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Abstract - The merger process occurs over the world in every sector to optimize the financial output, to increase the quality 
of goods and services. The main force and tool to achieve that is the employees. The comprehension and compatibility help 
to save the environment stable at a workplace. The employees suffer from the change of structure, downsizing and 
uncertainty and it affects the working performance of employees. To measure the consequences of the merger, there is an 
individual working performance questionnaire that assesses the behavior and well being of workers.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Studies of mergers and acquisitions have focused 
mainly on the companies in developed countries as 
the UK, Canada, the US, Australia, Europe than on 
developing countries. The competitive advantage of 
any merged companies can become Human Resource 
Management policy from both sights: theoretical and 
practical (Czepel et al., 1985).   
The conceptual framework consists of four 
dimensions that represent the full range of the 
Individual working performance. The dimensions are 
task performance, contextual performance, adaptive 
performance and counterproductive working 
behavior. 
The purpose of the study is to review merger activity 
among the Higher Education Institutions through the 
definition of what a merger is, it's effect on the well-
being of the organization staff, individual working 
performance after merging.  
The evaluation of outcomes of the merger is a 
complicated process. The main reason of mergers is 
not only financial: to maximize profit but there are a 
lot of other reasons that will be considering in the 
following part.  
The following research questions drive the study: 
Does the merger have an impact on the employee's 
Individual Working Performance (Task, Contextual, 
Counterproductive working behavior)? If so, what are 
the strengths of the combinations between the 
merger, the components of the individual working 
performance of employees?  
 
II. THE MOTIVES AND THEORIES OF 
MERGER 
 
Over past decades, mergers between companies 
become an increasingly phenomenon (Harman, 
2003). Some of them have the great impact as a 
success, some failed. The researchers as Schweiger 
and De Nisi (1991) reported similar findings, added 
that uncertainty and stress controlled negative effect  

 
of post-merger time. Satisfaction, commitment, 
performance declined.   
However, these studies didn't define which 
components of commitment (affective, normative, 
continuance), individual working performance (task, 
contextual, adaptive) were affected by mergers.  
Meyer and Allen(1997) have argued that individual 
working performance is a multidimensional construct 
and an employee's relationship with the organization 
might reflect varying levels of these three 
dimensions. 
Dunham et al. (1994) and Hackett et al. (1994) agreed 
with them and explained that dimension approach of 
performance gives more detailed and accurately 
aware of an individual's performance in the company.  
In the major of studies on management, job 
satisfaction has gone a long way to claim 
acknowledgment for increasing working performance 
(Worren N. A. M. et al., 1999).  
Efficiency theory of mergers explained by Trautwein 
(1990) as planned and executed to achieve synergies. 
There are three types of these synergies: financial, 
operational and managerial. The first type occurs as a 
result in lower costs of capital. The second kind 
represents a joint sales force, knowledge transfers 
(Porter, 1985). The last type have realized that the 
bidder’s managers possess superior planning and 
monitoring abilities that benefit the target’s 
performance (Jensen, Murphy, 1988). 
Monopoly theory views mergers as being planned 
and executed to achieve market power. This theory 
arrears to be even weaker than that of the efficiency 
theory (Jensen, 1984). Valuation theory argues that 
mergers are planned and executed by managers who 
have better information about the target’s value than 
the stock market (Steiner, 1975).  
The difference between the valuation theory and 
other merger definitions is its recognition of the role 
which genuine uncertainty plays in the strategic 
decisions, e.g. mergers. 
There is a difficulty to measure this theory’s validity 
is that it is not possible to derive any specific 
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propositions about merger consequences 
(Ravenscraft, Scherer, 1987). 
The next theory is the Empire-building theory, that 
explains mergers as planned and executed by 
managers, who thereby maximize their own utility 
instead of their shareholders value (Black, 1989).  
Baumol (1959) explains as a model where manager 
goals subject to constraints put upon them by the 
capital market. According to him, managers 
maximize revenues subject to a minimum profit 
requirement.  
Model of Marris (1964) overcomes the static 
perspective and instead postulates the financially 
sustainable growth rate of the sources as the goal of 
managers. 

 

 
 
Other findings in this area are Black’s (1989) 
overpayment hypothesis. He states that managers 
overpay for the targets because they are over-
optimistic. It reconciles the assumption of 
information efficiency with the theory of 
managerialism.  
The fifth theory of merger motives is a process 
theory. This theory explains strategic decisions not as 
comprehensively rational choices but as outcomes of 
the process governed by some influences, e.g. 
political power, organizational routines, work 
decisions (Alison, 1971).  

 
III. DEFINITIONS AND DIMENSIONS OF THE 
INDIVIDUAL WORKING PERFORMANCE 
 
Performance defined by Porter and Lawler (1974) as 
a function of person’s ability, skills and efforts in a 
given situation. In the research of Pushpakumari 
(2008), for the purpose of the study, he defines the 
performance in terms of effort extended to the job of 
an employee. High effort increases the performance.  
The Individual Working Performance is a 
multidimensional construct (Austin &Vilanova, 
1992). According to Borman et al. (1993) there are 
dimensions of Individual Working Performance: the 
Task performance, contextual performance, adaptive 
performance and counterproductive work behavior. 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) define the Task 
Performance (in-role) as the behavior that is linked 
with finishing the job.  
The contextual performance according to them is an 
individual performance, it maintain and enhances an 
organization’s social network and the psychological 
mood that supports technical tasks. Contextual 
performance (extra-role) includes activities that may 
not be directly linked with tasks but however they 
still make an important contribution to the 
effectiveness of an organization and still is important 
component of Job Performance (Borman and 
Motowidlo, 1997; Conway, 1999). In other words, if 
employee uses technical skills and knowledge to 
produce goods\services, accomplishes a specialized 
task that support the actual functions of an 
organization, the employee involves in task 
performance (Schleicher, 2004). And the contextual 
performance is a definition to describe activities that 
employees do if even it is not their formal job duties. 
They voluntarily helping colleagues, putting in extra 
effort to complete tasks and working extra time to 
complete tasks. 
The adaptive performance is a new dimension of the 
individual working performance literature 
(Koopmans et al., 2011). Some authors have 
identified indicators and developed measures. This 
dimension shows creative solutions to the new 
difficult problems, and keeping job skills and 
knowledge actual, up to date.  
The counterproductive work behavior is an activity 
that harms the well-being of the organization 
(Rotundo, Sackett, 2002). 
As stated by Rival (2008) performance is a result of 
an employee success rate in working tasks in 
comparison with opportunities, such as work 
standards, targets, aims and objectives above criteria 
predetermined and mutually agreed.  
In the management economic fields, performance 
measurement focuses on the company’s level, using 
the important performance factors, turnover, financial 
situation and customer satisfaction. Task performance 
related with the contextual performance (Hoffman, 
2007). Campbell (1990) identifies the Individual 
Working Performance (IWP) as actions that are 
relevant to the goals of a company. According to him, 
IWP focuses on the behavior of workers, rather than 
the results. In order to measure the IWP, a focus 
should be on the Task performance what is the 
proficiency with which employees perform the core 
tasks central tothe job. 

 
IV. THE MEASUREMENT OF THE 
INDIVIDUAL WORKING PERFORMANCE 
AND THE COSEQUENCES AFFECTED BY 
MERGER ACTIVITY 
 
There are different types of the measurement of the 
individual working performance by managers, by 
employees, human resource department. The adaptive 
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performance focuses on the growing interdependency 
and uncertainty of work systems and corresponding 
change in the nature of the IWP (Griffin et al., 2007) 
There is a generic task performance scale to measure 
behavior as adequately completing assigned duties, 
prescribed responsibilities, and completing tasks that 
were expected (Williams, Anderson, 1991). 
The adaptive performance scale is the adaptability 
index (Pulakos et al., 2000). It measures whether 
employees are able to solve problems, to deal with 
uncertain and unpredictable work situations, learning 
new tasks, technologies and procedures. 
The important outcome measure in the workplace is 
the individual working performance questionnaire. 
None of the existent scales assesses all items of IWP 
together. Koopmans et al. (2013) had attempted to 
search for, compare and combine different scales in 
order to get completed IWP questionnaire (IWPQ). 
For their IWPQ, the authors identified all indicators 
from the literature, existing questionnaires and 
interviews. As a result, only 18 relevant, generic 
indicators were included (see Fig. 2). Some studies 
have argued that the adaptive performance is a 
separate dimension, but the research of Koopmans et 
al. (2013) did not support it. They found out that the 
adaptive performance is an aspect of the contextual 
performance, both support the social, psychological 
and organizational environment where the task 
performance functions. These both are additional 
actions that do not directly contribute to the job tasks, 
but make it easier. 
There are plenty of measurement instruments of an 
IWP, but they do not assess it all together. The aim of 
existent questionnaires should give the ability to 
measure individuals at all positions (from low to high 
levels). 
 

 
Fig. 2. Individual working performance questionnaire 

(Koomans et.al., 2013). 

Research on the merger and it's effect on employee 
individual working performance has been limited. 
The researchers Fulmer, Gilkey (1988) considered the 
human implications of the controlling merger by 
interviewing 200 executives who had participation in 
merger processes. That study explored 20 firms in 2 
years after the merger. The executives discussed their 
feelings about management improvement, corporate 
leadership, the effects of merger activity, etc. Some 
were asked to discuss about specific roles they take 
during the process. The results found out that workers 
frequently coped with the merger by declining their 
extent of commitment, their levels of working 
performance, and they tried to seek opportunities in 
other companies because of anxiety and confusion. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The individual working performance plays the main 
role in the functioning of any company. To measure it 
companies use the individual working performance 
questionnaire (IWPQ). The IWPQ consists of three 
dimensions instead of four after combining them 
together (Task Performance, Contextual, 
Counterproductive Work Behavior, excluding 
adaptive performance).An important purpose of the 
IWPQ is to assess changes in the Individual Working 
Performance. Human Resource Management could 
use the IWPQ to assess the staff. Moreover, human 
resource management may use IWPQ to determine 
which groups need to improve on which sector. 
Due the current economic difficulties, companies 
need to increase the IWP of employees in order to 
maintain. If company observes that their profits 
decline, and in order to survive, they cut costs. It 
provides employee reductions, reorganizations, or 
outsourcing work. The negative outcomes of these 
actions can be frozen salaries, eliminated or 
downsized bonuses.  
The institutional restructuring had a negative effect in 
some cases. The negative consequences include the 
neglect of basic infrastructure; the increases of 
student fees and decreased pay to Higher education 
from research outputs and investments by business 
and industry (Gallaher, 2000); the alienation of 
employees, the threat to the quality of teaching and 
research due to the decline of investments (Wood, 
Meek, 2002).  
Positive reactions to the mergers are the suggestion 
that marketization had made the system more relevant 
and responsive to the industry needs, and staff may 
increase their capacity and skills to maintain in new 
market (Schraeder, 2003).  
This study identified what merger, individual 
working performance is, and their relations. Merger 
processes, as change, provides stress, uncertainty in 
every place and make different consequences. 
Managers before merger make strategy of process, 
and the reaction of employees must be paid attention. 
Their acceptance of new structure, new 
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administration, and new schedule is the important 
parts of the amalgamation activity.  
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