1991]. Defining and
prescribingHRM strategiesfor organisationsimplies that the organisationscon-
cernedare free to develop theirown strategies.Guest [1990] has arguedthatthis
view of freedom and autonomy in HRM is peculiarly American - related to
Americans' view of their country as the land of opportunityin which any in-
dividual, through hard work or self-improvement, can be a success, with the
ideal model of the "ruggedindividualist"or self-reliantsmall business entrepre-
neur, and a vision of the "frontiermentality".These ideals are reflected in the
comparativelylow levels of support, subsidy and control provided, or at least
commonly understoodto be acceptable,from the State. They are visible in the
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"privateenterprise"cultureof the UnitedStates,andin theconceptof "therightto
manage"andthe antagonismof managementtowardstradeunions.

These factors are atypical of, to take our example, most Europeancountries.2
Certainlythey have some limited acceptabilityin GreatBritain,but each point
remains the focus of considerable controversyeven there. In countries such as
Germanyand Sweden, by contrast,these beliefs would be held by only a small
minority of the population. In the European system, organisations are less
autonomous.

The paperexploresthe propositionthat:

Europeanorganisationsoperate with restrictedautonomy:constrainedat
the international(EuropeanUnion) level and at the nationallevel by cul-
tureand legislation,at the organisationallevel by patternsof ownership,
andat theHRMlevelbytradeunioninvolvementandconsultativearrange-
ments.Thereis a need, therefore,for a model of HRMthatgoes beyond
seeing thesefeatures as externalconstraints,and integratestheminto the
conceptof HRM.

CULTUREAND LEGISLATION

At the most general level, the empiricaldata on nationalculturaldifferences is
limited. International,data-basedstudiesof nationalculturearestill rare(see, for
example, Hofstede [1980, 1991]; Laurent [1983]; Tayeb [1988]; Adler [1991];
Trompenaars [1993]). They tend to confirm, at the micro level, differences
between even geographicallyclose countriesand, at the macrolevel, differences
between broadgroupings[East/West;Europe/U.S.A.,etc.). They tendto point to
the unusualnatureof the United States. The U.S. has been characterisedby one
researcherin this field as "quiteuntypicalof the worldas a whole"[Trompenaars
1985]. The U.S. cultureis more individualisticand more achievement-orientated
thanthatof most othercountries[Hofstede 1980].

These national culturaldifferences are reflected in legislation. Legislation has
been seen as a significantreflectorof nationalvalues [Hofstede1980] andit is no
surprisethereforeto find that the U.S.A. has comparativelyless legislative con-
trol over (or interferencefrom, or supportfor) the employmentrelationshipthan
is found in most of Europe.One Germanauthoritypoints out that"themajordif-
ference between HRM in the US and in WesternEuropeis the degree to which
[HRM]is influencedanddeterminedby stateregulations.Companieshave a nar-
rowerscope of choice in regardto personnelmanagementthanin the US" [Pieper
1990, p.8].3 Expandingon this, Pieper includes the greaterregulationof recruit-
ment and dismissal, the formalisationof educationalcertification,and the quasi-
legal characteristicsof the industrialrelations frameworkin comparisonto the
United States.This catalogue shows its origins in the Germansystem. Including
otherEuropeancountries,it is possible to add legislativerequirementson pay, on
healthandsafety,on the workingenvironmentandhoursof work;andto supple-
ment those with legislation on forms of employment contract, rights to trade
union representation,requirementsto establish and operateconsultationor co-
determinationarrangements- anda plethoraof otherlegal requirements.
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Furthermore,Europe is unique in the world in having, since January 1995,
fifteen of its countriescommittedto a supranationallevel of legislationon a con-
siderablerangeof aspects of the employer-employeerelationship.The European
Union (EU), particularlythroughthe EuropeanSocial Charter(Figure 1) and its
associatedSocial Action Programmeis havingan increasinglegislative influence
on HRM [BrewsterandTeague 1989]. Fourteenof the countries(the exceptionis
the U.K.) are committed to a wider and deeper role for the EU in this area
[Teague1993].

FIGURE1
European Union Social Charter

The European Union Charter of Fundamental Social Rights or the "Social Charter"lists the following
twelve as major areas to be addressed.

* the freedom of movement;
* employment and remuneration;
* improvement of living and working conditions;
* social protection;
* freedom of association;
* vocational training;
* equal treatment for men and women;
* information, consultation and participation of workers;
* health protection;
* protection of children and adolescents;
* elderly persons; and
* disabled persons.

After lengthy negotiations that intensified from May to December 1989, the Charter was signed by all
member states except the U.K. at the Strasbourg summit in December 1989. Furtherwork at the
E.U. level in the social field was similarly approved at the Maastricht summit in December 1991
(again, with the U.K. dissenting).

The European Commission is now busy with proposals to transfer these general objectives into
E.U. policy, via the Social Action Programme.

Stateinvolvementin HRM in Europeis not restrictedto legislation.Forexample,
most Europeancountrieshave a substantialshareof the 18-24 age groupin high-
er education(Table 1), andalso providesubstantialsupportto employersthrough
vocationaltrainingprogrammes(Table2).

TABLE1
Share of 18-24 Age Group in Higher Education

European Community 1986/87 (%)

Spain 22
France 21
Belgium 21
Germany 21
Denmark 21
Greece 19
Netherlands 18
Italy 17
Ireland 14
Portugal 11
U.K. 9

Source:Employmentin Europe(1991)DGV,EC,Luxembourg
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TABLE2
Public Expenditure on Labour Market Training

in Relation to GDP in the Member States
(1988/89)

% of GDP

Ireland .59
Denmark .53
France .32
Germany .29
U.K. .25
Greece .23
Netherlands .22
Portugal .22
Belgium .14
Spain .12
Italy .03
Luxembourg .02

Source: Employment in Europe (1991) DGV,EC, Luxembourg

Taking the most widely discussed example - Germany- the picture is clear:
"the system of vocational trainingsupplies companies with well-trainedlabour,
especially the so-called Facharbeiter.Since this system is run in co-operation
with state agencies, companiesenjoy the advantageof not being solely responsi-
ble for financingsuchtraining"[Pieper1990, p.10].

Nor is trainingthe only example of nationalsupportfor the externallabourmar-
ket. Table 3 outlines the percentageof GDP devoted to public expenditureon
labourmarketprogrammes.The figures include training,retrainingandjob tran-
sition support,job creationschemes andprogrammesto help youngerpeople and
the long-termunemployedget into the labourmarket.

TABLE3
Public Expenditure on Labour Market Programmes 1990 (% GDP)

Belgium 3.78
France (1987) 2.68
Germany 2.17
Italy 1.51
Netherlands 3.27
Norway 2.17
Sweden 2.60
Spain 3.18
U.K. 1.57
U.S.A. .74

Source: OECD (1992) Employment Outlook, Paris

In practice,then, governmentsin Europeandthe overallEuropeanUnion tend to
have more of a controlling(throughlegislation)and supporting(throughfinance)
role in HRM thanis the case in the UnitedStates.The corollaryis thatemployers
areless autonomousvis a vis the State.

State involvementin HRM is not limited to the legislative role. Comparedto the
U.S.A., in broadterms, the State in Europe has a higher involvementin under-
lying social securityprovision,a more directinterventionistrole in the economy,
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provides far more personnel and industrial relations services and is a more
substantialemployer in its own rightby virtueof a moreextensive government-
ownedsector.

PATTERNSOF OWNERSHIP

Patternsof ownershipin the privatesectoralso varyfromone side of theAtlantic
to the other.Although public ownershiphas decreasedto some extent in many
Europeancountries in recent years, it is still far more widespread than in the
United States. Nor should it be assumed that ownership in the private sector
implies the same thing. In manyof the southernEuropeancountriesparticularly,
ownershipof even majorcompanies remainsin the handsof single families. In
Germany,as a differentexample, most majorcompaniesare owned largelyby a
tight networkof a small numberof substantialbanks.Their interlockingshare-
holdings and close involvementin the managementof these corporationsmean
less pressureto produce short-termprofits and a positive disincentive to drive
competitorsout of the market-place[Randlesome1993].

TRADE UNION REPRESENTATION

These outside constraintson organisationalautonomyare supportedby a variety
of internal constraints, particularly in the form of employee representation.
Beaumont[1991] has pointedout thatstudiesof HRMin the United Stateshave
tendedto take place in the non-unionsector.A constantthreadin researchpro-
grammesin the U.S. has been the link betweenHRMpracticesandnon-unionism
(see, e.g., Kochanet al. [1984]; Kochanet al. [1986]). "Inthe U.S. a numberof
... academicshave arguedthatHRM (the conceptandthe practice)is anti-union
andanti-collectivebargaining"[Beaumont1991a,p.300].

The definition,meaningand reliabilityof union membershipfigures varyacross
countries [Walsh 1985; Blanchflower and Freeman 1990]. However, it is quite
clearthat,in general,the Europeancountriesaremoreheavilyunionisedthanthe
United States (Table 4). Trade union membership and influence varies con-
siderably by country, of course, but is always significant. Sweden has union
membershipof 85%of the workingpopulation,the U.K. around40% andeven in
the least unionisedcountriessuch as Switzerland,23%, andFrance, 12%,union
membershipis abovethatin the U.S.A.

A more importantquestionis tradeunion recognition.The numberof employees
who are union members in a workplace is of less relevance than whether the
employerdeals with a tradeunion in a collective bargainingrelationshipwhich
sets terms and conditions for all or most of the employees. In many European
countries,union recognitionfor collective bargainingis requiredby law. Some
states, such as Germany,France and the Benelux countries, have legislation
requiringemployers over a certainsize to recogniseunions for consultativepur-
poses. In France, Greece and Portugal,an employer has to negotiate with any
union with members in the workplace.Union recognitionoccurs in nine out of
ten organisationswith more than200 employees in Sweden, Norway,Denmark,
Italy,andGermanyandin morethanseven out of every ten such organisationsin
Spain,Irelandandthe U.K. [Gunnigleet al. 1993].
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TABLE4
Union Density in the Twelve EU Countries (1988)

Country Density (%)

Denmark 73.2
Belgium 53.0
Ireland 52.4
Luxembourg 49.7
United Kingdom 41.5
Italy 39.6
Germany 33.8
Portugal (30.0)1
Netherlands 25.0
Greece (25.0)1
Spain 16.02
France 12.0

'estimates

21985
Source: OECD Employment Outlook (1991), Paris

In manyEuropeancountries,unionrecognitionfor collective bargainingpurposes
is requiredby law wherevertherearetradeunions. Even in the U.K., wherethere
is no legal mechanismfor enforcingrecognition,72%of organisationswith more
than200 employees still recognise tradeunions [Gunnigleet al. 1993].

Trade unionism remains widespread and importantin Europe, an importance
that current EU-level approaches may well enhance. Furthermore, in most
Europeancountries,manyof the union functionsin such areasas pay bargaining,
for example, are exercised at industrialor national levels - outside the direct
involvementof managerswithin individualorganisations- as well as at establish-
mentlevels [Hegewisch 1991;Gunnigleet al. 1993].

EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT

Beyond the immediate issue of trade union membership lies the European
practiceof employee involvement.In countriessuch as FranceandGermany,the
establishmentof workers'councils is requiredby law.

Employers have to deal with workplace (and often wider) works councils
whereverthe employees requestit in Germany,Italy andPortugal.In Greece, the
unions can only insist on the establishmentof a workscouncil where the organi-
sation is largerthan twenty employees; there have to be thirty-fiveor more em-
ployees in the Netherlands,fifty or morein SpainandFrance,andone hundredin
Belgium. These variousforms of works council have differingdegrees of power,
but most would shock U.S. managersbroughtup on theories of "management's
rightto manage".In Germanyandthe Netherlands,for example,employee repre-
sentativescan resortto the courtsto prevent,or to delay, managerialdecisions in
areas (recruitment,termination,changing working practices) that in the United
Stateswouldbe areasfor considerablemanagerialprerogative.

Beyond the workplace,legislation in countriessuch as the Netherlands,Denmark
and, most famously, Germany,requiresorganisationsto have two-tier manage-
ment boards, with employees having the right to be representedon the more
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senior SupervisoryBoard. Employee representationcan, dependingon country,
size and sector,rangeup to 50% of the Board.Table5, which does not include
the enterprise level representationalrights conferred by law on, for example,
Italiantradeunions, which enable the establishmentof bodies like works coun-
cils, outlinesthe position.

These arrangementsgive considerable (legally backed) power to the employee
representativesand,unlikeconsultationin the U.S. for example, they tendto sup-
plement ratherthan supplantthe union position. In relatively highly unionised
countries,it is unsurprisingthatmanyof the representativesof the workforceare,
in practice, trade union officials. In Germany,as one instance, four-fifths of
themareunionrepresentatives.

TABLE5
Incidence of Statutory Works Councils/Statutory Board-Level Employee

Representation in the Twelve Member States: 1990

Country StatutoryWorks StatutoryBoard-Level
Councils EmployeeRepresentation

Belgium 0
Denmark(DK)
FederalRepublicof Germany(D) *
France(F) *
Greece *
Ireland(IRL)
Italy(I)
Luxembourg * u

Netherlands(NL) *
Portugal(P)
Spain(E)
UnitedKingdom(U.K.)

*statutoryrequirementsconfinedto state-owned enterprises
Source: EuropeanFoundationforthe Improvementof Livingand WorkingConditions,1990

It is clear thatmanyemployers in Europehave takensteps to expandthe degree
of information given to the workforce irrespective of legal requirements
[Brewsteret al. 1994]. This reflectsa centralthemeof standardconceptsof HRM
- the requirementto generatesignificantworkforcecommitment.Howeverit is
noticeablethatthis provisionof informationto the workforcestill includesa sub-
stantialnumberof organisationsthat are expandingtheir use of the formalised
employee representationor tradeunionchannels(Table6 and7).

The point is made equally clearly when upward communication is examined.
Across Europe, the two most common means, by a considerable margin, are
throughimmediateline management,andthroughthe tradeunionor workscoun-
cil channel [Brewsteret al. 1994].4

At the supranational,EU, level it is clear thatthe EuropeanUnion is committed
to maintainingthe role of employers and tradeunions. These are referredto, in
instructiveEU terminology,as the "social partners".In particular,the latestpro-
posals from the EuropeanCommission on the subject of employee involvement
offer a series of options for the memberstates.These are, in effect, an attemptto
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draw on the best practice available in all the Europeancountriesratherthan to
impose the system thatexists in one stateon the others.

TABLE6
The Percentage of Companies Indicatingan
Increase in Communication with Employees

Eitherthrough Staff Bodies, Verballyor WrittenMethods

Country
Method of Communication CH* D DK E F Fin Irl 1* N NL P S UK

Representative staff bodies 27 36 52 34 24 62 12 20 43 49 8 16 12
Verbally,direct to employees 46 47 65 43 58 66 58 53 47 43 45 63 63
Written, direct to employees 55 47 34 41 62 57 41 43 24 58 40 58 59

*1991 data available only
CH = Switzerland; Fin = Finland; N = Norway; S = Sweden
Source: abstracted from Brewster and Hegewisch [1994]

TABLE7
The Percentage of Companies Reporting LineManagement or

TradeUnions / WorkCouncils as Employee Methods
of Communicating to Management

Country

Method of Communication CH* D DK E F Fin Irl l* N NL P S UK

Line Managers 93 90 94 96 92 91 96 92 93 91 94 94 96
Trade Unions / WorkCouncils 52 78 86 79 86 89 73 52 95 78 29 89 69

*1991 data available only
Source: abstracted from Brewster and Hegewisch [1994]

Summingup this evidence, then, it is clear thatorganisationsin Europeare con-
strained in importantways in how they deal with people. The constraints on
managementoperate both internallyand externally.The proposition at the be-
ginningof the paperis soundlybased.

It is not sufficient to point out weaknesses in theory.There is a need to move
beyond thatto proposing,at least tentatively,improvementsto the models.This is
more importantin the light of two very different developments:the increasing
interest in the linkage between HRM and economic success, and the drive
towardsEuropeanisation.

THE HRM-ECONOMIC SUCCESS EQUATION

It is frequentlyarguedthat there is a direct correlationbetween strategicHRM
and economic success. Porter [1985, 1991] believes that HRM can help a firm
obtaincompetitiveadvantage.SchulerandMacmillan[1984, p.242] makea simi-
lar point, that "effectively managing human resources" gives benefits that
"include greater profitability". Other authors make the point explicitly that
"firmsthatengage in a strategyformulationprocessthatsystematicallyandrecip-
rocally considers humanresourcesand competitive strategywill performbetter
..over the long term" [Lengnick-Halland Lengnick-Hall 1988, p.468]; Pieper
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[1990, p.4] built on this to follow Porterin arguingthat"sinceHRM is seen as a
strategicfactor strongly influencing the economic success of a single company
one can arguethatit is also a strategicfactorfor the success of an entirenation".

The problemwith this argumentis that there is a markeddearthof evidence to
supportit. Indeed at the most visible level, the nationallevel, thereis some evi-
dence thaton the most generalisedassumptionstakenhere,the evidencepointsin
the opposite direction: countries where employment policies and practices are
furthest from the traditional concept of HRM, those nations that allow least
autonomyto their managements(with most legal regulationand tradeunion in-
fluence), tend to have been most successful in recentyears. Nationaldifferences
in humanresourcemanagementand in practiceslinkedfrequentlywith views of
"good"HRM practiceappearto have no correlationwith nationaldifferencesin
economic performance.

Partof the answerto this problemis undoubtedlymethodological,baseduponthe
impossibilityof finding nations(or organisations)thatareequal in all substantial
areasexcept HRM strategies.It seems unlikely howeverthatbettermethodology
would resolve the issue. This raises two possibilities:the first is that,despite the
apparentlogic, there is no correlationbetween HRM strategies and economic
success. The second, more promisingly,is thatcurrentconceptionsof HRM are
inadequate.This would go some way towardsexplainingthe lack of correlation
of a narrowlyconceived view of organisationalHRM strategieswith economic
success. By failing to include the externalconstraints,the 'autonomous'HRM
models ignoreimportantfactors.

THE EUROPEANISATION OF THEORY

The need to build in externalconstraintsto models of HRMis widely acceptedin
the U.S. and elsewhere. In the Europeancontext, however,it can be seen as part
of a generaltrendin theorisingtowardsarguingthatan over-readyacceptanceof
models originatingin the U.S.A. has gone beyondits provablevalue:andthatthe
time is now ripe for distinguishingspecifically Europeanapproaches.It is surely
no coincidence that this coincides with the revitalisationof the EuropeanUnion
andEurope'seconomic success comparedto the U.S.A.

Thurleyand Wirdenius[1991], for example, were concernedwith the develop-
ment of a functionalmodel of management,particularlyin the context of inter-
nationalbusinessactivities,ratherthanwithHRMin particular,or thecomparative
analysisof differentnationalmodels of HRM.But they arerelevantherebecause
they tried to distil what is particularto "Europe"ratherthan the U.S. or Japan.
They focussed on the culturalcontextof management,and, in the face of the pre-
dominanceof U.S. (andmorerecentlyJapanese)conceptionsof management,the
need "now to distinguish 'European Management' as a possible alternative
approach"(p.128). They saw this as necessary to reflect the different cultural
values and legal-institutional practices that are dominant in Europe. Such a
Europeanapproach,accordingto Thurleyand Wirdenius[1991, p.128], has the
following characteristics:



EUROPEANMODELOF HRM 11

EuropeanManagement

*is emerging,andcannotbe said to exist exceptin limitedcircumstances;

*is broadlylinkedto the idea of Europeanintegration,which is continu-
ously expandingfurtherinto differentcountries(i.e., the 12);

*reflectskey values such as pluralism,tolerance,etc., butis notcon-
sciously developedfromthese values;and

*is associatedwith a balancedstakeholderphilosophyandthe conceptof
Social Partners.

There has been criticism of the importation of U.S. theory elsewhere, too
[Cox and Cooper 1985]. In the context of HRM specifically, Europeans are
increasinglycriticalof the currentHRM model. Looking at the U.K., Guest sees
"signs that ...the American model is losing its appeal as attentionfocuses to a
greater extent on developments in Europe"[Guest 1990, p.377] and the same
authoris elsewherescepticalof the feasibilityof transferringthe modelto Britain.

The inapplicabilityof autonomy-basedmodels of HRM in Europehas also been
noted in Germany."An internationalcomparisonof HR practices clearly indi-
cates that the basic functions of HR managementare given differentweights in
differentcountriesandthatthey arecarriedout differently"[Gaugler1988, p.26].
AnotherGermansurveyingEuropeanpersonnelmanagementsimilarlyconcluded
that "a single universal model of HRM does not exist" [Pieper 1990, p.11].
Critiquesof any simplistic attemptsto "universalise"the U.S. models have also
come from France (see, e.g., Bournois [1991]). Europeanauthorshave argued
that "we are in culturally different contexts" and, "Ratherthan copy solutions
which result from otherculturaltraditions,we shouldconsiderthe state of mind
that presided in the search for responses adaptedto the culture"[Albert 1989,
p.75, translationin BrewsterandBournois 1991].

A "EUROPEAN MODEL"?

It has been recognised from the earliest discussions of personneladministration
and managementthatpracticehas to be relatedto directlyimpingingenvironmen-
tal factors,such as labourmarketsandStatelegislation.Literature,perhaps,lagged
ratherbehind practice. A paper at the end of the 1960s on the then dominant
"humanrelations"approacharguedthatthehumanrelationsliteratureof the imme-
diate post-waryears andthe succeedingorganisationdevelopmentandchange lit-
eratureignoredall external,economic variables[Strauss1968]. The same critique
could well be appliedto muchof the moreprescriptiveHRMliterature.

Fromthe early 1980s this debatehas been widened.Severalauthorsin thatperiod
(see, for example, Nkomo [1980]; Tichy et al. [1982]; Fombrun[1982]) argued
thathumanresourcemanagementneeded to follow the corporatestrategylitera-
ture in acknowledging,and positioning itself in line with, environmentalinflu-
ences. Indeed, it has recentlybeen arguedthat,whateverthe otherfailings of the
latest writing on HRM, it "no longer ignores external, economic variables"
[Beaumont1991]. This was, for example, includedin the "perspective"proposed
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by Lengnick-Hall and Lengnick-Hall, where "competitive strategy"and "HR
strategy"are still in separate boxes (but boxes that are connected or, in their
terms, "mesh") and that are both impacted by external issues. For HR, these
issues are the labourmarket,skills and values,culture,andeconomic conditions.
Only the last overlaps with issues for competitive strategy [Lengnick-Halland
Lengnick-Hall1988, p.467].

Nor arethese the only criticismsof the Americanconceptof HRM.These, as we
have seen, have been attackedfor ignoring(or being anti) tradeunion andbeing
based on a unitaryview of organisations.It was partly to counter such attacks
that Beer et al. included (potentiallyconflicting) "stakeholderinterests"in their
classic "mapof the HRM territory"[Beer et al. 1985, p.16]. Interestingly,how-
ever, much of their succeeding discussion reflects a unitarist concept of the
organisation,andin fact moves into a clearlynormativeandprescriptivepath.

These models have also been subject to significant criticism in Europe. Poole
[1990] supplementsthe Beer et al. mapwith power,strategicchoice, and 'global-
isation' (the practiceof multinationalcorporationsinvolving, centrally,the trans-
fer of executives between countries) [Brewster1991; Black et al. 1992; Schuler
et al. 1993]. Hendryand Pettigrew[1990] extend the Beer et al. model to cate-
gorise the factors influencing strategic decisionmaking in HRM, under the
headings of "economic";"technical";and "socio-political".Under "economic"
they include ownershipandcontrol,organisationalsize and structure,the growth
patternof an organisation,industrystructureandmarkets;under"technical"they
refer to skill, work organisationand labourforce requirementsof technologies;
and "socio-political"encompasses the institutionalframework,particularlythe
nationaleducationandtrainingsystem.The environmentalfactorshavebeen cen-
tralto discussions of this issue in otherEuropeancountriestoo (see, for example
Bournois[1991] in France;Remer[1986] andPieper[1990] in Germany).

Whetherthese lists of environmentalissues areexternalor are an intrinsicaspect
of the HRM concept may be more than a matterof semantics. It is noteworthy
thatit is in generalauthorsfromthe United Stateswho have seen these issues as
externalandthe Europeanauthorswho have wantedto includethese areaswithin
the concept.Going down the routeof seeing these issues as externalhas led to the
often very detailed,case-study-based,andsophisticatedattemptsto createa "con-
tingency"approachto HRM.Thus Schuler[1989], a leadingfigure in this move-
ment, has attemptedto link HRM strategies to life-cycle models (as did Kerr
[1982]; Fombrunand Tichy [1983]; Kochan and Capelli [1984]; Kochan and
Barocci [1985]) and to Porter'smodels for achieving competitive advantagein
different industryconditions [Schuler and Jackson 1987; Schuler 1989]. Other
authors have argued that HRM should be contingent upon markets [Baird,
Meshoulam and Degive 1983; Dertouzos, Lester and Solow 1989] and upon
groupingswithin organisationallevels [Lorangeand Murphy 1984]. The exam-
ples could be multiplied(see also MacmillanandSchuler [1985], wherethe reci-
procity of HR and strategyis clearly stated;Lengnick-Halland Lengnick Hall
[1988]; SchulerandMacmillan[1989]; Schuler[1992]).
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This contingent determinism has been adopted by some authors in Europe
[Staffelbach1986;Ackermann1986;Besseyre des Horts 1987, 1988;Hendryand
Pettigrew 1992]. However contingency theory has come under attack in the
corporate strategy literature.5A major critique is that it allows little role for
managerialactionotherthanthatof identifyingthe currentpositionandmatching
strategyto it. Manyof the "contingency"school of HRM writersrisk falling into
a form of strategic determinism in which management'stask is essentially no
more than to establish the "fit"of HRM to a given - usually corporatestrategy
driven - scenario. Such attempts have been sharply criticised by Conradand
Pieper [1990]; by Staehle [1988], who attacks the U.S. literatureaccessible in
Germanyfor its derivativeapproachto personnelmanagementseen as dependent
upon corporatestrategy,ratherthan contributoryto it; and by Poole: "strategic
choices imply discretion over decision-making (i.e., no situationalor environ-
mentaldeterminism)"[Poole 1990, p.5].

What is needed is a model of HRM thatreemphasisesthe influence of such fac-
tors as culture,ownershipstructures,the role of the Stateandtradeunion organi-
sation.Clearlythe Europeanevidence suggests thatmanagementscan see unions
as social partnerswith a positive role to play in humanresource management.
The manifest success of many Europeanfirms that adopt that approachshows
that the explicit or implicit anti-unionismof many approachesto HRM does not
fit theEuropeanculture.

It is ourcontentionthatHRM theoryneeds to adoptthe widerperspectiveof the
model proposed by Kochan et al. [1986], which arguedinter alia that govern-
mental, marketand labour-managementrelations are interwoven.If HRM is to
become a concept thatstandsthe test of internationalapplication,a morecompre-
hensiveview of the actorsin the system is required.

This paperproposesa model of HRM (outlinedin Figure2) which shows the HR
strategies interacting with the business strategy. The model also shows, in a
simplistic form, that the business strategy,HR strategyand HR practiceof the
organisationinteractwithinandwith an externalenvironmentof nationalculture,
power systems, legislation, education,employee representationand all the other
issues discussedabove.The dottedlines show thatthe organisationandits human
resourcestrategiesandpracticesin turninteractwith andarepartof thatenviron-
ment. The model places HR strategies in close interaction with the relevant
organisationalstrategyandexternalenvironmentin a way thatis foreshadowedin
muchof the literaturebutis indicatedsimply andclearlyhere.

This different presentation of the HRM concept extends the model to show
factors external to the organisation as part of the HRM model ratherthan as
external influences upon it. It places organisational approaches firmly within
the nationalcontext, thus allowing fuller understandingof situationsthat differ
from those in the United States. The importanceof this aspect of the model is
emphasisedby recentresearchfindingsthatconfirmthatthereare significantdif-
ferences between nations in their HRM practices; and that even multinational
corporationstend to adapttheir HRM to local practice [Brewsterand Bournois
1991; Rosenzweig and Nohria 1994]. The advantagesof this approachinclude a
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betterfit of the model to the Europeanscene and experience.This changes the
debatein Europefromtwo angles.

FIGURE2
"European" (Contextual)

Model of HRM

Environment Organisation

International Context _ ..*

Includes: . CorporateStrategy
e.g., EuropeanUnion /

HRM Strategy
Includes:

NationalContext integration,
Includes: devolvementto line,
culture, employmentpolicies("flows'),
political/legislative, ............. involvementpolicies,
economica'Aegislativreward policies,
social, worksystems, etc.
patternsof ownership,etc.

HRMPractice
Includes:
selection,

National HRMContext performance,
Includes: appraisal,
education/training, rewards,
labourmarkets, development,
tradeunions, . industrialrelations,
industrialrelations,etc. communication,etc.

From the normativeside, where commentatorsand consultantshave criticised
employing organisations for not adopting 'United States' style HRM, this
approachprovides differentoptions. Ratherthan searchingfor, and not finding,
autonomy-based HRM and then criticising employing organisationsand their
personnel specialists for not adopting these 'modern' approaches, the model
enables the consultantsto be more modest and employers to be less defensive.
An HRM style that accepts and builds on a clear social underpinning and
required employee involvement enables, even forces, organisations to look
beyond short-term'hire and fire' approachesto reducinglabourcosts towardsa
focus on training,developmentandthe cost-effectiveuse of labour.Arguably,this
is a more positive approach. It becomes a matter for empirical testing as to
whetherthis is a moresuccessfulapproach.

The debateis also changedfromthe analyticalside, whereacademicshave found
little evidence of HRMin practiceand significantshortcomingsin the conceptas
it has come across to Europe from the U.S.A. The model enables analysts to
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move beyonddiscussionsof whetherHRM shouldbe 'accepted'or 'rejected'to a
morepositivedebateaboutthe formsandstyles of HRM.

Furthermore, by including in the HRM concept not just organisational HR
strategiesand practicesand corporatestrategybut also the nationallocation and
the national HRM context, the model allows for a reappraisalof the corporate
strategy/strategicHRM link. There was, at least, a widespreadassumptionin the
U.S. literaturethatHRM is the dependentvariablein this relationship(see, e.g.,
GalbraithandNathanson1978; Tichy et al. 1982). The assumptionis thathuman
resource managementis in some sense "strategic"when it follows closely the
corporatestrategyof the organisation.This conception is open to threekinds of
criticism.

First, it shows considerablemisunderstandingof the strategicprocess. The con-
cept of strategy needs to be treated with some caution [Crow 1989; Morgan
1989]. It has been pointedout thata searchfor clearexamplesof coherentoverar-
ching strategiesthatlead directlyto implementationwould be extremelylimiting;
in practicethe line from formulationto implementationis subjectto much vari-
ability and a perspectivethat takes account of this, and of the effect of actors,
processesandcontextualconditionsis required[Child 1985]. Mintzberg[1978, p.
935] indeedarguedthat"formulation"of strategydoes not takeplace- it is much
less explicit, conscious or planned. He suggests using the term "formation"
instead.The developmentof strategyis in fact a complex, iterativeandincremen-
tal process, so that is is difficult to define a point at which the corporatestrategy
can be "finalised"sufficientlyto allow the "HRMstrategy"to be created.(For a
brief,clearview of this issue see HendryandPettigrew[1990], p. 34.)

Second, there is considerable evidence from the United States [Springer and
Springer 1990; Devanna et al. 1984; Quinn Mills and Balkaby 1985; Burack
1986; Butler 1988; CCH 1989; Kochan and Dyer 1992] that the integrationof
HRM with business strategyis in practicerare,even amongstlargecorporations.
Britishauthorshave gone so faras to suggest thatAmericantexts on HRM,as on
othertopics of management,"needto be read, therefore,as indictmentsof what
Americanindustrylargelywas not"[HendryandPettigrew1990,p. 19].

Third,the processdescribedin the United States is built on differentassumptions
fromthose thatoperatein muchof Europe.The rational/logicalview thatis wide-
spreadin America leads to a view thatHRM strategiesshouldbe determinedby
managementexperts in humanresourceswho closely follow the business strate-
gy. One Germanauthoras a contrastingexample arguesthat the closer involve-
ment of "modempersonnelmanagement"with the organisation'sstrategy"could
perhaps mean that staff participationin the organisationalprocess ... might be
morefeasible now thanwas the case in the past"[Remer 1986, p. 361]. American
texts on strategyformulationtend to assume thatemployees will not be involved
in the process.

By allowingfor the inclusionin the conceptof HRM of the environmentin which
the organisation is located, this model has a further potential advantage. It
enables analyststo link HRM more clearly with some of the advantagesin inter-
national competition which leading strategic theorists claim will accrue where
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organisations take greater account of personnel requirements, become more
tolerantof ambiguityandchallenge,are in a positionto takegreaterrisksandare
more acceptingof variability[Bartlettand Ghoshal 1989; HedlundandRolander
1990]. Perhapsbased partly on this reasoning, the model provides a closer fit
between HRM and national success. Personnelaspects are broughtinto human
resource management strategy by culture, legislation, or union involvement
through a direct influence channel as well as affecting the organisation via
corporatestrategy.This goes a considerableway towardsexplainingwhy some
countries,even includingthose with limitednaturalresources,thatdo not adopt
the policies andpracticesthatthe majorityof U.S.-basedtheoristsof HRMwould
see as good practice are nonetheless amongstthe most successful in the world.
The linkbetweenpositiveHRMandeconomic success is restored.

Limitationsof the Model

Thispaperhas focusseduponoutliningthechallengethattheEuropeanperspective
provides to many of the autonomy-basednotions of HRM which, it has been
argued,developedoriginallyin the U.S.A. Developingthe conceptto takeaccount
of the more limited autonomy(or greatersupport)of organisationalmanagersin
Europe,andincludingthe externalfactorswithina differentmodel of the concept
of HRM,has a value beyondthe presentationof simplediagrams.Clearlyit needs
refinement,but it does presenta way forward.Withoutsome adaptationto take
account of the European(and perhapsother?)extra-U.S.Asituations,the HRM
concept will continue to attractfundamentalcritiques,even in its most sophisti-
cated form,for its failureto acceptdifferentdegreesof managerialindependence,
differentapproachesto workingwith employee representativesandgovernmental
involvement,and, most damagingly,its inabilityto link HRM to economic per-
formance.This paper,by attemptingto clarifysome of these fundamentalbases of
theconcept,suggestsone way forward.

The conceptuallimitationsof this paperwill be apparent.One in particularis the
conflating of Europe into a single entity. There is some rationalefor this. The
EuropeanUnion provides a unifying political theme even for countries that at
presentonly aspireto join it; andin manyareasthe similaritiesbetweencountries
in Europein distinctionto those in other continentsare more obvious than dif-
ferenceswithinEurope.NeverthelessdifferenceswithinEuropeare importantand
are touched on in this paper, and addressed in more detail in Brewster and
Bournois[1991], Filella [1991] andBrewsterandHoltLarsen[1992].

One particularchallenge here is the position of the U.K. and, to a lesser extent,
Ireland.They stand, more than geographically,between Europeand the U.S.A.
Culturallythey share more with the U.S.A. than do other Europeancountries
[Hofstede 1980]. Governmentalsupportand legislativeconstraintsin this subject
are notably less in the U.K. than elsewhere in Europe.The UK governmentis
attemptingto "sidestep"EuropeanUnion social policy. In terms of tradeunion
involvementand employee participation,the U.K. and Irelandsharethe higher
levels of union membershipand involvementcommon to the rest of Europe,but
withoutthe attitudesof social partnership:they sharethe moreantagonisticman-
agement-unionattitudescommon to the U.S.A., but with the unions still deeply
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entrenchedin employing organisations.The U.K. and, to a lesser extent, Ireland
remain in an uncomfortable middle ground with, arguably,the worst of both
worlds.

A second oversimplificationin the model, and one where it needs development,
is in its relationto MNCs. Clearly it shows the need for internationalorganisa-
tions, and particularlyinternationalmanagers,to be aware of, and to adaptto,
local environments - as in practice they do [Brewster 1993]. However, more
complicated,perhapsthree-dimensional,models would be requiredto provide a
full pictureof the world environmentwithin which many internationalorganisa-
tions operate.Some valuablework on conceptualisinginternationalHRM is now
underway[Schuleret al. 1993].

The challenge thatinternationalcomparisonsbringto ourbasic assumptionsof a
variety of concepts within managementcan only create greaterunderstanding.
The dataand model presentedhere arean attemptto instigatethatchallenge and
start the process of increasing our understanding of the concept of human
resourcemanagement.

NOTES
1. Thereis a furtherandmoregeneralcaveatthathas to be enteredon behalfof paperssuch as this.
Not only are the data and analysis presentedhere "European";so is the style of researchupon
which the paperis based and the manner,therefore,in which it is written.The differencebetween
U.S. andotherstyles of academicendeavouris moreapparentto researchersoutsidethe U.S., since
manyof the librarysystems in the United Statesprovideonly sparsereferenceto externalwork in,
for example, literaturesearches.Fromthe outside,the U.S. researchandliterarytraditionat its best
seems detailed, careful, replicable, and cautious. It does, at below its best, risk becoming narrow
and over-relianton small-samplestatistics, concentratingon the measurableat the expense of the
important.Other traditionscan be more risk-taking and challenging without severely reducing
chances of publication.They will often involve large-scale surveys and at their best are clearly
focussed on what has to be explained,ratherthanon whatcan be measured.At theirworst, studies
in these traditionscan be poorly groundedin existing knowledge, inadequatelytested or simply
sloppy.The potentialfrustrations,andopportunitiesfor development,thatworkingacrossthese two
traditionscan bring was originally broughthome to the authorby a fascinatingdiscussion led by
ProfessorHenryLane at a session of theAcademyof InternationalBusiness at which an earlydraft
of this paperwas presented.This was, surely,a most appropriatevenue for such a discussion;and
one thatmaybe replicatedas theAIB itself becomes moreinternational.The authorwishes to thank
ProfessorLaneandall those who took partin thatsession.

2. For more detail on EuropeanHRM practices, see Brewster,Hegewisch, Holden and Lockhart
[1991]. In the paper,unreferencedstatementsaboutindividualcountrypracticesaretakenfromthat
source.

3. The closest Germanequivalentto the linguistic distinctionbetween personnelmanagementand
human resource managementis between "Personalwesen"or "Personalverwaltung"(administra-
tion) and "Personalmanagement";this differentiationis much weaker and concentratesmore on
the shift from administrationto management, ratherthan emphasising a different valuation of
employees.

4. The next most commonly used means, "regularworkforcemeetings,"is used by 88%of Finnish
organisations;74% in Denmark;63% in Germany;52% in the U.K. and France;and by consider-
ably less than50%in all othercountries.No othermethodwas used by morethanhalf the organisa-
tions in anycountry[Brewsteret al. 1994].
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5. The attack on contingency theory was originated by Child [1976] and followed throughby
authoritiessuch as Porter[1980, 1985]. There is a useful summaryof the debate in the issue of
Academyof ManagementReview,1990, devotedto "organisationaleconomics".
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