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AMERICAN AND EUROPEAN MODELS OF
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
Which one is more suitable for the Turkish case?*

Armagan Emre CAKIR**
Abstract

Corollary to the fact that Human Resources Management first flourished in the
American management literature, initial HRM models bore the affects of the
managerial milieu in the USA. With the spread of the HRM concept, however, to
other developed countries, alternative models started to thrive some of which had the
claim of universality. A group of models fashioned for Europe was the most
promising alternative to the American models. This article outlines the American and
European models of HRM, questions the pertinence of each for the Turkish case, and
suggests some alterations if they are to be applied to the HRM practices in Turkey.

Introduction

At its inception, Human Resources Management (HRM) was thought to
have absolute universal applicability with a static model. Probably the hype
at the beginning prevented the students of HRM from realising its relativity.
Preliminary attempts to transplant/export the HRM mechanisms as a whole
to other countries or regions proved problematic, and the American models
needed to be revised before being put into practice in other places. The
standpoint of relativity of HRM models gained prominence an extreme
instance of which is represented by Pieper! who advocated the idea of
unfeasibility of conceiving a universal HRM model in general or a European
model in particular. Yet, for the aims of this article, we will not go that far,
and depart from the premise of possibility of discerning a common European
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Resources Management In International Context: With Special Reference to the UK, Spain
and Turkey, Istanbul: Marmara University, European Community Institute, unpublished
PhD thesis.
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pattern. Let us examine the American and European models in turn, and then
discuss the suitability of each for the HRM practices in Turkey.

1. American Models of HRM

In the literature, exhibits or classifications of models of the American
HRM are mostly either a mixture of American and British models2 or not
exhaustive3. A more suitable classification is supplied by Sparrow and
Hiltrop4. They categorise the models under three titles: Michigan, New York -
and Harvard models. The Michigan and New York models together are called
'matching models of HRM'.

1.1 Matching Models
1.1.1 Michigan Model

This model, as one of the first in the literature, belongs to Tichy,
Fombrun and Devanna’. In the concept of 'Human Resources Management',
the authors emphasise the term resource’. Like other resources of the firm,
they assert, people have to be managed in such a way that they are "obtained
cheaply, used sparingly and developed and exploited as fully as possiblet".
Management of human resources (HR) should be in accordance with broad
organisational requirements like quality or efficiency. There has to be a fit
between HR and business strategies (though not manifest in the model). They
define five areas of HRM which have to be both coherent and consistent
among themselves and also linked to the business strategy:

Rewards

~N

Appraisal

R Development

Figure 1: The Michigan Matching Modet of HRM
Source: Sparrow. Pooand Hiltrop. J-NL (1994), Biropean [Human Resowrces Management. Cambridge:
Prentice Hall. p 8

1.1.2 New York Model

The New York model wds presented to the literature by Schuler and
Jackson” . In the centre of the model are the three generic competitive
strategies devised by Porter®. Porter claims that to achieve competitive
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advantage, a firm should follow either 'quality enhancement’, or 'innovation’
or 'cost leadership' strategy. Each option requires different behaviours of the
firm in different areas of HRM namely, 'planning, 'staffing’, 'appraising’,
'‘compensating' and 'training and development'. These five areas have
different dichotomous choices under them (called '"HRM practice menus’). In
accordance with its preference from the three generic competitive strategies,
the firm should pick up one from each dichotomous choice: I

Table 1: HRM Practice Menus

Planning Choices
Informal-e--semee- Formal
Short Term---------Long "f'erm
Lxplicit Job Analvsis <Implicit Job Analysis

Job Simplification--s------- Job Enrichment

Low Emplovee Involvement-eseeeee-- High Emplovee Involvement ‘
Staffing Choices |

Internal Sourees --~---ven- lixternal Sources

Narrow Pathg --e--ev-ov Broad Paths

]

Single Ladder -
Explicit Criteria-
Limited Socialisation-
Closed Procedures Open Procedures
Appraising Choices
Behavioural Criteria «-e---e--- Results Criteria
Purposes: Development, Remedial, Maintenance
Low Emplovee Participation---------- Ihgh Employee Participation
Short-Term Crileria -Long-"Term Criteria
Individual Criteria ----Ciroup Criteria

Multiple Ladders
---Implicit Criteria
Lixtensive Socialisation

Compensating Choices
Low Base Salariegmmeammens High Base Salaries
Intermal Fguity---smmeem- [oxternal Fguity
Few Perks - -Many Perks
Standard. Fixed Package ---------- Flexible Package
Low Participation --------- tligh Participation

No Incentive
Short-Term Incentives-
No Fmplovment Sceurity-

---ligh Incentives
--long-Term Incentives
-[igh Employment Security

Hicrarchical ---------- High Participation
Training and Development
Short Tern eeaeeeeeee Long T'erm
Narrow Apphication-es-eee-« Broad Application
Productivity Fmphasises-ees-e- Quality of Work Life Emphasis

Spontancous. Unplanned- ---Planned. Svstematic
Individual Onentation- ---Group Orientation
Low Partictpalions-re--=a-- High Participation

Noarce: Schuler. RS0 and Jackson, S, E. (1987) "Linking competitive strategies with human resource
. “w - N4 . . .
management practices” in Academy of Management Exccutive. Vol 1 No.30 207-219.p.212.

Each strategy has its role behaviours expected from the employees:
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Table 2: Employee Role Behaviours for Competitive Strategies

1. Iighly repetitive. predictable behaviour --Highly ereative. innovative behaviour

2. Very short-term focus--Very long-term behaviour

3. Highly co-operative. interdependent behaviour--Highly independent. autonomous behaviour
4. Vervlow concern for qualitv=-Very high concern for quality

5. Very low concemn for quantity--Very high concern for quantity

6. Very low risk taking--Very high risk taking

7. Very high concern for process--Very high concemn for results

8. [High preference to avoid responsibility--1ligh preference to assume responsibility
9. Vervinflexible to change--Very (lexible to change

10, Very comlortable with stability--Very tolerant ol ambiguity and unpredictability
1. Narrow skill application--Broad skill application

12, Low job (firm) involvement--I1igh job firm involvement

Source: Schuler and Jackson. S. E. (1987). p.209.

1.2 Harvard Model

Harvard model was developed by Beer ez. a/? at Harvard Business School.
Their model -or 'the map of the HRM territory' as they prefer to call it- has
five components: 'stakeholder interests’, 'situational factors', 'HRM policy
choices' 'HRM outcomes', and 'long-term consequences':

Stakeholder

interests
Sharcholders
Management D B L LT T :
LEmplovee groups !
Government 1
(i(){]lllltlllll}‘ HIRM policy Long-term
Unions = choices l‘lR outcomes consequences
? Employee 20“"“)‘“‘“‘:'31 IIK-‘I\'I(llI(lI well-
influence =< Comp.uh.nu L] being
Situational HR flow -ongruence Organisational
factors Reward svstems (({SI . effectiveness
Workforee Work systems effectivencss Soctetal well-
characteristics being
Business strategy

and conditions
Management H
philosophy D RS EE L R
Labour market
Unions
Task technology
Laws and socictal
values

H
Figure 2: The Map of the HRM Territory

Source: Beer. Mo Spector. B, Lawrence. P R.. Quinn Mills, D, and Walton. R, E. (1984). Managing
Hhamen Assets. New York: Free Press. p.16.
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The interesting feature about the model is that although it accepts that the
management has the upperhand, it also postulates that the voice of other
stakeholders like shareholders or employee groups have a say -or at least an
influence- in the formation of HR policies. With this feature, the model
leaves way for 'co-determination’, and as such constituted a point of
departure for some European models!® .

1.3 Common Points of the American Models

An overview of American HRM with main common characteristics
underlined is given by Claydon!! together with references to the
representative authors of each characteristic:

+ An emphasis on the importance of strategy in the management of
organisations and the desirability of linking strategies for the
management of organisational resources!?,

« An insistence that basic conflicts of interest are not an inevitable
feature of employment relationship, and that effective management
can 'integrate the goals of employees with those of the firm!3' . In this,
HRM has not incorporated the explicitly pluralist focus on
management's role in 'balancing and rebalancing the multiple interests
served by the company!4' which has a feature of some of the writing of
the Harvard school,

« A focus on developing individual workers' commitment to the
organisation, i.e. loyalty and willingness to remain with the
organisation, and strong motivation to deliver high levels of
performance?’,

+ The importance of developing a strong organisational culture which is
supportive of HRM policies aimed at developing employee
commitment. The values of the founders of companies have been seen
as one of the most important factors in’ developing such cultures!®,

Sparrow and Hilltrop provide another design to shed a light to the two

main groups apparent in the American HRM literature:
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Amecrican HRM

tradition

[Tuman refations

Strategic literature literature
Resource management . Developmental
Situational Contingeney humanistic

tradition

HIR strategy as: 1R strategy as:

. Coherence . Series of policy choices

. Alignment and matehing (fit) to . Gestalt whole. not single levers
corporale strategy . Multiple stakeholders

. Central to implementation . Lvaluation through

commitiment, competence.

Fombrun et al. congruence and cost

eflectiveness
. Creneral manager perspective
. ased on markagement
[lunuin resources as: Bl‘l'l“ '; management |
: H 1osophy. not sttiationa
. Strategic resourees p K ph . ‘
E . . contingencies
. Source of competitive

advantage
S Beer et al.

, Walton and Lawrence
Porter

NMacMillan and Schuler

Figure 3: A Schism in American Thinking aboul American HRM
Source: Sparrow and Hilltrop. (1994). p.7.

2. European Models of HRM

Bournois and Brewster put forward three arguments to justify
international comparisons of concepts and practices of HRM from a
European perspective: i) due to the inevitable effects of internationalisation
and globalisation trends, managers are no longer only exposed to technical
and economic changes but also to cultural differences!7 ; ii) in the last decade
some practices like Japanese management or strategic management have
become fashionable. A comparative approach may exhibit the applicability
and relevance of these practices in other national contexts; iii) international
comparisons often draw on three main units: USA, Japan and Europe.

One of the prominent authors of the field of comparative industrial
relations, Bean holds the view that whereas HRM is accompanied by a
marginalisation of the unions, or the creation of union free enterprises, in
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European countries it has operated in the presence of the unions sometimes
involving them in the operation. Another difference between the US and
Europe, according to Bean, is that managements in Europe have less
autonomy -because of, for example legal constraints on employment contract
and establishment of pay levels. He says that "the evidence suggests that the
US-based concept may not fit comfortably with the reality of human resource
management in Europe....18"

Such general remarks about singular European countries may be valid.
However, the idea that Europe is a homogenous entity is questionable!®.
Holden underlines the pitfalls in establishing a single model that would
explain the HRM matters at the European scale:

In the European Community .... there are significant differences in human
resource practices. For example, in many Italian organisations
recruitment is often based on the contacts of family and friends, whilst
although such practices do exist in Northern Europe, they are generally
frowned on as a form of nepotism.

In France the use of graphology is widely used in the selection process but
hardly used in Scandinavia or the UK where there is more scepticism
about its effectiveness. In Germany and Sweden there are large numbers
of directors and senior executives who have engineering qualifications
whereas in the UK they are more likely to have accountancy backgrounds.
In addition labour market policies differ widely across Europe and there
can be significant variance in policies and practices between countries
which appear similar in their socio-economic and political structures, for
example between Denmark and Sweden0.

A similar quote belongs to Bournois and Chauchat:

We now have a better idea of what is meant by the European dimension,
but there is still a great deal of controversy as to what makes a manager.
What are the similarities between the concepts of 'cadre’, ‘'manager’,
fiihrungskraft', ‘quadro’, ‘Kader', 'dirigenti’, 'quadri’.. 21?

This cynical view about devising a European model of HRM has gone so
far that among others Pieper established his work on the idea of
impossibility of rendering this task at international scale in general and at
European scale in particular; according to him, "first of all, Human Resources
Management seems to be more a theoretical construct than an applied
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reality?2”. Because, what companies generally practise is personne]
management instead of HRM; they ignore cultural or general environmenta}
differences in pursuing their international HR policies. Secondly, practica)
and theoretical concepts in the various nations vary widely. Thirdly, culture
has been exaggerated in its influence on HRM practices.

Nevertheless, there are some others who maintain a contrary view,
Shenton?3 claims that it is possible to delineate a 'European' management in
general on the following two tracks: first, the definition and description of
features that distinguish management in Europe as opposed to management
elsewhere (for example, the US), and secondly, the sum or synthesis of the
mosaic of national styles (for example, French management or German
management) in which different national styles are examined critically.

Keeping the above points in mind, we may now analyse the models of
comparative HRM at European scale:

2.1 Harvard Model Revisited

Beer et al. in devising their model already acknowledged the importance
of the comparative approach like Bournois and Brewster mentioned above:

... (V)ariations in Human Resources Management policies and practices
across countries offer useful alternatives for US managers to learn from.
This comparative perspective allows managers to examine and question
the ideology and assumptions that underlie their own Human Resources
Management practices. Looking at what managers in other countries do
can also suggest alternative models for integrating people and
organisations?4.

Six years after the publishing of their book, Poole took up the model to
derive an international model from it by making a combination with his own
work on comparative industrial relations25 . For him, the Harvard model is
pluralist in nature in the sense that it accepts differing approaches and
attitudes towards the employment relationship, but "some of its features
reflect its North American origin" and three substantial alterations are
necessary on it26: '

1

*  The global development of business,

»  The power of different stakeholders,
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«  The more specific links between corporate and HR strategies.

Though his focus is on examining industrial democracy, he underlines the
notion of strategic choice in international HRM. As such, Poole's model takes
the following form: ‘

Structural Strategic -; ‘The power of Organisation- -% Outcomes
constraints decisions on the principal al structures
(cconomic institutional partics (the and provcesses
and arrangements state and at the fevel of
technical for industrial legislature: the firm
conditions) democracy workers and

their

associations:

. management.

Suh_|ccl.|\'c emplovers
constraints and their
(cultural values associations)
and ideological
predispositions)

The legal framework
and the policy

Figure 4:  Poolc's Model for the Comparative Analysis of Industrial Democracy
Source: Poole. M. (1990) “Iditorial: Human Resource Management n an international perspective” in
International Journal of Iltman Resource Management, 1(1). June. 1-1 3.p. 6.

The main areas of the strategic choice are employee influence, HR flow,
reward systems, and work systems. Let us examine these areas shortly:

Employee influence: Empowerment of the workforce takes different forms
in different national and organisational cultures (quality circles, job
enrichment, union representation, works councils, co-determination,
producer co-operatives, self-management etc.). However not all of these
forms fit HRM frameworks, but "most are (a) relevant, and (b) are the
subject of vibrant comparative research"2’.

HR flow: It has three components: 'inflow' (recruitment, assessment and
selection, orientation and socialisation), 'internal flow’ (evaluation of
performance and potential, internal placement, promotion and demotion,
education and training) and 'outflow' (termination outplacement and
retirement). These are related with the government legislation, educational
institutions, unions, societal values and public policy of each national and
regional context.
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Reward systems: Traditional methods like pay, as well as intrinsic rewards
such as employee satisfaction and motivation to work...

Work systems: Behind this, is the presupposition that gaining high
commitment from employees takes an important part in the agenda of all the
organisations, and the various ways of achieving this reflect work-related
value systems. These systems in turn need to be recognised and integrated.

Besides these four areas he adds to the Harvard model, Poole also lays
emphasis on the concepts of 'globalisation’, 'power' and 'strategy' in the
evolution of international HRM. Multinational companies, and the relations
with such bodies like the EC are new themes too. These factors together with
new technologies, the economies of large markets, and market competition
are the factors to be taken into consideration in the creation of HRM
strategies.

2.2 The Brewster-Bournois, Brewster-Hegewisch, and
Brewster Models

The amendments Poole made on the Harvard model are not enough for
Brewster and Bournois28 ; by referring to Guest's phrase from 199029 they
state that this conception of HRM is a reflection of the 'American Dream'.
What Brewster and Bournois develop is an international model -or what they
unassumingly call 'perspective'- based on the Price Waterhouse Cranfield
Survey. Since that survey was based on European data, it is their claim that,
their international model is from a European viewpoint, and as such tentative.
To support their arguments they quote, among others, Thurley and Wirdenius
who argued that a unique European management approach is

emerging and cannot be said to exist except in limited circumstances,

broadly linked to the idea of European integration, which is
continuously expanding further into different countries (i.e. the twelve);

a reflector of key values such as pluralism, tolerance, etc., but is not
consciously developed from these values,

associated with a balanced stakeholder philosophy and the concept of
Social Partners. 30
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National culture (including faws, IR, labour markets etc.)

Human resources
: strategy Behaviour
Corporale Recruitment

Cost ellectiveness

. RN

Strategy Tt N
s Fraining Performance

Employvee relations

Flexibility, ¢le.

Figurc 5:  The Brewster and Bournois Model for Investigating HR strategics
Source: Holden, 1. (1994) in | Beardwell and 1. Holden (ed.s) Human Resonrce Management. London:
Pitman Publishing. 625-654. p.612

The Brewster and Bournois model was later revised and renamed in
the following form by Brewster and Hegewisch in 199431:

National culture (including laws. IR, labour markets erc.)

Organisation, size and structure, and culture

Human resourees

strategy Behaviour
Recruitment ______’ TIRA Practice
Training Performance
Emplovee relations
Flexthility, cte.

Figurc 6: A Modcl for Investigating HR Strategics: The Europcan Environment
Source: Brewster, Cand Hegewische A (1994) "HRM in Europe: Issues and opportunities™ n C.
Brewster and A\ Hegewiseh (edus). Policy and Practice in Furopean Hinnan Resowce Management: The
Price Warerhowse Cranjield Survey. Fondon: Routledge, 1-21.p.6

What Brewster and Hegewisch highlight in this model is that first, HR
strategies are "placed firmly within, though not entirely absorbed by, the
business strategy....; there is an interaction between the two rather than one
following from the other". Secondly, "the business strategy, HR strategy and
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HR practice are located within an external environment of national culture,
power systems, legislation, education, employee representation etc.)". For
them, "despite the clear national and regional distinctions, there is an
identifiable difference between the way in which HRM is conducted in
Europe and the situation in the USA". They underline "the influence of such
factors as culture, ownership structures, the role of the state and trade union
organisation”. For example, they maintain, "the European evidence suggests
that managements can see the unions.... as social partners with a positive role

to play in Human Resources Management".32

Later on, a third model was derived -this time only- by Brewster:

Environment

Organisation

International context
Includes:
e.g the LU

Corporate strategy

v 4

v

National context
Includes:

culture

political legislative
ceonomic

social

patterns ol ownership.

HRM strategy

Includes:

integration

devolvement to line
eruplovment policies (1lovs)
involvement policies
reward policies

work systems, erc.

v L

ele.

National IIRM context
Includes:

education training
fabour markets

trades unions

industrial relations. ¢ic.

HRM practice
Includes:

selection

performance appraisal
rewards

development
industrial relations
communication. efc.

Figurc 7: Europcan (Contextual) Model of HRM

Source: Brewster. C. (1993). "Towards a 'uropean’ model of human resource management” in Journal
of International Business Studies, 26(1). 1-21. p.14.
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2.3 The Clark and Mallory Model

Clark and Mallory have substantial criticisms about Brewster's model.
These criticisms are presented under four headings33 :

a) Cultural diversity: Drawing on the works of cultural relativist writers,
Clark and Mallory question the 'universal appropriateness of management
models and theories developed in one country' and suggest that 'the relevance
and validity of a theory is limited by national boundaries'. From among these
writers they prefer Hofstede in particular.

b) American versus European managerial autonomy: Here, the criticism
of Clark and Mallory is on the point that Brewster may have overestimated
"the level of autonomy 'enjoyed' by American managers and organisations
with respect to human resources matters34" . They argue that in some areas
like equal opportunities legislation American organisations are more
restricted than their European counterparts.

¢) An American or European model?: That Brewster "takes as his central
notion of HRM the idea that human resources strategies must
integrate with, or be linked to, corporate strategies and that human resources
practices must be integrated with and support the human resources
strategy35" is questioned by Clark and Mallory. They assert that this is one
of the themes which have dominated the American HRM literature, and that
Brewster transferred this conception from the American literature to a
different cultural context.

d) Ethnocentrism: Clark and Mallory draw attention to the danger that in
determining "whether organisations in a particular nation, or set of nations,
adopt a common model of HRM, everything is compared in terms of a
common reference point (the original model) and is therefore viewed through
a particular lens which tends to filter out the diversity of understandings
which may exist in different nations"36.

Under the light of their above criticisms, Clark and Mallory propose an
alternative model one of the most typical features of which is that it does not
specify any HRM concepts and practices, and instead amplifies cultural and
institutional elements:
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International institutional contest:
| Furopean Union (k1)

International Labour Office (11.0), efc.

National inslilulio'ml context:

eCononie system

[IR\!
educational system coneepts and practives
finance

legal system
political system, efe.

National culture:
attitndes
valies

———»

mindsets

Figure 8: A Framework for the Understanding of National Notions of HRM
Source: Clark. T, and Mallorv, G. (1996) "The cultural refativity ol human resources management: Is
there a universal model” in . Clarh and G. Mallory, turopean Human Resonrce Managemen,
lLondon: Blackwell. 1-33. p.27.

The Clark and Mallory model as such, as its architects state, is based on
comparisons in cultural and institutional settings; "(t)o assert that HRM
differs in country A in this or that respect from country B is incomplete
without examining how the cultural and/or institutional framework accounts
for the differences found"37 . At first sight, their model may be seen akin to
Pieper's perception explained above; he too draws attention to cultural or
general environmental differences. However, it should be stressed that Pieper
is of the idea that HRM is rather a theoretical concept, and what is practised
in reality is usually personnel management. He also thinks that the role of
culture is exaggerated.

3. American and European Models Compared

Despite the differences among them, European models have some
common characteristics in contrast to the American ones. Sparrow and
Hiltrop summarise them with reference to Brewster and Hegewisch,
Hofstede, Guest, and Pieper:
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[able 3: In Relation to American Concepts of HRM, Continental European
Concepts Suggest...

1. More restricted emiployer autonomy: o raison d'tre for managers derived  lrom

. hiring and [iring decisions. people.

o lower gcographic and professional o less emphasis on devisive managerial heroes.
employee mobility. 5. [nereased role of 'social partners’ inthe

o sronger link between type of education and employment relationship:
career Progression. o role ol trade unions’ intluenee in the setting

2. Loss stress on market processes: ol TIRM poliey.

o human sovcial life not \ jewed totally as an o collective bargaining at the state and
sconomic transaction. regional level.

o lower emphasis on the contractual sale of e direct co-determination at the company
labour by an employee. level.

3. s cmphasis on the individual. more 6. igher level of government intervention or

crphasis on the group: support in many arcas of HIRN:

e strong soctological rather than e state role in education through public school
psychological traditions. and university systems.

o loss importance on  interaclions between o formal certification systems influencing

individuals, personnel selection and carcers.
o lower importance given 1o controlling o comprehensive wellare policies.
individuals through competition.

4. More emphasis on W orkers rather than
managers:

Source: Sparrow and Hitrop. 1994, p.30.

4. Which Model is More Suitable for the Turkish Case?

When we apply the six criteria above to the setting of HRM in Turkey we
get the following results in Table 4:




Table 4: American and Continental European Concepts of HRM Applied to the HRM Sctting in Turkey™
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The concept of strategy which Sparrow and Hiltrop did not include
among their six criteria is an important component in the matching models of
the American HRM. In Turkish HRM, 89% of the firms declare that they do
have an HR strategy. But, the influence of the HRM on shaping the corporate
strategy is not significant: only 28% of the HR directors are a member of
managerial board, and 35% of the firms do not even have an HR manager.42

Taking these differences between the HRM practices in Turkey on the one
hand and American and European practices on the other, it becomes clear that
none of the models exhibited above seems perfectly tailored for the Turkish
case; each necessitates some modifications. And since each model above puts
emphasis on different points, serves different aims, and uses different
variables, each needs a different modification (for instance, the New York
model makes inferences from Porter's generic strategies whereas Poole
examines the industrial democracy). For our aims here, making some minor
alterations on the Brewster-Hegewisch model in Figure 6 above looks
preferable since in this way we can embed the important peculiarities of the
Turkish case more easily.

The first substantial alteration should be on the relative freedom of the
corporate strategy from the law, state and stakeholders including the unions.
And secondly, the one-way nature of the relationship between corporate and
HR strategies should be manifested in the model. The model, then, takes the
following form:

National culture (including laws. IR. labour markcts efc.)

Organisation, size and structure, and culture

[Human resources
strategy Behaviour
Corporate o Recruitment HRM

strategy Performance JEEEIEY

o Training

o Employee relations
o Flexibility, ete.

Figure 9:  The Brewster and Hegewisch Model Modified for the HRM Setting in
Turkey
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Conclusion

American and European models of HRM seem to constitute two different
but intersecting spheres. The main sources of difference centre around such
criteria like managerial autonomy, consideration of social life as g
business-related item, comparative importance attributed to managers and
workers, the role of social partners in shaping the HRM area, and the level of
government intervention or support. On the basis of some of these criteria,
the HRM setting in Turkey seems akin to the one depicted by American
models, whereas in some others, it is rather similar to the setting in the
European models. It is the claim of this article that Turkish HRM requires a
model of its own that calls attention especially to the relative autonomy of
Turkish managers, and the partially weak effect of the HR strategy on
corporate strategy. This can be achieved by either modifying an existing
model, or devising a new one. This article prefers the former, and performs
some minor alterations on a European model devised by Brewster and
Hegewisch. Nevertheless, this, of course, is a rudimentary attempt, and the
challenge of putting forward a better model tailored for the Turkish HRM
remains.
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